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Introduction

This dissertation deals with the syntax and the semantics of the German auxiliary system.
Auxiliaries in general are a very well-studied phenomenon, so why should one work on
German auxiliaries? In the literature, we usually find two positions concerning auxiliaries:
(i) auxiliaries are full verbs and project their own VP, hence are lexical elements; (ii)
auxiliaries are defective verbs, which should be regarded as functional elements and are
hence generated in a functional projection. Whereas the statement in (i) characterizes the
standard analysis of German auxiliaries, statement (ii) characterizes the traditional position
for the analysis of English auxiliaries. The empirical justification for these tWO positionS
comes from the observation that English auxiliaries, but not German auxiliaries, differ in
their morphological properties as well as their syntactic behavior from main verbs. For
instance, English modal auxiliaries, unlike 'ordinary' main verbs, lack a complete verbal
paradigm, which can seen from the fact that they do not have an infinitival verb form *to
will, or *to can. Moreover, auxiliaries, but not main verbs, can undergo verb movement,
i.e., they move from a position within the VP to a position outside the VP. The examples

in (1) illustrate this process (where the adverbs marks the left edge of the VP). For a
discussion of these facts see Emonds (1976), Pollock (1989) and many more.

(1)      a. Laura often works at home.
b. *Laura works often at home.
c. *Laura often will work at home.
d.     Laura will often work at home.

In contrast, German auxiliaries do not show any of these properties. Like main verbs,
auxiliaries have a full morphological verbal paradigm. For instance, modal verbs also exist
in infinitival verb form zu kannen ('to can') and zu wollen ('to will'). Moreover, verbal
elements do not differ with respect to the property of verb movement: both auxiliaries and
main verb show obligatorily verb movement, as (2b&d) shows.

(2)      a.    *Laura oft arbeitet zu Hause.
b. Laura arbeitet oft zu Hause.
c.   *Laura oft wird zu Hause gearbeitet.
d.    Laura wird oft zu Hause gearbeitet.

On the basis of these observations it was concluded that English auxiliaries form a
separate syntactic class, whereas this is not the case in German auxiliaries.

In this dissertation I will argue that an identification of German auxiliaries and
main verbs does not do justice to the empirical facts. I will argue that, syntactically
speaking, the class of auxiliaries cannot be treated in a uniform way. A careful distinction
between different types of auxiliaries reveals that some German auxiliaries show a number

of parallels to their English counterparts and hence show properties which distinguish
them from main verbs. However, this does not hold for all auxiliaries. Therefore I will
argue here that neither of the two positions above can be a correct characterization of the
German auxiliary system. German auxiliaries do not form a monolithic class; rather, the
class of auxiliaries consists of a number of different elements, which show individual
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syntactic and morphological behavior. It will be shown that some auxiliaries are lexical in
the strict sense, whereas others are functional in nature. Moreover, I will identify a third
class referred to as semi-lexical auxiliaries.

The study presented here is centered on two different, but related phenomena.

First, this study has evolved from previous research on the German tun-periphrasis,
a construction that is similar to the English phenomenon of do-support. Instead of a

synthetic finite verb form, we find a periphrastic construction consisting of a finite form of
tun 'do' and the main verb in bare infinitival form, as illustrated in (3a&b). Like English

do, the German equivalent is semantically bleached and does not contribute to the
semantic content of the sentence.

(3)  a. She liest ein Buch.
she reads a book

b.   Sie tut ein Buch lesen.

she   does  a book read

'She reads a book.' U 'She is reading a book.'

Although the construction in (3b) plays only a minor role in standard German, it is
frequently found in colloquial German as well as in dialectal variations. It will be shown
in Chapter 5, that most, if not all, German dialects make use of the tun-petiphrasis, a fact
that makes its theoretic study very interesting. It is striking that the tun-periphrasis in all
dialects is most frequently used in past subjunctive form, leading to a periphrastic past

subjunctive, a verb form that usually signals counterfactuality, as illustrated in (4b). Note
that dialects as well as standard German make use of another periphrastic subjunctive

form, the wiirde 'would' + infinitive construction illustrated in (5b). In this construction it
is the future auxiliary werden 'will', which serves as the source for the periphrastic
construction, cf. (5a).

(4)    a.   Sie tut ein Buch lesen.

she does:PRS:IND a book read

'She reads a book.' U 'She is reading a book.'
b. Sie tate ein Buch lesen     (wenn...)

she   did:PST:SUB  a book read (if...)

'She would read a book, (if...)'

(5) a. Sie wird ein Buch lesen.
she   will:PRS.IND  a book read

'She will read a book.'
b. Sie wurde ein Buch lesen     (wenn...)

she would:PST:SUB a book read (if...)

'She would read a book, (if...)'

It is striking that the periphrastic subjunctive constructions in (4b) & (5b) are functionally

equivalent, whereas the periphrastic indicative constructions in (4a) & (5a) are not, with
indicative werden in (5a) expressing futurity/modality, and indicative tun in Ola) not
adding anything to the meaning of the sentence at all.
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The second type of observation which is central in this dissertation concerns the werden +
infinitive construction. Since this construction expresses a future orientation, as illustrated
in (6a), it is usually labeled a future construction. However, the same construction also
expresses a modal statement conveying probability, as shown in (6b). In this function, the
werden is close to epistemic modal verbs illustrated in (7).

(6) a. Morgen wird sie wieder in Tilburg   sein.
Tomorrow    will she again in Tilburg   be
'Tomorrow, she will be in Tilburg again.'

b. Sie wird wohl gerade in Tilburg   sein

She will probably right-now in Tilburg   be
'Probably she is in Tilburg right now.'

(7)             Sie   kann in Tilburg   sein,  sie    kann    aber auch in Antwerpen   sein.
She   can in Tilburg   be,    she can but also in Antwerp      be
'She can be in Tilburg, but she can also be in Antwerp.'

A closer look at the properties of the werden-construction make it clear that only a modal
analysis can account for the syntactic behavior of this construction. That means that the
werden-construction must be analyzed syntactically analogous to epistemic modal verbs
such as miissen 'must' and kvnnen 'can' etc.

These two empirical phenomena, the tun/tate-periphrasis and its relation to the
werden/wurde-construction as well as the properties of werden + infinitive construction
and other epistemic modal verbs are at the heart of this dissertation. These three types Of
auxiliaries share the important and unusual property of being only acceptable in finite verb
form. This property is absent in other auxiliaries such as root modals, aspectual auxiliaries
haben/setn 'have/be', and also the passive auxiliary werden 'be' (lit. 'become'). This latter
group of auxiliaries therefore serves as a kind of 'control group' for the research on 'finite-
only' auxiliaries: I will argue that the 'finite-only' property of tun, werden and epistemic
modals is the reflex of syntactic and semantic factors: these auxiliaries are associated, in
one way or another, with the Mood Projection of the sentence, i.e., that sentential position,
which hosts the mood and finiteness information. Epistemic modal verbs as well as
werden are argued to be inserted directly in the Mood Projection of the sentence. Tun is
inserted at late in the derivation; at PF it functions as the spell out of the functional
domain, when verb movement has failed to take place.

' Note that auxiliaries are defined by means of two criteria. First, they lack an independent thematic structure
(cf. Haegeman 1994); second, the complement of an auxiliary is an extended projection of a lexical verb.
The first criterion excludes the group of the so-called 'restructuring verbs', which are sometimes considered
auxiliaries as well (cf. Rutten 1991). The second criterion distinguishes between copula verbs and
auxiliaries, since only the former may appear with a nominal, an adjectival or a prepositional complement.
This distinction may seem unwanted for some readers, but it will be shown later that it is useful to set copula
verbs apart. On the basis of these two criteria only the perfect auxiliaries haben/sein 'have/be', the passive
auxiliary werden 'be' (lit.  'become') and the class of root modal verbs remain as 'control group'.
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The dissertation is organized as follows.

In Chapter 1, I start by showing that German auxiliaries form mono-clausal structures.
Contrary to what is argued in many recent analyses (cf. Kayne 1994, Alexiadou 1997,
Giorgi & Pianesi 1997), auxiliary constructions do not involve two clausal projections. If
that were the case, we would expect to find clausal behavior of the complement of
auxiliary constructions. Chapter 1 provides several tests that show that this prediction is
not borne out. In the absence of any convincing argument for a bi-clausal analysis, it will
be concluded that a mono-clausal structure of auxiliary constructions is most plausible and
also most elegant, since it does not require additional stipulations.

Chapter 2 sets out some of the theoretical assumptions underlying in this dissertation.
First, I introduce Van Riemsdijk's (1998) system of an endocentric clause structure. Van
Riemsdijk suggests a distinction between a lexical, a semi-lexical and a functional domain,
which are in strict hierarchical order. The functional domain dominates the semi-lexical
domain, which in turn dominates the lexical domain. On the grounds of morphosyntactic
(but also semantic) criteria as well as restrictions on co-occurrences among auxiliaries I
argue that the class of German auxiliaries maps onto this hierarchy of functionality in the
following way (where 'modals' stands for 'root modals').2

(8)

Future/tun/epistemic modals  > (modals) > have/be > (modals) > passive > VP/modals
.ItI11IIIII1IIIIIIIII11III1I

functional domain semi-lexical domain lexical domain

The mapping in (8) shows the common denominator of the auxiliaries in (4) to (7): both
tun and werden, but also epistemic modal verbs, are instances of functional auxiliaries.

In the second part of Chapter 2, I will elaborate on the notion of the functional
domain. It will be argued that the functional domain is also the domain of finiteness.
Consequently, functional auxiliaries show a particular affinity for these categories that are
associated with finiteness in German, such as tense, mood, and ASSERTION. A more
detailed analysis of the functional auxiliaries is provided in Chapter 3,4 and 5.

Chapter 3 introduces the syntax of modal verbs. Most syntactic analyses of modal verbs
fail to account for the range of empirical data. I will show that the class of modal verbs
does not behave syntactically uniform. It is necessary to distinguish syntactically between
(at least) three kinds of modal verbs: epistemic, deontic and dynamic modals. The main
focus, however, will  lie on epistemic modals.  I will  work out criteria that make it possible
to differentiate between epistemic modals and other kinds of modal verbs. I will suggest

analyzing epistemic modal verbs as functional auxiliaries, whereas deontic modals should
mostly be analyzed as semi-lexical auxiliaries. Dynamic modals show the properties of
either lexical or semi-lexical auxiliaries.

2 Note that the mapping in (3) is not assumed to be universal. The auxiliary mapping is derived on the basis
of morphosyntactic criteria and the restrictions on co-occurrence. It is possible that auxiliaries in other
languages deviate in one or both criteria.
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In Chapter 4, I will deal with the future/modal construction werden + infinitive. The
central claim of this chapter will be that the future auxiliary should not be analyzed as a

temporal auxiliary but rather as an epistemic modal verb. Such a position was first
advocated by Vater (1975) and also Kratzer (1981). Whereas these authors took a
semantic perspective on werden, the study presented here will mainly focus on the
syntactic properties. In the first part, I will present a detailed discussion of various
temporal analyses of werden, showing that, so far, no temporal analysis has been able to
account for syntactic properties of the alleged 'future' construction. In the second part, it
will be shown that the syntactic properties of werden are similar to those of epistemic

modal verbs discussed in Chapter 3. It is therefore most appropriate to pursue a modal
approach to werden.

Chapter 5 introduces the third construction involving a functional auxiliary, the tun
+infinitive construction in dialectal and substandard German. It will be shown that
auxiliary tun is closer to its English counterpart do than often assumed. The properties of
functional auxiliaries discussed in Chapters 3 and 4 will again serve as the decisive criteria
for a functional analysis of this auxiliary. Despite many parallels, I will show that tun
differs from the other two types of functional auxiliaries. Tun is semantically bleached and
cannot be associated with a particular semantic function. Rather, tull functions as the spell-

out of for the functional complex.

Finally, in Chapter 6 I will discuss syntax and semantics of the grammatical notion of
mood. I will introduce the basic functions of the different moods in German as well as the
way in which they are used. It will be shown that the meaning of the different types of
subjunctive mood (i.e., present and past subjunctive) cannot be derived in a compositional
way. This information will serve as a background for the description and the analysis of
periphrastic subjunctive constructions, such as tate+ infinitive and especially wurde +
infinitive. Moreover, I will have a brief look at the behavior of other epistemic modal
verbs under subjunctive marking.

Figure 1 gives an overview of the different topics discussed in this dissertation



The following schema illustrates the different topics of discussion in this dissertation.

Auxiliaries = mono-clausal structures

Root modals
IND         ¥\

\ pass. werden
werden twi haben/sein

A
A A

'\*

epistemic modals
0

1

1

/                                                    V
W

wilrde c   , tate hatte/ware

2                                                                                                           pass. werden
SUB                     k

Root modals

NFINITIVE +PARTICWLE

/                                              \

Finiteness Modality, Temporality Mood (Ind/Sub) periphrastic subjunctive



1 Non-Finite Complements

1.1 Introduction
Infinitival construction can be described in terms of (at least) two factors: the properties of
embedding matrix verWauxiliary and the properties of the non-finite complement. In this
chapter, I would like to focus on the properties of different types of infinitival
complements. Although this dissertation is concerned with only a restricted set of German
auxiliaries, namely modal verbs, temporal/modal werden 'will', and the dummy auxiliary
tun 'do', I will also peripherally discuss aspectual auxiliaries haben/sein 'have/be' and the
passive auxiliary werden(lit. become) 'is'. In the remainder of this chapter, I will refer to
all these verbs as auxiliaries, or as auxiliary-constructions when I refer to the complete
sentence. The aim of this chapter is to show that the complement of auxiliaries is not a
clause in its own right. Rather, the auxiliary construction as a whole forms one single
clause.

Since the beginning of generative grammar, the syntactic analysis of auxiliaries has been
debated. In the aspects-model, Chomsky (1965) assumes that auxiliaries are ontologically
different from main verbs and do not project an independent VP, but function instead as a
possible extension of a VP structure. Ross (1969), on the other hand, argues that
auxiliaries do not behave considerably differently from main verbs and states, therefore,
that auxiliaries just like main verbs, project their own VP as well as their own S-level. The
two competing structures are illustrated in (1).

(1)     a.    Chomsky's (1965) structure b. Ross' (1969) structure
S                                          S

NP PredP NP VP

Aux MainVerb                                            V                 S11
Aux VP

Main Verb

The difference between Chomsky's and Ross' structure is that the former is a mono-
clausal structure, whereas the latter is a bi-clausal structure. Also in contemporary
approaches to verbal syntax we find this difference between a mono- and a bi-clausal
analysis of auxiliary-constructions. For instance Rutten (1991), Kayne (1994), Alexiadou
(1997), Julien (1999, 2000) argue for a bi-clausal approach to auxiliary constructions,
whereas Cremers (1983) and Wurmbrand (1998) have argued for mono-clausal structures.

Contemporary bi-clausal approaches to auxiliary constructions lead to another
question. In recent years, the S-level has been replaced by a number of different functional
projections, posing the question of how much structure infinitival constructions contain.
Different proposal have been forwarded, see cf. Kayne (1994), Alexiadou (1997), Giorgi
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& Pianesi (1997), Julien (1999, 2000). Giorgi & Pianesi (1997:38) and also Julien (1999,
2000) suggest a bi-clausal structure including two Agreement and Tense Projections to
represent the structure of e.g., the perfect constructions.

(2)            Agrl-P
Tl-P

VP
Agr2-P

T2-P
VP

Agrl Tl V[Aux] Agr2       T2        [Main] verb

In contrast, Alexiadou (1997) assumes that auxiliaries are inserted in a matrix VP and
select a clausal complement consisting of a complex of functional projections. However,
she points out that tense and agreement projections are absent in this case, although the
embedded functional structure still renders a clausal structure.

Reasons for assuming a structure like (2) or similar bi-clausal structures are theory-
internal and are often dependent on the way these authors view the syntactic
representations of temporal constructions. Here I will not discuss these reasons in detail.
Nevertheless, if these structures are indeed the right representation of periphrastic
constructions, it would be helpful to find independent data supporting such a claim. In this
chapter, I will show that such independent data does not exist.

How can we decide whether a particular sentence should be analyzed as a mono- or bi-
clausal structure? This question is an old one and is extensively discussed in the literature
on verbal clusters and restructuring in Dutch and German. Many tests have been
developed to show whether a construction is mono- or bi-clausal, and some of these tests
will be presented below.

This chapter is organized as follows. First, I will give a short introduction to
German (and Dutch) verb clusters. I will present the standard analysis of complex
infinitival constructions, as it was proposed by Evers (1975). I will show that we need to
distinguish between two types of syntactic structure for infinitives, a mono-clausal 'verb
raising' structure  and a bi-clausal extraposition structure. In Section  1.2.2,  I will introduce
an alternative view on verb raising, conforming to the views of Cremers (1983) and
Wurmbrand (1998), suggesting that verb raising in the sense of Evers' proposal is not
necessary if it is assumed that the structures start out as mono-clausal structures to begin
with. In Section   1.3,  I will present some traditional tests developed  in the debate  on
restructuring in order to show that all auxiliary constructions must be regarded as mono-
clausal structures. Since the debate on restructuring is usually focused on the syntax of to-
infinitives, I will show that these phenomena that can be observed with mono-clausal to-
infinitives are also found in auxiliary constructions (i.e., werden, tun, modals + infinitive
as well as haben/sein, werden + participle).  Finally,  Section  1.4 deals with  the question of
how much structure a mono-clausal structure can contain. I will show that the complement
of auxiliaries must be smaller than CP or IP. however, the complement can under certain
circumstances be larger than VP. I will look primarily at tests that have been used by
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Cremers (1983) and Wurmbrand (1998) to show that certain infinitives lack functional
structure altogether.

1.2 Mono-clausal or Bi-clausal Structures?
In this section, I will show that auxiliary-construction must be analyzed as mono-clausal
structures. In Section  1.2.1,  I will introduce two types of infinitival constructions, usually
referred to as 'verb raising' and 'Extraposition' structures. Subsequently, in Section  1.2.2,
I will present an alternative approach to restructuring.

1.2.1 Two types of infinitives

Since the work of Bech (1955) it is well known that German has two types of infinitival
constructions, usually referred to as coherent and non-coherent infinitives. In Bech's
analysis, each verbal element in a sentence is associated with a Verbalfeld 'verbal field',
which comprises the verb/auxiliary itself and its arguments. Complex infinitival
constructions can comprise several verbal fields. For instance, sentence (3) consists of two
verbal fields, whereas sentence (4) consists of five verbal fields, as indicated by the
indices.

(3) weil ich versuchtel, ihm zu helfen2.
because I tried him   to help

Field 1: weil ich versuchte,
Field 2: ihm zu helfen.

(4) Paula seemsi to have2 SUggeSted3 to her mother to have# her car repaired ·

Clearly, there is a difference in relations between the verbs in (4) with some having a
closer relation to each other than to the other verbs. Intuitively we would say that 'seems
to have suggested' forms one complex, whereas 'to have repaired' forms another unit. In
order to describe these relations, Bech introduces the notion of a (in)coherent verbal field:
"[das koharenzfeld] bildet in topologischer hinsicht eine geschlossene einheit" (Bech
1955:61). [from a topological point of view, the coherent field forms a closed unit.'
According to Bech, in sentence (3), the two verb fields form one coherent field. Example
(4), in contrast, is described as an incoherent field, comprising two coherent fields, namely
the cluster Vt to V3 and the cluster V4 and V5. As Evers (1975:53) has pointed out, one
Koharendeld "can be defined as the set of surface structure clausemates." So in fact,
Bech's distinction between a coherent and incoherent verbal field corresponds to Evers'
distinction between mono- and bi-clausal structures in Dutch and German infinitives.

Since the times of Evers it has become standard to assume that the two types of
infinitives can be distinguished by whether or not they involve verb raising. Like Ross
(1969), Evers assumes that each infinitive construction starts out as a bi-clausal
construction. However, in certain cases, it is possible that the two clausal constituents
undergo a process of clause-union. This process is illustrated by Evers' (1975) classic
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example for Dutch and German, shown in  (5) and (6).  It is assumed that both fly and see
project an independent sentence. Sl and S2 in (5b) and (6b) respectively. The embedded
verbjly has to move up to the matrix clause and adjoins to the matrix verb thereby creating
a complex verbal cluster. Subsequently, the S-level of the embedded clause is pruned and
the complex structure is restructured as a mono-clausal structure. Thus the whole
procedure, verb raising plus pruning, leads to a unification of the two clauses. The
difference between German and Dutch is that the verb raising process is visible in Dutch,
whereas it is string-vacuous in German.

(5) Dutch
a. omdat Cecilia de kraanvogels zag vliegen.

because C. the cranes saw fly.

b.     [st omdat Cecilia    [S2 de kraanvogels vliegen]   zag].
C.    [S omdat Cecilia de kraanvogels ti [zag vliegeni ]].

(6) German
a. weil Cecilia die Kraniche fliegen sah.

because C. the cranes     fly      saw

'because Cecilia saw the cranes.'
b.     [s, weil   Cecilia    [s2 die Kraniche fliegen]       sah].
C.    [S weil Cecilia die Kraniche ti [fliegeni sah]].

(Evers 1975:4)

In a different type of infinitival complement verb raising, and hence the process of clause-

union, does not take place. In this case, it is often required that the infinitival complement
is extraposed, i.e., right-adjoined to the sentence, as illustrated in (7b) vs. (73).1

(7) a. *weil wir   uns [S Peter die Geschichte zu erzahlen]   furchteten.
because we US P.     the story to tell be-afraid

b. weil wir uns furchteten [s Peter die Geschichte zu erzahlen].
because we US be-afraid P. the story to tell

'because  we were afraid  to tell Peter the story.'

Again, the crucial difference between verb raising structures, as in (5) and (6), and
extraposition structures, as in (7), is that only the former are analyzed as mono-clausal
structures. Since a sentential projection is often a boundary for syntactic processes, it is
expected that only verb raising structures, not extraposition structures, are 'transparent' for

syntactic phenomena such as movement operations or scope. Indeed, this expectation is
borne out. A number of syntactic pheitomena can be observed in verb raising structures,
but not in extraposition structures. These phenomena include gapping, nominalization,
clitic climbing, quantifier hopping, and clause negation and cohesion, but also anaphora,
double negation, and right node raising (cf. Bech 1955, Evers 1975, Haider 1986,

i Note that certain verbs allow either verb raising or extraposition, as the difference between (i) and (ii)
shows.
(i) weil er   [sie zu kussen] versucht hat.

because he  her to kiss tried has
'because he tried  to  kiss her.'

(ii)          weil er versucht hat, [sie zu kussen].
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Grewendorf 1991, Model 1991, Sabel 1996). Sometimes these properties are referred to as
restructuring properties. In Section  1.3, I will come back to these tests.

1.2.2 Does clause-union really mean restructuring?
So far I have adopted the terminology of traditional literature and stated that mono-clausal
structures involve a process of verb raising and restructuring. Since Evers' (1975)
approach, many varieties of restructuring have been proposed (i.a. Burzio 1986 for Italian,
Rutten 1991 for Dutch, Sabel 1996 for German).2 The approaches differ in several
respects, which are not of relevance here. It should be mentioned, though, that all these

analyses are crucially based on Ross' (1969) assumption that all verbal elements indeed
project (full or at least partial) sentential structure. A different view, however, has been put
forth by Cremers (1983) and Wurmbrand (1998) and others. These authors argue that
'restructured' constructions are in fact mono-clausal structures to begin with. They assume
that the structure is base-generated as a mono-clausal structure and does not require an
explicit process of clause-unification/restructuring.

Stowell (1982) provides a starting point for a more elaborate analysis of the internal
structure of infinitival clauses. He argues that the internal structure of different types of
to-infinitives is not identical. There are two types of to-infinitives: control infinitives and
raising infinitives. Stowell observes that only control infinitives contain a temporal
operator, which he locates in the C-domain. He concludes that control infinitives contain a
CP, whereas CP is absent in EMC/raising infinitives. To support this view, he shows that
control infinitives allow independent operations associated with the C-domain such as wh-
movement etc. In contrast, ECM/raising infinitives do not contain a temporal operator and
do not allow wh-movement.

A more drastic distinction was proposed by Cremers (1983), who shows on the
basis of Dutch data that control infinitives do not behave like a uniform class, either. He
argues that infinitival complements can be of different semantic types. BY assumption, the
semantic type of the infinitive is reflected in the syntactic category. 3 According to
Cremers, a verb like proberen 'to try' or durven 'to dare' selects for a VP-complement
denoting a property, whereas a verb like beweren 'to claim' selects for an S-complement
denoting a proposition. Consequently, the former class results in a mono-clausal structure
whereas the latter results in a bi-clausal structure. Cremers' examples of Vvp and VS are
listed in (8).

(8) VVP: proberen 'try', durven 'dare', kunnen  'be  able  tO'...
Vs   zeggen 'say', denken 'think', beweren 'claim', bese#im 'realize'...

Wurmbrand (1998) makes a similar point for German. Like Cremers, she assumes that bi-
clausal structures contain an CP/IP complement, whereas mono-clausal structures contain
a VP infinitival complement only. Since only mono-clausal structures show restructuring

2 A very good overview of different analyses of restructuring is given in the appendix of Wurmbrand (1998).
3 Cf. also Chierchia (1984) for a concise semantic analysis of infinitival complements.
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properties, Wurmbrand suggests distinguishing between mono-clausal restructuring
infinitives (RI) and bi-clausal non-restructuring infinitives (NRI). Here I will use
Wurmbrand's terminology. According to her, the group of core restructuring verbs

comprises modals like want, can, must, verbs of motion come, go, return, aspectual verbs
like begin, finish continue, but also used to, know how, easy-adjectives and subjectless

causatives (Wurmbrand 1998:38).4
The syntactic representation of these approaches is roughly illustrated in (9). Note

that Cremers assumes that the embedding verbs are V-elements and project a VP, for
Wurmbrand these elements can be either V or INFL elements.

(9)      a.     Cremers' (1983) proposal b. Wurmbrand's (1998) proposal

Cp CP

VP WINP

Vnn VP Vri VP

1
1

Vnon-nn  non- n

Contrary to Evers' proposal, it was pointed out that not all infinitival constructions consist
necessarily of the same syntactic structure to begin with. Cremers and Wurmbrand state
that an infinitival complement can be sentential in nature (hence contain functional
structure), but does not have to be. Rather they assume that some infinitival complements

consist only of a VP without functional structure. A restructuring process is therefore not
required in these constructions. Such a view implies that several verbal elements must be
considered AUX-elements in the sense of Chomsky (1965) (see above). Both Cremers and
Wurmbrand consider a number of grammatical phenomena in order to support the
hypothesis that the complement of RIs is only a VP. Wurmbrand argues that every higher
syntactic category such as CP or IP (but also vP) is absent in mono-clausal structures. In
Section  1.4,  I will present a number of tests provided by Cremers and Wurmbrand.  I  will
discuss CP-related phenomena, such as wh-movement and the presence of
complementizers, showing that CP is never present in the complement of auxiliaries.
Furthermore, by discussing tense and temporal modification, it can be shown that TP, too,
is absent in auxiliary-constructions. In other words, there is no independent evidence for a
bi-clausal analysis of auxiliary construction, contra Rutten (1991), Kayne (1994), Julien
(2000) etc. However, in contrast to Wurmbrand or Cremers, I will argue that more

4 Note that an approach as suggested by Cremers and Wurmbrand has important consequences for the
analysis of the infinitival marker to. Usually, it is assumed that to functions as the non-finite counterpart of
finite inflectional morphology (cf. Bresnan 1972, Evers 1975) and it is assumed that to occupies the INFL
position of an infinitival clause. However, Cremers' distinction between VS and Vvp cuts across the class of
to infinitives, leading to the conclusion that to can be in INFL but does not need to be. So far nobody has
been able to show convincingly that to is indeed the non-finite counterpart of the inflectional domain. No
attempt to argue for tense, mood or case-assigning functions of infinitives has been able to connect these
functions to presence/absence of to (cf. Stowell 1982, Chomsky & Lasnik 1993, Pesetsky 1991). Finally,
Zwart (1993) has argued on the basis of Dutch data that te 'to' cannot be generated in INFL. Also Travis
(1994.2000) makes the same point for English to. It is impossible to consider this very interesting discussion
here, and the reader is referred to Zwart (1993) and Travis (1994).
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structure than just the core VP must be allowed, and more particularly I will show that
aspectual information is a possible ingredient of the complement of auxiliaries.

1.2.3 Summary
In this section, I introduced different ideas about infinitival complements. Traditionally,
one distinguishes between two types of infinitives, which can be associated with mono-
and bi-clausal structures. I mentioned that there are two ways of analyzing mono-clausal
structures. (a) A complex infinitival structure starts out as a bi-clausal structure, but after a
verb raising and a pruning operation the two sentences are unified and the sentence
acquires mono-clausal properties. (b) The complex structure starts out as a mono-clausal
structure. Instead of layers of sentences, we find layers of core VPs.

1.3  Properties of Mono-clausal Structures
In the previous section, I stated that the existence of mono- and bi-clausal infinitives is a
common assumption in the literature on verb raising in German and Dutch. I also
mentioned that the linguistic reality of these structures can be tested by a number of
syntactic phenomena. In this section, I will take a closer look at these traditional tests
adduced by many scholars (cf. Evers 1975, Haider 1986, Grewendorf 1991, Model 1991,
Sabel 1996). I will show that these tests distinguishing mono- from bi-clausal infinitives
constructions can be used to show that all auxiliary constructions under discussion here
(i.e., werden, tun, modals + infinitive as well as haben/sein, werden + participle) are
clearly mono-clausal structures. In Section  1.3.1,  I will consider two classical movement
tests for mono-clausal structures and in Section  1.3.2, I will look at scopal properties of
negation and VP adverbs.

1.3.1 Movement tests for mono-clausal structures

Bech (1955) observed that the displacement of certain constituents is possible in mono-
clausal but not in bi-clausal structures and vice versa. Since most tests of this are fairly
standard in the literature on verb raising in German and Dutch, I will not go into too much
detail. I will look at just two tests, which illustrate the point, namely extraposition and
clitic-movement.5

5 Other movement tests, for instance topicalization, often are not able to prove the point here. Topicalization
involves displacement of the complete verb cluster; this is, however, only possible if the embedding main
verb can appear in embedded constructions (since a finite verbal element must always appear outside the
verb cluster in INFL). Since several of the verbs here can never be embedded, such a test fails to apply to
auxiliaries such as werden or tun (cf Chapter 4 and 5).
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1.3.1.1 Extraposition
It was mentioned in Section   1.2.1 that bi-clausal constructions allow extraposition.
However, in mono-clausal structures, extraposition is generally prohibited. The contrast
between (10) and (11) shows that bare infinitival and participial constructions always
require intraposition of the non-finite complement; in contrast, extraposition is never licit.
So the constructions behave as is expected of mono-clausal structures.

(10) Intraposition
a.    weil       sie die Bucher lesen wird. (werden + infinitive)

because she the books read Will.

b.    weil       sie die Bucher lesen muB. (modal + infinitive)
because she the books read must.

c.     weil       sie    die Bucher lesen tut. (twi + infinitive)

because she the books read does.

d. weil sie die Bticher gelesen hat. (Perfect construction)
because she the books read:PRT has.

e. weil die Bucher gelesen werden. (Passive construction)
because the books read:PRT are:PASS.

(11)         Extraposition
a. *weil  sie wird [die Bucher lesen].

because she Will the books read.

b. *weil sie muB [die Bucher lesen].
because she must the books read.

c. *weil  sie tut [die Bitcher lesen].
because she does the books read

d. *weil sie hat [die Bucher gelesen].
because she has the books read

e. *weil die BUcher werden [gelesen].
because the books ar.PASS read.

It can be seen that auxiliary-constructions never vary: they always display a mono-clausal
behavior (unlike some restructuring (main) verbs, which allow either intra- or
extraposition, cf. footnote  1).

1.3.1.2 Clitic Climbing
Evers (1975) has pointed out that Dutch and German require leftward movement of
unstressed weak pronouns, as illustrated in (12).
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(12) a. Wir gaben [unserem Freund ein Rennrad].
we gave our friend a racing bike

b.  *Wir gaben [unserem Freund   es].
we gave our friend it

c.    Wir  gaben es, [unserem Freund ti].
we gave it our friend (Evers 1975:24)

This movement is restricted by clause boundaries, so in cases of a complex clause
structure, the pronoun can only move leftward if the construction is mono-clausal, cf.
(13a). In a bi-clausal structure, as for instance extraposed structures, leftward pronoun
movement is ungrammatical, as illustrated in (13b).

(13) a. weil mir der Peter [ti ein Auto  zu verkaufen]   beabsichtigte.

because rne the Peter a car to sell planned
b. *weil mir der Peter beabsichtigte,   [s PRO ti    ein Auto zu verkaufen].

because  me the Peter planned a car to sell
(Van Riemsdijk 1996:35)

Looking at the auxiliary-constructions under discussion here, we see in (14) that weak
pronouns can move leftward in bare infinitival and participial complements. In the
examples in (15) this movement is even required.

(14) a. weil der Peter [mir  ein Auto verkaufen] wird.
because the Peter me a car sell Will

a'. weil mir der Peter [ ti  ein Auto verkaufen] wird.
because rne the Peter a car sell Will

b. weil mir der Peter  [ ti  ein Auto verkaufen] muB.
because rne the Peter a car sell nnust

c. weil mir der Peter  [ ti  ein Auto verkaufen] tut.

because rne the Peter a car sell does

d. weil mir der Peter   ti  ein Auto verkauft] hat.
because Ine the Peter a car sell has

e. weil mir   [ t,  ein Auto gekauft] wird.
because rne a car sold is:PASS

(15)   a. *weil sie [dem Freund es geben] wird.
because she the friend it give] will

a'. weil sie     esi [dem Freund ti geben] wird.
because she it [the friend give] Will
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b.      weil         sie     esi [dem Freund t, geben] muB.

because she it the friend give] must

c.      weil          sie      es, [dem Freund ti geben] tut.

because she it the friend give] does

d. weil sie   esi [dem Freund ti gegeben]   hat.
because she it the friend given] has

e. weil es, [dem Freund ti gegeben] wird
because it the friend given is:PASS.

The examples in (14) and (15) show that clitic climbing is possible in auxiliary-
constructions, which suggests that no clausal barrier intel'venes between the complement
and the domain of the matrix clause. Clearly, all sentences in (14) and (15) are mono-
clausal structures.

1.3.2 Scope of Negation and VP adverbs

1.3.2.1 Negation
The scopal properties of sentential negation are often considered a test for the sentential
status of infinitival complements. Only if a construction is sentential in nature can it
allowow sentential scope of the negation. Yet the facts are not clear-cut. It is debated in
the literature whether to-infinitives generally constitute an independent domain for
negation, or whether they sometimes do and sometimes do not. Sabel (1996) argues that
NRIs and RIs always allow sentential negation. In contrast, Haider (1993) states that only
NRIs allow sentential negation. In fact, both NRI and RI show scope ambiguities with
regard to negation.

Haider (1986) states that extraposed structures allow two types of negation,
negation of the matrix clause as in (16a) and negation of the embedded clause as in (16b).
However, if the complement stays in intraposed position, as illustrated in (17), the
sentence is ambiguous and can be paraphrased with either (16a) or (16b).

(16) a. daB Cleo nicht    wagt,   ihn zu storen.
that C. not dares him to disturb

'that Cleo does not dare to disturb him.'
b.    daB  Cleo wagt, ihn nicht zu storen.

that C. dares him not to disturb
'that Cleo dares  to not disturb him.' (Haider 1986:76)

(17) daB ihn Cleo nicht zu stijren wagt.

that him C. not to disturb dares
'that Cleo does not dare to disturb him.'
'that Cleo dares to not disturb him.' (Haider 1986:77)

If a structure like (17) is indeed mono-clausal, why do we find an ambiguity with respect
to the scope negation? Wurmbrand (1998) argues that the scope differences observed in
RIs need not involve sentential negation. She points out that sentential negation (here not

to disturb) and constituent negation (to not disturb) are semantically indistinguishable, and
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that therefore negation does not constitute an argument in favor of a necessary clausal
domain.   I  agree with Wurmbrand' s argumentation.   In  fact,  the most natural interpretation
for (17) is the paraphrase of (16a); in order to consider (16b) as an interpretation express
an interpretation for (17), it seems to be necessary to put stress on the negation. In any
case, this interpretation is harder to achieve in a structure like (17).

Most auxiliary-constructions do not give rise to scope ambiguities under negation.
In fact, a narrow scope reading of 11Ot does not lead to a possible interpretation, as the star

on the translations of narrow scope readings in (18) show.

(18) a. Sie wird  das Buch nicht lesen.

she   will   the book not read

'She will not read the book.'
*'She will [not read the book].'

b.   Sie tut das Buch nicht lesen.

she   does  the book not read

'She does not read the book.'
*'She does [not read the book].'

c.     Sie   hat    das Buch nicht gelesen.
she has the book not read

'She has not read the book.'
*'She has  [not read the book].'

d.    Das Buch wird nicht gelesen.
the book is:PASS not read

'The book is not read.'
*'The book is [not read].'

The class of modal verbs requires more discussion. I would like to distinguish between
deontic and epistemic modals: It might look as if both types of modals allow a wide scope
and a narrow scope reading of negation. First consider the case of deontic modals.
Obviously, it is possible to negate the matrix sentence, as paraphrased in (19b). However,
if negation is supposed to have scope over the complement only, the structure of (19a)
seems deviant (though not impossible for some speakers).7 However, in order to express
the narrow scope of the negation it is necessary to alter the modal verbs and use need
instead of must, as illustrated in (20).

6 Deontic modals usually express obligation/permission etc., whereas epistemic modals express the
likelihood of the truth of the proposition. For a detailed discussion cf. Chapter 3. Note that I will argue in
Chapter 4 that also werden must be considered an (epistemic) modal verb.
   It  should be noted  that, in principle, a structure with narrow scope  like  (19c)  is  possible. but usually,  the
construction is marked for contrastive stress, as illustrated in (i).
(i)         Ich muB heute abend NICHT baby-sitten.

I must tonight NOT baby-sit

This supports Wurmbrand's claim that, in fact, we are dealing with constituent negation rather than
sentential negation.
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(19) a. Ich muB heute abend nicht babysitten.
I must tonight not baby-sit

b.      'I don't have the obligation [to baby-sit tonight].' matrix NEG
c.     ??'I have the obligation [to not baby-sit tonight].' embedded NEG

(20) Ich brauche heute abend nicht babysitten
I need tonight not baby-sit

Similarly, under a normal intonation pattern, a sentence like (218) gives rise to a wide
scope reading of negation, as paraphrased in (2lb). Narrow scope of the negation is, in
principle, marginally acceptable, but again is clearly preferred with contrastive scope, cf
(22).

(21) a. Sie kann nicht zu Hause sein.

She can not at home be
b.     'It cannot be the case [that she is at home].' matrix NEG
c.    ??'It can be the case [that she is not at home].' embedded NEG

(22) Sie kann auch NICHT zu Hause sein.

She can as well NOT at home     be

'She might as well NOT be at home.'

The examples in (19) to (22) support Wurmbrand's view that the marginally possible
scope differences in modal constructions are not instances of sentential scope. Rather, we
are dealing with instances of constituent negation in the cases of narrow scope. Probably,
the fact that auxiliary-constructions in (18) do not show constituent negation (or narrow
scope of negation) is due to semantic rather than syntactic reasons: most auxiliaries have
such bleached semantics that they cannot be independently negated, since that is
semantically vacuous. Modal verbs, however, though close to other auxiliaries in function,
still have a stronger semantic import. This might be the reason why sentential negation and
constituent negation are considered to be more substantial in this context.

Negation also gives rise to a different test. If a complex structure is bi-clausal, it is
expected that double negation should be possible as well. Both sentential parts could, in
principle, be negated. It is well-known from the restructuring debate that extraposed
clausal constituents allow double negation, whereas this is impossible for intraposed
structures, as the contrast between (23a) and (23b) shows.

(23) a. weil sie nicht bedauert, keinen Mann gekuBt zu haben.

because she not regrets no man kissed to have

'She does not regret to have not kissed any man.'
b.   *weil sie [keinen Mann zu kilssen] nicht versucht  hat.

because she no nnan to kiss not tried has

In all auxiliary-constructions debated here, double negation is impossible, both with two
negative adverbs, as in (24), as well as with cohesion, as in (25).
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(24)   a.   *weil      sie   das Buch nicht [nicht lesen] wird.

because she the book not [not read] Will

b.   *weil       sie    das Buch nicht [nicht lesen]- tut.

because she the book not [not read] does

c. *weil sie    das Buch nicht [nicht gelesen] hat.
because she the book not [not read] has

d. *weil das Buch nicht [nicht gelesen] wird.
because  the book not [not read] iS:PASS

e.   *weil       sie    das Buch nicht [nicht lesen] muB.
because she the book not [not read] must

f. *weil sie nicht [nicht zu Hause]   sein      muB.
because she not [not   at home] be must

(25)    a   *weil       sie    kein Buch [nicht lesen]   wird.
because she no book [not read] Will

b.   *weil       sie    kein Buch [nicht lesen]   tut.
because she no book [not read] does

c. *weil sie    kein Buch [nicht gelesen]  hat.
because she no book [not read] has

d. *weil kein Buch [nicht gelesen]  wird.
because  no book [not read] is:PASS

e.   *weil       sie    kein Buch [nicht lesen]   muB.
because she no book [not read] must

Negation in periphrastic constructions does not lead to the assumption that the
complement constitutes a clausal domain. Rather, the sentence as a whole constitutes one
sentential domain and hence allows only one instance of sentential negation. In fact, we
are dealing with one complex eventuality, in which all modifiers that modify eventualities
can only appear in single form.

1.3.2.2 VP adverbs and manner adverbs
We have seen that in the case of negation auxiliary constructions behave as one complex
eventuality. The question now arises as to what behavior we can expect to find with
modifiers such as VP adverbs or manner adverbs. If periphrastic constructions form one
complex event, we expect to find only one adverbial per eventuality as well. If however,
periphrastic constructions consist of two eventualities, double modification should be
possible.

Take for instance an adverb like often or again, which modifies eventualities. If
there are two independent eventualities expressed by the auxiliary and by the main verb,
then we expect that the VP modifiers can modify either the finite verb as in (26a) or the
non-finite verb as in (26b).
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(26) a. Sie hat oft gedroht, ihn zu schlagen
She has often threatened  him   to beat

'She has often threatened to beat him.'
b. Sie hat gedroht, ihn oft zu schlagen.

She has threatened him often to beat

'She threatened to beat him a'lot.'

However, scope ambiguities with VP adverbs do not arise in auxiliary-constructions, as
the examples in (27) and (28) show. Consider the examples in (27). A wide scope reading

of ojten over the future context of will as indicated in (27c) does not make sense at all. In
the examples in (28) the assumption of scope ambiguities does not make sense either. It is
not even possible to construct sentences that paraphrase possible scope ambiguities.

(27)  a.  Er  wird oft ein Buch lesen.

he will often a book read

b.     'In the future he will often read a book.' narrow scope
c. *'Often, there is a future such that he will read a book.' *wide scope

(28) a. Sie tut das Buch oft lesen.
she   does  the book often read

'She often reads a book.'
c. Sie hat das Buch oft gelesen.

she has the book often read

'She has often read the book.'
d.    Das Buch  wird oft gelesen.

the book is:PASS often read

'The book is often read.'
e.     Sie   muB  das Buch oft lesen.

she   must the book often read

'She must often read the book.'
f.  Sie muB oft zu Hause sein.

she must often at home     be
'It must be the case that she is often at home.'

Given that an event-modifying adverb does not lead to scope ambiguities, we can
conclude that there is only one eventuality per sentence.

1.3.3 Summary
In this section, I showed two types of tests concerning movement and scope that auxiliary-
constructions are always mono-clausal structures. They never allow extraposition, but they
do allow leftward movement of weak pronouns. Moreover, it was shown that auxiliary-
constructions never give rise to scope ambiguities with respect to negation or VP adverbs.
We must therefore conclude that a mono-clausal analysis for auxiliary construction is
supported.



Non-finite Constructions                                                                                      23

1.4 How Much Structure is there in Mono-clausal
Structures?

Until this point, it was argued that auxiliary constructions always give rise to mono-clausal
structures. The question arises, however, how much structure the complement of an
auxiliary is allowed to have. In this section, I will show that there is clearly no evidence
for either a CP or a TP structure within the complement of mono-clausal structures. On the
other hand, it is not strictly required that the complement should be a bare VP, rather
'bigger' structures must be acceptable. W need to allow at least an aspectual phrase or any
other phrase that is associated with aspectual information.

1.4.1 The CP domain

As mentioned earlier, Stowell (1982) argued on the basis of wh-movement in infinitives
that the CP domain must be accessible in control infinitives, but not in ECM/raising
infinitives, as the contrast in (29) shows. Stowell does not explicitly adduce an example of
an ECM/raising construction, but the fact that he is correct is shown by example (29b).

(29) a. I do not remember who to visit. (Stowell 1982:561)
b. *John expects who to win the race.9

Also in German, certain constructions do allow wh-phrase in the specifier in some
circumstances. Although the simple sentence in (30a) is not acceptable, it becomes more
acceptable if more linguistic context is added, as (3Ob) shows. 10

(30) a. *Ich erinnere mich nicht, wen besucht zu haben.

I  remember REFL, not who visit to have
'I don't remember who to visit.'

b. Ich eritinere mich    nicht,   wen zu besuchen Hans versprochen   hat.
I  remember REFL, not who to visit H. promised has

'I don't remember who Hans promised to visit.

Apart from wh-movement, it is also necessary to consider the complementizer. Usually,
complementizers only occur with finite sentences, but not with infinitival complements.
Wurmbrand has shown that only purpose clauses in German allow the presence of a
complementizer in non-finite constructions. Purpose clauses are adjuncts and are therefore
not directly compatible with selected infinitival complements.

Norbert Corver points out that this example does not prove the point, since expect never selects for a wh-
complement. Also wh-clauses cannot be embedded */ expect whether John will win the race.
' This sentence is acceptable under an echo reading, but this is not the intended reading here. Note that the
same is true for (26a).
10 Thanks to Katharina Hartmann for making me aware of this contrast.
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(31) weil Hans wegging [um Zigaretten zu kaufen]

since John away-went [in order cigarettes    to buy
'John left in order to buy cigarettes.' (Wurmbrand 1998: 54)

It is not surprising that bare infinitives and participial construction allow neither a
complementizer nor wh-movement, as the examples in (32) show: 1

(32)    a.    *Sie   wird  daB /ob /wann   ein Buch lesen.

She   will that /whether/when a book read

b.    *Sie    muB  daB /ob /wann ein Buch lesen.

She must thaUwhether/when a book read

c.    *Sie    muB  daB /ob /wann zu Hause sein.

She must that/whether/when at home     be
d. *Sie tut daB /ob /wann ein Buch lesen.

She does that/whether/when a book read

e. *Sie hat daB /ob /wann ein Buch gelesen.

She has that/whether/when a book read

f.    *Das Buch wird daB /ob /wann gelesen.

The book is:PASS that /whether/ when read:PRT

So we can safely conclude that neither bare infinitives nor participial complements are of
the category CP.

1.4.2 The TP domain

It is difficult to determine whether an infinitival construction bears temporal information.
Trivially, since non-finite constructions are not marked for tense, we cannot see the
temporal value of an infinitive. It has been argued, however, that infinitives do
nevertheless contain tense features and establish an independent temporal domain. Stowell
(1982:562) states that certain infinitival constructions must be associated with infinitival
tense expressing an "unrealized or possible future". Several scholars have pointed out that
the tense property of infinitives does not necessarily correspond with a future orientation

(cf. Duffley 1992, Wurmbrand 1998, Landau 1999). I will not discuss this issue in detail
here. But the assumption that some infinitival constructions, but not all, contain temporal
features is common.

In order to show that an infinitival construction contains temporal information, it is
necessary to show that this temporal information is independent of the temporal
information of the (finite) matrix verb. It has been argued by both Cremers (1983) and
Wurmbrand (1998) that the existence of an independent temporal domain can be tested by
means of temporal modification. Here temporal modification refers to modification by
those adverbs which modify the 'Topic Time', i.e., the time that is talked about (see Klein
1994 and also Chapter 2). Every finite sentence contains only one Topic Time and hence

"  Note that  it is possible to obtain an echo reading with when, as in: Sie wird WANN das Buch lesen? 'She
will read the book WHEN?'
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only one modifying adverb. 12 If we assume that in a bi-clausal structure each tense feature
sets up its own independent temporal domain, it should be possible that the two temporal
domains can be modified by different temporal adverbs. Cremers has shown (again for
Dutch) that to-infinitives vary in whether they allow internal modification by a temporal
adverb. Cremers argues that only full clausal complements allow independent temporal
modification as in (33b), whereas VP complements do not, as (33a) shows.

(33) Dutch

a. *Vandaag probeert hij je morgen te bellen.

today tries he you tomorrow   to call

'Today, he tries to call you tomorrow.'
b. Vandaag deelt   hij mee jou morgen te bellen.

today announces     he     PART you tomorrow   to call

'Today, he announces to call you tomorrow.' (Cremers 1983:182f.)

Cremers states that it is sometimes possible for simple verbs to allow double temporal
modification. He observes that Dutch simple verbs allow double temporal modification,
provided the leftmost adverb gets an 'opaque' interpretation. That means, that the leftmost
temporal operator cannot modify the leftmost verb, but can modi  an implicit predicate in
the spirit of an event of saying, like it was told or somebody said. 3 Thus. the interpretation
of a sentence like (34a) can be paraphrased as in (ii) but not as in (i). The same is true for
sentences in the present tense, as (34b) shows. 14

12 It should be noted that a sentence does allow more temporal adverbs if they are of a different kind. Frame
adverbs allow further adverbial specification with either quantificational adverbs such as once, three times,
frequently etc. as in (i) or with adverbs that further specify a specific part of the Topic Time introduced by
the frame adverb such as at six o'clock, before breakfast etc.  in (ii).
(i) Yesterday I had to sneeze three times.
(ii) Last week I went swimming before breakfast.
13 Elias Thijsse (p.c.) points out that this phenomenon seems to be characteristic for colloquial speech but not
for written language. The context makes it possible to reconstruct the implicit (or even elided?) predicate of
saying.
14 Norbert Corver (p.c.) points out that the assumption that temporal adverbs modify only independent
temporal domains might be problematic for cases like (i) or (ii), where a complex VP serves as a NP
modifier.
(i)   het gisteren gekregen salaris Dutch
(ii) der gestern bekommene Lohn German

the yesterday gotten salary
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(34) Dutch

a. Gisteren kreeg   ik  mijn loon vandaag.

yesterday got I   my salary today

i.      #Yesterday, I got my salary...
ii. Yesterday [somebody said/ rumor had it] that I get my salary today

b. Vandaag komt ze morgen en overmorgen komt

today comes she tomorrow and the-day-after-tomorrow comes

ze volgende week.
she   next week
i.     #Today, she comes....
ii.       Today [I was told/she says]  that she comes tomorrow,...

(Cremers 1983:182)

It should be noted that most Dutch speakers find it hard to accept a sentence like (34).
Sentence (34b) is in general easier to accept. Both sentences are easier to process if they
are given a particular intonation pattern or if a modal particle is inserted like Dutch al
'though' or nog 'yet'. Like Dutch speakers, I find it hard to reproduce (34a) in German, cf.
example (35a), although the modal particle noch 'yet' and a special intonation makes it
somewhat more acceptable. For me it is easier to accept (35b) (probably the contrast
between the two conjoined sentences makes the target reading easier to process, unlike in

. 15the simple a-example).

(35) German
a. *Gestern kriegte ich meinen Lohn [noch] heute.

yesterday got: IND/SUB I my salary [yet] today
b. Heute kommt sie [noch] morgen, und ubermorgen kornmt

today comes  she [yet] tomorrow and the-day-after-tomorrow comes
sie nachste Woche.
she   next week
'Today, she claims that she is coming tomorrow, but then the day after tomorrow she
claims that she is coming next week.'

For me, sentence (35b) is fine if we talk about a person who never commits herself to a
definite time of her arrival, one day she claims this, the next day that. The important point
here is that temporal modifier today can never modify the verb come, but rather modifies
an implicit event of saying. Like in the Dutch examples, the modifier is 'opaque'. So in
what follows we have to decide whether a temporal adverb is acceptable in the first place

and, if so, whether it truly modifies the eventuality or is an opaque adverb.

Most bare infinitival complements or participial complements do not allow independent
temporal modification by means of a temporal adverb. Neither the tun-periphrasis nor the
passive or the perfect construction allow double temporal modification, where one adverb
modifies the finite auxiliary and the other the non-finite complement, as the examples in
(36) and (37) show. (36a) represents an example with tun-periphrasis, (36b) a passive

construction and (37) a perfect construction.

15 It should be noted that not all German native speakers share my opinion. Katharina Hartmann points out
that she finds both (35a) and (35b) equally difficult to accept.
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(36) a. *Heute tut sie gestern/letzte Woche  ein Buch lesen.

today   does she yesterday/last week    a book read:INF
b. *Heute wird das Buch gestern/letzte Woche gelesen.

today is:PASS    the book yesterday/last week read:PRT

(37) a.    *Heute   hat sie gestern / letzte Woche ein Buch gelesen.
today    has she yesterday / last week a book read:PRT

b.    *Am Montag   ist   sie     am Tag zuvor aus LA zuruckgekommen.
on Monday   is she on-the day before    from LA back-come:PRT
'On Monday, she is in the state of having come back from LA the day before.'

It is very difficult, if not impossible, to give a natural language translation to these
examples, since it is hard to imagine what they could possibly mean. Note, however, that
for (37) it is possible to get an opaque reading with the perfect construction, as Elias
Thjisse (p.c.) pointed out to me, cf. example (38a). The same holds for German, as
illustrated in (38b).

(38) a. Vandaag    [zegt ze opeens] heeft ze gisteren (nog)   een boek

today [says she suddenly] has she yesterday (yet) a book

gelezen.
read:PRT
'Today she suddenly claims that she has read the book yesterday.'

b.     Heute   [sagt sie plotzlich]   hat    sie den Artikel gestern doch gelesen.
today   [says she suddenly] has   she the article yesterday yet read

'Today she suddenly claims that she has read the article yesterday.'

But note that here the highest temporal adverb modifies an implicit event of saying, as
indicated in parenthesis, but not the highest auxiliary hebben 'have'.

We can conclude that the participial complement and the finite auxiliary do not
constitute independent temporal domains:6   If a temporal adverb modifies the perfect
construction, it can only modify the construction as a whole.

The cases with deontic modals, epistemic modals and werden are more complicated.
Epistemic modals and also werden do not allow double temporal modification, as
illustrated in (39).

(39) Epistemic  modals & werden
a.      Die Wolken   sind so dunkel. 'Jetzt    muB es morgen Regen geben.

the clouds are    so dark.      'now    must it tomorrow rain give
Intended reading: 'The clouds are so dark; now it must be the case that it will rain
tomorrow.'

b.   *Gerade eben wird sie das Buch nachste Woche lesen.
right now will she the book next week read.

Intended reading: 'Right now there  is a future such that she read the book next week.'

16 It should be noted that cases of 'iterative inclusion', such as in the sentence (i), are different in nature. We
can read the sentence as ellipsis indicated by [...].
(i)          Last year I had class on Monday, this year [I have class] on Thursday.
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However, deontic modals form an interesting exception, since they do allow double
modification by temporal adverbs. 17 Consider the sentences in (40).

(40) a. Gestern sollte   er erst nachste Woche arbeiten, heute aber
yesterday must:PsT    he  yet    next week work, today but
Will sein BoB, daB er morgen kommt.
wants   his boss that he tomorrow comes
'Yesterday, he had the obligation to work next week, today his boss wants him to
come tomorrow.'

b. Gestern durfte sie von ihren Eltern aus am Montag    noch  mit
yesterday could   she   by her parents on Monday    yet    with
ins Kino gehen, aber heute wollen sie es nicht mehr erlauben
to-the movies go, but today want they it not anymore allow
'Yesterday she had the permission to join for the movies tomorrow, but today her
parent won't allow it anymore.'

c. Letzte Woche hatte sie gestern noch mitwandem wollen,  dann aber
last week had she yesterday yet with-ramble wanted, then but
hat   sie    sich  das Bein gebrochen und konnte gestern doch nicht
has   she    REFL the leg broken and could yesterday yet not
mitwandern.
with-ramble.
'Last week, she wanted to join the rambling yesterday, but then she broke her leg and
couldn't join the ramble yesterday.'

The question now is whether we are dealing with instance of Cremers' opaque modifier or
whether the leftmost temporal adverb really modifies the modal verb. Example (4Ob) is the
clearest case supporting the hypothesis that what is actually modified is the matrix modal
verb. Remember that the opaque modifier modifies an implicit predicate of saying. Under
the opaque reading, the sentence should be paraphrased as in (4la). This, however, is not a
correct paraphrase. The sentence can only mean what is expressed in (4lb), so the
modification really concerns the dimension of permission and not the implicit event of
saying.

(41)  a. #Yesterday [somebody said that] she has the permission on Monday to go to the
movies, but...

b.   Yesterday, she had the permission to go to the movies on Monday, but today her
parents refuse to allow it.

Example (40c) also illustrates this point clearly. It was established above that a perfect
construction forms only one temporal unit. So the past perfect hatte wollen 'had wanted
to' constitutes one temporal domain, which can be modified by the temporal adverb letzte

17

Here, I exclusively give past-indicating adverbs followed by a future-indicating adverb. It is also possible
to have two other types of adverbs, however, it is impossible to have a future adverb before a past modifying
adverb, as (ii) shows.
(ii)         *Heute soll er gestern arbeiten.

Today must he yesterday work
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Woche 'last week'. In contrast the rambling event is modified by the temporal adverb
gestern 'yesterday'. On a time line, the complete situation is illustrated in (42a) (where TU
stands for Time of Utterance). If the leftmost temporal element modified an event of
saying, the respective time axis would look like (42b), but this does not capture the
meaning of (40c).

(42) a. She had wanted to ramble11
last week yesterday  1.1

U. Isomebody saidl she wanted to ramble11
last week yesterday  71

So in fact, modal verbs allow two temporal modifiers and moreover neither of these
modifiers is necessarily opaque. This observation contrasts with assumptions made by
Cremers (1983) and Wurmbrand (1998). They both argue that modal verbs form a
sentential unit with their complement and therefore do not allow independent temporal
modification.

Two possible solutions can be considered in order to solve this contradiction
(i) Wurmbrand and Cremers are not correct in their assumptions with respect to modals
and they do in fact constitute two independent temporal domains, or
(ii) temporal adverbs modify not only the temporal operator, but also something else,
probably the modal content of the modal verb.

Given that the temporal modification is the only argument so far to suggest an independent
temporal domain in the complements of modal verbs, we should be rather skeptical about
dismissing Cremers' and Wurmbrand's conclusions. In fact, German provides an
argument that supports the latter solution.

The argument is somewhat complicated. The sentences (34a) and (35) above are
repeated here as (43a&b) respectively. Cremers cited sentence (34a) as proof that simple
verbs allow double temporal modification.

(43) a. (?)Gisteren kreeg ik mijn loon vandaag.

yesterday got I my salary today
i.       #Yesterday, I got my salary...
ii. Yesterday [somebody said/ rumor had it] that I get my salary today

b. *Gestern kriegte ich meinen Lohn heute.
yesterday got I      my salary today

I mentioned that many Dutch speakers do not accept this sentence (therefore the question
mark) and nor do German speakers easily accept the German translation. Remember that I
mentioned above that the perfect construction behaves like one single verb form. If a
temporal adverb modifies a perfect construction, it modifies the construction as a whole.
So, by analogy, if we replace the simple past tense form in (43b) with the synthetic (past)
perfect construction, as illustrated in (44a), we expect to find the same deviant
grammaticality judgement. This is in fact the case as the star on (44a) shows. Now, the
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interesting observation is that the acceptability of the sentence changes if we replace the
indicative mood in example (44a) with the subjunctive mood. In sentence (4,ta), the past
perfect construction is additionally marked for subjunctive mood, and it is interesting that
the sentence is perfectly acceptable. Note, however, the best interpretability is achieved if

we replace the simrle verb get in the complement by a modal construction should get, as
indicated in (44c).

(44) a. *Gestern hatte ich    meinen Lohn heute gekriegt.

yesterday had:IND I my salary today  got
b. Gestern hatte ich    meinen Lohn heute gekriegt.

yesterday had:SUB I my salary today  got
'Yesterday, I should have got my salary today.'

c. Gestern hatte ich meinen Lohn heute kriegen sollen.
yesterday had:SUB I my salary today get shall

'Yesterday, I should have got my salary today.'

The only difference between (44a) and (+tb) is that the latter contains an additional

subjunctive operator. It will be argued in Chapter 6 that the subjunctive is equivalent in
function to a modal operator. So we must conclude that what is actually modified by the
'opaque' adverb in sentence (44b) is not the perfect construction directly but the modal
content. The modal reading of the sentence is marked more explicitly in example (44c). At
the moment I have no idea why the temporal adverbs can modify the modal component, or
what exactly are the semantic/syntactic mechanisms for this modification, but given the
facts in (44) it seems the only plausible conclusion to me.

If this conclusion is correct, then why is it impossible to have the same
modification possibilities in the case of epistemic modal verbs, cf. the ungrammatical
sentences in (39)? Or in other words, why does the modal domain of deontic verbs set up
an independent domain that allows modification, whereas epistemic modal verbs do not? I
assume that this is connected to the fact that epistemic modal verbs show a very particular
behavior with respect to tense (but also modality). Unfortunately, I cannot discuss these
issues here. In Chapter 3, I will show that episternic modal verbs are very different from
deontic modals verbs, especially with respect to their compatibility with temporal
information. I will argue that epistemic modals are incompatible with referential past tense

and consequently a complex situation including different tenses and modifications as
sketched in (40) for deontic modal verbs can never be expressed with epistemic modal
verbs.

Summing up, in this section, I discussed the behavior of auxiliary-constructions with
respect to temporal modification. It was assumed that temporal modification could be
considered a test for the presence of temporal features: if temporal features establish an
independent temporal domain within an infinitival complement it is expected that this
domain can be modified with temporal adverbs. This is in fact the case in a particular class

18 Note that the same is true in Dutch, where all of my informants agree that sentence (i) is perfectly

acceptable.
(i)        Gisteren   zou    ik mijn loon vandaag krijgen.

yesterday should I my salary today     get
'Yesterday  I was supposed to  get my salary today.'
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of to-infinitives, namely non-restructuring infinitives. However, for the auxiliary-
constructions under discussion here it was shown that independent temporal modification
is not possible, hence it can be concluded that none of these constructions contains
independent temporal information. The only exception was in the case of deontic modal
verbs, where independent temporal modification was shown to be possible. However, I
assumed that it might be possible that the modal content of deontic modals is represented
as an operator in its own right and that for some reason the temporal modifier could also
modify the modal operator. We can therefore conclude that no TP projection is required in
bare infinitival and participial complements.

One last remark is necessary. Cremers (1983) and Wurmbrand (1998) argue that mono-
clausal structures allow only core VP complements. This assumption, however, is too
strict and does not do justice to the facts. So far we have established that the constructions
under discussion here behave in all respects as mono-clausal structures. It must be noticed
that all mono-clausal constructions allow infinitives that exceed the core VP in that they
can also carry aspectual information. In German, only the perfective aspect is expressed as
verbal morpheme, as in ich habe geliebt 'I have loved'.19 It can be observed that all non-
finite complements under discussion here (apart from the passive) allow perfective
infinitives as complements, where a perfective infinitive consists of an auxiliary have/be in
infinitive and the main verb in participial morphology as in geliebt haben  'to have loved'.

(45) a. Sie    wird  ein Buch gelesen haben.

she    will   a book read:PRT have

b.     Sie    muB  ein Buch gelesen haben.

she   must  a book read:PRT have

c. Sie muB zu Hause gewesen sein.

she must at home been      be
d. Sie tut ein Buch gelesen haben.

she   does  a book read:PRT have

e.     Sie   hat ein Buch gelesen gehabt /*gelesen haben
20

she   has a book read:PRT have:PRT/*read:PRT have: INF
f. *Das Buch wird gelesen haben/gehabt.

the book is:PASS read:PRT have:INF/PRT

The examples in (45) show that mono-clausal structures are compatible with aspectual
information encoded in the infinitival complement. Assuming that grammatical aspect
(unlike lexical aspect) is not part of the core VP, we must conclude that infinitival
complements must be smaller than TP, but may be bigger than VP. Yet the complement
still cannot be considered a 'clausal' structure.

:9 German also has a non-standard way of expressing progressive aspect, the so-called Rheinische
Verlaufsfonn as illustrated in (i). This construction exceeds 'ordinary' verbal marking since it consists of a
preposition and a nominalized infinitive, cf. Bhatt & Schmidt (1993).
(i)         Ich bin am Arbeiten

I    am at working      'I am working.'
20 Since the finite auxiliary have requires a participial complement. the infinitival haben is ungrammatical,
however, the double participle gelesen gehabt is acceptable. So the morphological requirements of both
occurrences of haben are respected (cf. Chapter 4 for more discussion of this phenomenon).
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1.4.3 Summary
In this section, I argued that there is no evidence for assuming either a CP or a TP
structure within the complement of auxiliary constructions. In Section  1.4.1, I showed that
neither wh-movement nor the presence of complementizers is acceptable within the
complement  of an auxiliary. In Section   1.4.2,   I  argued  for the absence  of  TP  in   bare
infinitival and participial complement. I showed that independent temporal modification is
not acceptable, which leads to the conclusion that there are no temporal features that could
establish an independent temporal domain. I closed the discussion by pointing out that,
nevertheless, we must assume that the complement of an auxiliary can be bigger than only
a bare VP, since aspectual information can be encoded within the infinitival complement,
giving rise to perfective infinitives.

1.5 Conclusion
This chapter served one purpose, namely to show that all auxiliary construction under
consideration in this dissertation, namely werden + infinitive, tun + infinitive as well as
modal constructions must be analyzed as mono-clausal constructions. Other auxiliaries
such as haben/sein + participle and the passive construction werden + infinitive are also

clearly mono-clausal.
In Section 1.2, I introduced mono- and bi-clausal infinitive constructions in

German and Dutch. I presented two ways of looking at these constructions, namely (a) as
an underlying bi-clausal structure or (b) as an underlying mono-clausal structure. In
Section  1.3,  I presented a number of tests showing that there  is no independent evidence
for   a bi-clausal analysis of auxiliary-constructions. In Section    1.3.1,   I   showed   that
extraposition of the non-finite complements is excluded, whereas leftward movement of
weak pronouns is acceptable. That auxiliary-constructions, unlike bi-clausal structures, do
not give rise to scope ambiguities was discussed in Section 1.3.2. Finally, I argued that
there is no independent evidence for assuming either CP or TP within the complement of
an auxiliary. It is therefore questionable to what extent the assumption of functional
structure in the representations of auxiliary constructions as proposed by Kayne (1994),
Giorgi & Pianesi (1997) or Julien (2000) is justified. In the remainder of this dissertation I
assume that the complement of auxiliary constructions contains minimal functional
structure.



2 Theoretical Issues

2.1  Introduction
In this chapter, I will introduce some basic theoretical notions, which will serve as tools
for the description of the auxiliary system in the remainder of this dissertation. The chapter
is divided into two parts. Part one deals with the sentence structure of German, part two
with the notion of finiteness.

In the previous chapter, I argued that auxiliaries form a mono-clausal structure
with the projection of the main verb. It also became clear that a sentence could contain a
series of different auxiliaries. Assuming that auxiliaries head their own projections, this
raises two questions.
(1)     Why does a series of verbal elements does not undermine the coherence (i.e., the

endocentricity) of the syntactic projection?
(2)      What is the status of auxiliaries within the clausal projection? Are we dealing with

lexical or functional elements? And how do they fit into the syntactic hierarchy?
In Section 2.2, I will start by introducing Grimshaw's (1991) model of Extended
Projections and Van Riemsdijk's model of an endocentric phrase structure, which
distinguishes between a functional, a semi-lexical and a lexical domain. Subsequently, I
will illustrate the consequences of such an approach for the study of the verbal domain. I
will conclude by discussing the properties of the functional domains in more detail.

2.2 Projections and Endocentricity
It is standardly assumed that a series of lexical and functional heads can constitute one
coherent projection. For instance a single DP projection contains a lexical head No and a
functional head Do, which are in the unique hierarchical order Do - No, similarly an IP
consists of at least f-V: In recent years many different heads have been suggested in both
the IP and the DP domain. Although these heads are hierarchically ordered (cf. Cinque
1999), it is unclear exactly what their internal relation is. How can it be guaranteed that
these functional heads stand in a unique relation to each other? And do all heads take a
specifier, as Cinque suggests? Are all projections 'ontologically' equivalent or do they
show internal differences, apart from their label?

In the following section I will outline some answers to these questions. First, let us
look at the internal organization of the phrase structure. Grimshaw's (1991) theory of the
'extended projections' is one attempt to clarify the internal structure of functional
projections.
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2.2.1 Grimshaw (1991)
Grimshaw (1991) suggests describing syntactic projections in terms of feature matrices

consisting of categorial features, functional features and level features.
All syntactic objects are lexically specified for categorial features (C-features),

since these are needed to identify the syntactic object. The categorial features are
expressed in terms of a feature matrix [f V, iN]. The feature matrices of the respective
lexical categories are illustrated in (1).

(1)     a.    noun = [-V, +N] c.   adjective = [+V, +N]
b.     verb = [+V, -N] d.   preposition = [-V, -N]

(Chomsky 1981:48)

According to the X-bar-theory, any syntactic category can project up to different levels or
states of the projection. Grimshaw expresses these levels also in terms of a feature, the so-
called level-feature (L-feature). This feature is a ternary feature. A head bears the level
feature LO, an intermediate projection the feature Ll and the maximal projection the
feature L2. A maximal projection, i.e., a syntactically 'complete' projection, is called a
'perfect' projection. A perfect projection can be extended provided the extending

projection has the same categorial features as the 'perfect' projection. Considering DP an
extension of NP, it is required that DP shares the categorial features of NP. Similarly, IP
must share the categorial features of VP. Yet on the grounds of these two types of features,
C-features and L-features, it is not possible to differentiate between e.g., V' and I', since
both are specified  for the features   [+V,   -N]   and L l. Grimshaw therefore introduces  an
additional feature, which represents the functional status of the projection, the functional
feature (F-feature), again a ternary feature. A lexical element bears the functional feature
value 0, the first extended projection value 1 and the subsequent extended projection value
2. So the difference between V' and I' is found only in the different value of the F-feature.
The matrices for IP-VP and DP-NP are illustrated in (2a) and (2b).

(2)      a.     (Extended) VP Projection b.   (Extended) NP projection
V     [+V, -N] FO LO N      [-V, +N] FO  LO
V'    [+V, -N] FO Ll N'    [-V, +N] FO Ll
VP   [+V, -N] FO L2 NP   [-V, +N] FO L2

I      [+V, -N] Fl LO D      [-V, +N] Fl  LO
I'      [+V, -N] Fl Ll D'     [-V,+N] Fl  Ll
IP    [+V, -N] Fl L2 DP    [-V, +N] Fl  L2

Grimshaw' s system    is a direct translation    of   the X-bar structure    and the distinction
between lexical and functional heads into a feature system. Van Riemsdijk's (1990, 1998)
system is in principle similar, but allows more variation. Crucially, Van Riemsdijk follows
the spirit of Emonds (1985) and states that an extended projection, i.e., one 'coherent'
projection, may consist of not only lexical and functional heads, but also semi-lexical
heads. Let me show briefly how Van Riemsdijk promotes the notion of semi-lexical heads
and how he formulates it in theoretical terms.
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2.2.2 Motivating semi-lexical heads

Van Riemsdijk (1998) and Vos (1999) show that there are two types of complex NP
structures, which they label 'direct partitive construction' (DPC) and 'indirect partitive
construction' (IPC). An example in Dutch of DPC and IPC is given in (3). As the
examples show, these two nominal constructions differ in their internal syntax.

(3)  a. een plak kaas Det - Ni - N2 DPC
a slice cheese

b.   een bus met toeristen Det - Nl - Prep - N2 IPC
a bus with tourists

(Van Riemsdijk  1998: 12)

The crucial difference is that only DPCs display the behavior of a single projection. In
contrast, the IPC is described as a projection that consists of two projections. This
difference manifests itself in a range of syntactic phenomena, such as selectional
properties, case-agreement, insertion of a determiner/quantifier between Ni and N2,
antecedenthood for relative clauses, and adjective order. I will give examples of
selectional properties and the insertion of D/Q below. (For a detailed elaboration the
reader is referred to Vos 1999).

In DPCs we find a selection relation between the predicate and either N i or 32. In (48), the
verb to tum-over, on the most  natural  reading,  is  predicated  of  Ni, a tray, whereas the

predicate to eat up is predicated of (the internal) N2, pastries. In contrast, the predication
relation between the predicate and (the internal) N2 pastries in WCs like (4b) yields a
"distinctly funny" interpretation.

(4) a. Ze   hebben een schaal gebakjes omgestoten / opgegeten DPC
they have a tray pastries turned-over eaten-up

b.     Ze     hebben een schaal   met (with) gebakjes omgestoten / ??opgegeten IPC
(Van Riemsdijk  1998: 14)

Moreover, DPCs differ from IPCs in that only the latter allows an intervening
determiner/quantifier. If N2 were an independent lexical head it would be expected that it
could be accompanied by other elements characteristic for the DP domain, such as a
determiner or a quantifier. This turns out to be correct for IPC but not for DCP, as the
contrast between (5) and (6) shows.
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(5)      a. mijn collectie (*de) Duitse klassieken DPC
my collection (the) German classics

b.     een   stapel (*alle) publicaties van Halle
a pile (all) publications by Halle

(6)      a. mijn collectie nnet de Duitse klassieken IPC

my collection with the German classics
b.    een   stapel   met alle publicaties van Halle

a pile with all publications by Halle

These two examples show that the syntactic status of the NPs in DPCs and IPCs is not
identical.  In DPCs, the external NP, Nl, can be 'transparent'  for the selectional restrictions
of the predicate, cf. (4b). Moreover, the internal NP, N . does not seem to have the status
of an independent NP as the D/Q test in (5) shows. So it can be observed that NPs come in
two versions. On the one hand, we have 'true' lexical nouns, which can establish an
independent projection, on the other hand, a language like Dutch has nouns that serve

primarily a modifying function. These latter nominal elements, usually measure nouns,
container nouns, or pat-titive nouns etc., do not have fully lexical status and, yet are clearly
not functional elements either. Van Riemsdijk therefore concludes that this class of nouns
constitutes a third class of grammatical items, namely semi-lexical nouns. The idea behind
such an approach is that semi-lexical NPs are 'semi-grammaticalized' and have obtained a
quasi-closed class status. 1 The crucial difference then  is that semi-lexical nouns can serve

as nominal modifiers, but do not project their own nominal phrase. The syntactic
structures that are attributed to IPC and DPC are illustrated in (7).2 In a structure like (7a),
only the lexical element can project its features:

(7) a. DPC b. IPC

Dpi                                                         Dpj

Do Ni'       Do Nj'
een een

N.lose,™.le..Nob.                   3,    pp
plak kaas                              I

a slice cheese Njo P DPi

bus met toeristen

a bus with tourists

  As Van Riemsdijk notes, the quasi closed-class status might be the result of a series of properties, which
distinguish the semi-lexical form true lexical elements, such as listedness or a defective argument structure.
Van Riemsdijk's approach implies that one element can waver between a lexical and a semi-lexical meaning.
The lexical item bus, for instance, can be semi-lexical in the construction een bus foeristen 'a bus tourists',
whereas it is 'truly' lexical in the construction een bus met toeristen 'abus with tourists'
2 The PP in (7b) is given as adjoined to N'. However, it could as well be argued as DP adjunction. Nothing
hinges on that at the moment.
3 Craig Thiersch points out that in (78) it is also possible that plak 'slice' can be the head of the DP. In this
case, this NP is a lexical NP. Cf. also footnote 1.
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It is not appropriate here to go deeper into the properties of DPCs and IPCs. The main
purpose of this short discussion was to clarify the following points.
•   There are three different kinds of nominal elements:

• functional elements such as determiner or quantifier or pronouns
• lexical elements such as open-class nouns
• semi-lexical elements such as quasi closed-class nominal modifiers.

• Semi-lexical nouns do not project an independent 'perfect' projection, cf. (7a) versus
(7b).

These two points are important for my thesis. I will come back to them in Section 2.31 and
2.4, when I talk about the verbal domain. But first let me briefly introduce the formal side
of Van Riemsdijk's proposal.

2.2.3 Van Riemsdijk (1998)
In the previous section it was argued, on the basis of Van Riemsdijk's discussion of the
nominal domain, that an endocentric projection can contain three subdomains, the lexical,
the semi-lexical, and the functional domain. In this section I will introduce Van
Riemsdijk's formalization of a coherent projection.

It is argued above that semi-lexical heads constitute a 'third class' of elements, which is
not fully functional but not fully lexical either. These kinds of elements do not find a place
in Grimshaw's 'Extended Projections'. Van Riemsdijk therefore proposes a more
elaborate system of phrase structure. Like Grimshaw, he proposes a model that is based on
a complex feature matrix. He also distinguishes between C(ategorial) features, (L)evel
features and (F)unctional features, but each of these features is defined by means of a
feature complex of binary features, as illustrated in (8), cf. Van Riemsdijk (1998:8/25).

(8)       a.      C- features. [+ N, +V] [+N, -V] = N, D, Q,...
[-N, +V] = V, I, AGR,...
[+N, +V]  =A, Deg,...
[-N, -V]  = P, FP,....

b.    L-features: [f Proj, f Max] [-Proj, -Max] = head (H")
[+Proj, -Max] = intermediate node (H')
[+Proj, +Max] =max. projection (HP or H'™*)
([-Proj, +Max]) = unprojected particles)

c.     F-features: [+ functional, a grammatical]
[+functional, +grammatical] = functional category
[-functional, -grammatical] = lexical category
[+functional, -grammatical] = semi-lexical head
[-functional, +grammatical] = semi-lexical head
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As can be seen in (8a), the categorial feature system is still the same as the original

Chomsky proposal, which was also adopted by Grimshaw. The binary L-features in (8b)
lead  to a four-way distinction instead of Grimshaw's three-way distinction  LO,  Ll,  L2.
Also, the F-feature set in (8c) leads to a four-way distinction with two additional semi-
lexical cat gories in the place of the usual two-way distinction between lexical and
functional.

In order to guarantee a well-formed syntactic representation, Van Riemsdijk
introduces several well-formedness conditions. Like Grimshaw, Van Riemsdijk assumes

that the extending heads must be identical to the core lexical projection in their categorial
features. This condition is formulated in the 'Categorial Identity Thesis' (CIT), which is
given in (9). Another well-formedness condition, called 'No Value Reversal' (NVR) in
(10), ensure that the functional, semi-lexical and the lexical domain are in strict
hierarchical order, as illustrated in (11).

(9) Categorial Identity Thesis (CIT):
Within a projection, the values for the C-features must be uniform.

(10) No Value Reversal (NVR)
Within a projection, the following holds:

*[-I /F]
[+L/F]

(Van Riemsdijk 1998:8f.)

The NVR states that no negative value is allowed to dominate a positive value. This axiom
leads to the following hierarchy of functionality: 5

4 Another question is whether the features 'functional' and 'grammatical' can be given some closer
definition. Traditionally, the distinction between lexical and functional elements correlates with the
distinction between closed-class items and open-class items (cf. Emonds...). Closed-class elements   are
usually grammaticalized elements, meaning lexical elements that in the course of time receive a more
grammatical function. We can therefore assume that the feature [+ grammatical] separates closed-class items
form open-class items. The second distinction between functional and non-functional elements is harder to
define. For the verbal domain, this point will be discussed in Sections 2.3 and 2.4. Craig Thiersch suggests
replacing the feature with a different matrix specified for the features [tfunctional +open].
S Note that Van Riemsdijk's system leads to two variants of three levels of functionality. with two types of
semi-lexical projections. At the moment there is no independent evidence for the existence of two types of
semi-lexical categories. In order to prove the existence of a second class, it is necessary to show that there is
a class of semi-lexical [-funct, +gramm.] which is incompatible with the other class of semi-lexical heads

[+funct., -gramm.]. So in a way, it seems also possible to redefine Grimshaw's values FO as lexical, Fl as
semi-lexical and FY as functional heads. Yet this is not entirely true. I have two objections. First, for the
verbal domain three levels are not sufficient, since there are far more different modifying heads. Second,
some of these levels must iterate as we will see below. As will be shown Van Riemsdijk's proposal allows
iteration, in contrast to Grimshaw's system. So Van Riemsdijk's system allows a more fine-grained

description.
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(11)     Hierarchy of functional domains

[+functional, +grammatical] functional

[-functional, +grammatical] semi-lexical

[-functional, -grammatical] lexical

+   functional >> semi-lexical >> lexical
*semi-lexical >> lexical >> functional etc.

On the basis of the two well-formedness constraints CIT and NVR, Van Riemsdijk defines
the notion of a (M-)Projection (where M stands for 'micro' or 'macro') as follows:

(12) (M-)Projection
An (M-)Projection M is the maximal (vertical) path through a tree such that path
satisfies the well-formedness conditions CIT and NVR (where M, in a sense, stands
for both 'maximal' and for 'minimal; for 'micro' and 'macro').

(Van Riemsdijk 1998:9)

The definition of an M-projection implies that a projection of a single lexical element can,
in principle, be infinite, provided that no head intervenes on the projection line that differs
in categorial features or is of a non-appropriate functional level. The way to close off an
(M-) projection is through the merging of material that evokes a violation of the two well-
formedness conditions CIT and NVR.

It is important to note that Van Riemsdijk's system implies that there are no
intermediate 'maximal projections' in the sense of X-bar theory. In Grimshaw's theory,
intermediate projections were called 'perfect' projection, which could be extended. So for
instance VP is a perfect projection, which can be extended by other projections, such as
TP or CP, each with their own maximal projection. In Van Riemsdijk's system, the crucial
characteristic of a mono-projectional structure is that it consists of indeed only one
maximal projection, and does not have any intermediate maximal projections at all. The
NVR criterion states that no negative feature can dominate a feature with positive value.
That also holds for the L-features, which were given in (8b). That implies that no maximal
projection can be dominated by an intermediate projection, since this would violate the
NVR condition, as illustrated in (13). The usual structure of, for instance, T' in (13a) must
be described in Van Riemsdijk's terms as illustrated in (13b). In this representation the
dominating intermediate projection [+Proj, -Max.] violates the NVR, since it dominates a
maximal projection [+Proj, +Max].

(13)    a.            T'                              b.                 *[+Proj, -Max.]

VP          To [+Proj,+Max] [-Proj, -Max]

Van Riemsdijk's system is thus defined in such a way that a maximal projection can never
occur in the middle of an endocentric syntactic representation. In the traditional notations,
the verbal domain must rather look like (14a), in the spell-out of a complete feature matrix
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like (14b).6 The structure in (14b) shows that in such a system, the NVR constraint is
respected, unlike in (13b).

(14) a. TP

Spec      T'

V'       To

Spec       V'

vo

b.                    (TP)

(Spec) FC: -N,+vl
| L: +P, -M I
LF: +F, +G_|

/--%
C: -N, +V C: -N, +V
L: +P, -M L: -P, -M
F: -F, -G F: +F, +G

-    -

Spec C: -N, +V
L: +P, -M
F: -F, -G
- -

...               C: -N, +V
L: -P, -M
F: -F, -G
- -

In other words, a complete endocentric structure is regarded as one single projection or
constituent. This holds for the NP but also for the CP domain. Rather than talking about
mono-clausal structures, Van Riemsdijk talks about mono-projectional structures.
Although such a system is very appealing and more attractive in spirit, it is too detailed for
'daily usage'. I will therefore confine myself to traditional notions such as VP, vP, TP etc.
Ideally, however, we should rephrase each in these notions.

In the remainder of this dissertation I will use the term 'extended projection' as
equivalent to Van Riemsdijk's (M-)Projection. This terminology is useful, since it will
make it possible to talk about different ways of 'extending' a projection.

6 The advantage of such a system is that we have in total one complex projection, as opposed to having many
different projections. The disadvantage, however. is that we need to give Up well-established conventions,
such as constituency tests. For example, it is a common assumption that pronominalization functions as a
kind of constituent test. Within the functional domain, we can pronominalize at different levels, each of
which are described as a maximal projection. This concept is, however, not available in Van Riemsdijk's
system. Within this system, it must be assumed that traditional constituent tests test 'quasi-maximal'

projections.
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Now that we are equipped with these basic theoretical notions, let us look at the
verbal domain.

2.3 The Extended Projection of the Verb
Let me recapitulate the main conclusions that we have reached so far. First, we have seen
that the nominal domain distinguishes between three kinds of elements, namely functional
elements, lexical elements, and semi-lexical elements. Second, semi-lexical nouns do not
project an independent 'perfect' projection, rather, being a modifier, they are part of a
complex mono-projectional structure. This second point should remind the reader of the
discussions in Chapter 1. There,   I   introduced two types of infinitival constructions,
Restructuring Infinitives, which are best described in terms of a mono-clausal structure
(one extended projection) and Non Restructuring Infinitives, which constitute a bi-clausal
construction (two extended projections). So both the verbal as well as the nominal domain
show the difference between one and two extended projections. Given the often-stated
similarity between the clausal structure and the nominal structure (cf. Abney 1987,
Szabolcsi 1987) this fact should not come as a surprise. The question therefore arises of
whether the verbal domain, just like the nominal domain, contains a semi-lexical domain.

It is clear that main verbs are lexical elements (open class elements). Yet the status
of auxiliaries is less clear. Auxiliaries are associated with 'functional' features such as
tense, mood, aspect, modality or voice. As a result, it is debated whether auxiliaries are
functional or lexical. How can we define a third class? Van Riemsdijk (1998) suggests in a
footnote that indeed a certain group of verbal elements might be candidates for the semi-
lexical class. In particular, he mentions the class of verbs which trigger verb-raising in
Dutch, such as the perfect and the passive auxiliaries, modals, causative verbs, perception
verbs, raising verbs, verbs of temporal aspect, and 'restructuring verbs' (Van Riemsdijk
1998:11, fn.  12). In Chapter  1, it was shown  that verb raising  is a property common  to all
verbs that constitute a mono-clausal structure. Yet not all verbs must necessarily be semi-
lexical heads. In order to support the semi-lexical hypothesis, the question must be
broader: is it possible to detect three types of verbal elements, which can be associated
with the division between a functional, a semi-lexical and a lexical domain, and which can
be distinguished by characteristic syntactic properties? It is my aim in this dissertation to
show that this is indeed the case. First lets take a look at the technical implications.

A verbal element is defined by the categorial feature matrix [-N, +V],
independently of whether we are talking about main verbs or auxiliaries, cf. (8a). Given
the CIT, all 'extended' projections must be defined in terms of the categorial features [-N,
+V] as well. The restriction imposed on the system by the NVR concerns the status of the
L/F-features. First consider the functional features, cf. (8c). A lexical verb is defined by
the feature matrix [[-funct., -gramm.]; [-N,+V]]. An extending head of the extended
projection can be of any type of functionality. Neither of the four possible extension
relations in (15) violates the NVR, where (a) represents an extension of a lexical verb by a
functional verb, (b) by a lexical verb, and (c) and (d) extension by a semi-lexical verb.
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(15) a. [[+funct., +gramm.]; [-N, +V]] b. [[-funct., -gramm.]; [-N, +Vl]

1 1

[[-funct., -gramm.]; [-N, +V]] [[-funct., -gramm.]; [-N, +V]]

c. [[+funct., -gramm.]; [-N, +V]] d. [[-funct., +gramm.]; [-N, +V]]
1 1

[[-funct., -gramm.]; [-N, +V]] [[-funct., -gramm.]; [-N, +V]]

Once a certain extension is chosen, only a restricted set of elements can occur as the next
extending head. The next higher head in an extended projection that starts out like in
(15a), can only be a functional element again, since this is the only element whose feature
matrix is not specified for a negative value. Any other category, lexical or semi-lexical,
contains at least one negative value, which would lead to a violation of the NVR. This
contrast is illustrated in (16a) versus (16b).

(16) a. [[+funct., +gramm.] [-N, +V]] b.*[[-funct., +4ramm.]  [-N, +V]]

[[+funct., +gramm.] [-N, +V]] [[+funct., +gramm.] [-N, +V]]

[[-funct., -gr mm.] [-N, +V]] [[-funct., - ramm.] [-N, +V]]

We see that the structure not only leads to a hierarchy as was illustrated in (11), but,
crucially, this system also allows the recursive embedding of categories of the same type
without leading to incoherence of the clausal integrity, cf. (15b) & (163). It is, in principle,

imaginable that a lexical verb is extended by a series of semi-lexical (verbal) heads and
also by a series of functional heads.7 What is excluded, though, is the extension of a semi-
lexical verb by a lexical head or the extension of a functional verb by a semi-lexical or
lexical head, as already shown in (11). So the model predicts not only the existence of
three different hierarchically ordered types of verbal elements within a single projection, it
also predicts that each of these types can be recursive.

In the remainder of this dissertation I will argue that these predictions are
supported by an analysis of the German auxiliary system. Auxiliaries form an ideal class
to investigate this question. Since all auxiliaries are analyzed as syntactic heads, their
syntactic and semantic properties are intrinsically comparable. The main goal of this
dissertation is a study of the functional auxiliaries in German, which will be characterized

by very particular properties. However, other auxiliaries, lexical as well as semi-lexical
auxiliaries, serve  as the 'control group'.   It  will be shown that these auxiliaries  have
different properties and hence receive a different syntactic status. As a result of this study I
will argue that German auxiliaries can be mapped onto the functional hierarchy in a
specific way (where 'modals' stands for root modals)8:

7 Van Riemsdijk rules out recursion of the lexical domain by an independent constraint. Yet I am forced to
Rject this modification, as will become clear below.

Many people object to the hierarchy in (17) that the classification of 'voice' as a lexical category is
counter-intuitive. I do agree with this objections. Nevertheless, as will become clear below, there are
grammatical phenomena, for instance predicate formation and the relative freedom of the semi-lexical
domain. which support a classification as proposed here.
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(17)

Future/tun/epistemic modals > (modals) > have/be > (modals) > passive > VP/modals
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .        +++++++++++++++++++++++++++

functional domain semi-lexical domain lexical domain

Since the structure as a whole is argued to be the structure of one single sentence or even
one single projection, it is expected that several (though probably not all) auxiliaries can
co-occur within a single sentence/projection. Yet their co-occurrence is not random but
should reflect the relative order of the hierarchy in (17).

What is the advantage of a system as it is proposed here? It has an important
implication. It is assumed that the distinction between lexical elements (main verbs) and
functional elements is too coarse. Although I assume a series of heads above the core VP,
as most recent approaches to verbal syntax do, these heads  are not intrinsically 'uniform'.
Various 'functional' elements have a different function in the syntactic hierarchy and can
hence have different syntactic status. These different status are used to formulate intra-
categorial variation with respect to inherent properties of the domains. For instance, if all
functional elements are identical in their syntactic status (as intrinsic in an approach as
advocated by Cinque) why do they show such strict hierarchical order? In order to explain
hierarchy of categories, Cinque has to state a very elaborate 'universal' structure, which I
don't find very satisfying.' Here I argue for a broader view. Syntactic categories are
hierarchically ordered according to their function in the syntactic domain. Probably, this
leads to a similar hierarchy across languages, yet the system is flexible enough to allow a
considerable amount of freedom within the domains. 1' In the following section, I willlook
briefly at the functions of the functional domains. Again, my main concern is to elaborate
on the properties of the functional domain. I will therefore only briefly touch on the lexical
and the semi-lexical domain.

2.4 Properties of the Functional Domains
So far it has been argued that a sentence contains three functional levels, which are
hierarchically ordered. The advantage of such a phrase structure is that it allows us to
formulate differences between these levels of functionality. Hence it serves as an heuristic.
Rather than assuming that all functional structure is ontologically identical, we now have a

9

Cinque states that an elaborate hierarchical structure with thirty-two functional projections is provided by
universal grammar and is hence not a problem of learnability, cf. Cinque (1999:130). It should be noted that
German provides many counterexamples to this 'universal' structure. Let me illustrate just one. Cinque
states the universal order Mod, i,di„ >> Modwassion· Yet German clearly allows the reverse pattern: Du dadst
es gerne wotten. es hil# aber nichts 'You may gladly want it, but it does not help', where clearly the volition
is embedded under the permission. So the universality of these orders is highly doubtful.
10 Note that the mapping between grammatical elements and the levels of functionality is language specific.
For example in certain languages, aspect is part of the functional domain, in German it is found in the semi-
lexical domain. Note further that it is possible for the same element to be either lexical or semi-lexical. This
has been shown  in  the NP domain, cf. footnote 1, but certainly this property also holds  in the verbal domain.
A verb like for example have or be can be a 'lexical' if it is the main verb as in she has money or she is
intelligent. but it can also be semi-lexical in its auxiliary use, as discussed throughout this dissertation.



44                                                                                                                              Chapter 2

concept which helps us to formulate a more precise description of form and function of the
different projections above the main verb.

In the next sections I will argue that the verbal domains of functionality can be
associated with the following rough descriptions:

Lexical domain: predicate formation
Semi-lexical domain: verbal modification
Functional domain: finiteness & 'speaker-orientation'

Before giving short descriptions of these levels, I would like to look at a different problem,
namely the question of whether all domains of functionality allow the projection of a
specifier.

2.4.1 Specifiers and the problem of voice

The introduction of the notion of functional heads in recent years has led to a flood of not
obviously motivated specifiers. The question     as    to    what the status     is    of all these
intermediate specifiers has not been satisfactorily answered. According to Cinque (1999),
all functional projections above VP can project a specifier. These specifiers host
adverbials, which stand in a feature-checking relation with the respective head. The phrase
structure he proposes therefore contains as many functional projections as there are types
of adverbials, thirty-two in total, cf. Cinque (1999:130). This approach leads to the
dissolution of the traditional distinction between arguments and adjuncts, an effect that is
not really to be favored.

Alternatively, it can be assumed that not all projections (or functional domains)
need to take a specifier. In this case the question is, which categories do allow a specifier?,
and what distinguishes a specifier from an adjunct? One way of formulating this
distinction has been suggested by Van Riemsdijk (1998). He proposes distinguishing
between specifier, complement and adjunct in the following way:

(18) A DEPENDENT D of an (M-)Projection M is

(i)  a SPECIFIER if it entertains an agreement relation with a functional head of M;
(ii) a COMPLEMENT if it is theta-identified by the lexical head of M;
(iii) an ADJUNCT in all other cases.

(Van Riemsdijk 1998:10)

Van Riemsdijk assumes that only functional elements can project a specifier, while lexical
elements take complements. Although this definition maintains the distinction between

specifiers and adjuncts, it is impossible for me to adopt it in the way it is formulated in
(18). The formulation in (18i) poses two problems:

(a)  A specifier cannot be defined in terms of (morphological) 'agreement', as stated  in

(18i). Usually, EPP and case-features are checked in a specifier-head configuration and yet
are not necessarily associated with a (morphological) agreement relation. Thus (18i) must
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be defined in terms of licensing (subject licensing and case-licensing), or, more generally,
in  terms of ' feature checking'.
(b) Only functional heads are assumed to allow specifier-head configuration, a claim
which seems untenable, as we will see below. The question now arises as to which
categories require a specifier.

The functional do,nain
Functional heads clearly have a specifier. It was mentioned above that the functional heads
are associated with finiteness. Finiteness in turn is associated with the nominative case as
well as with the EPP feature (cf. Chomsky 1995, 1998). So I will follow the traditional
assumption that the nominative case as well as EPP features are part of the functional
domain. Both features must be checked in a specifier-head relation and consequently
require a specifier. Hence, functional heads must have, in principle, the property of
projecting a specifier, in accordance with (18).

The semi-lexical domain

It was mentioned above that semi-lexical heads of the nominal domain do not project an
independent specifier. Since the semi-lexical nouns are modifiers themselves it is unclear
what the status of their specifier would be in any case. Suppose now that the property of
being a modifier and of not projecting a specifier is valid for the class of semi-lexical
heads in general. In this case, trivially, semi-lexical verbs cannot project an independent
specifier. Rather, they modify other verbal constructions. Thus, in their function as verbal
modifiers, it is not necessary for semi-lexical elements to project a specifier. Does this
mean that the projection of a specifier is excluded? I am not sure. As far as I see it, the
projection of a specifier is not necessary, at least not for the semi-lexical cases discussed
in this dissertation (i.e., aspectual auxiliaries and deontic modals). But since there is
presumably a whole range of other semi-lexical elements (e.g., restructuring verbs), it is
imaginable that a semi-lexical element would also have to check features; in this case a
specifier would be required. Since I do not have empirical arguments which give a definite
answer, let me make a minimal assumption that it is not per definition excluded that semi-

11lexical elements project specifiers. Such an assumption requires a reformulation of (181).
Before I do this I want to have a look at the status of the lexical domain with respect to the
specifier.

The lexical domain

Clearly, the original proposal in (18) raises a problem for the lexical domain. Van
Riemsdijk assumes that lexical projections never allow specifiers. However, in recent
years it has become standard to assume that the external argument is generated within the
verbal projection (cf. Koopman & Sportiche 1991). Deviating from the original proposal

" Van Riemsdijk (p.c.) states  that  it is possible to reformulate  (18i) by using a 'non-lexical' rather  than  a
'functional' head. This change makes it possible for semi-lexical elements to have a specifier as well, but
crucially not lexical heads. Van Riemsdijk suggests that ECM verbs are an instance of a semi-lexical verb.
which project a specifier (a second subject). Although I do not agree in this specific case (cf. footnote 17),
the point is clear: there is a motivation to allow a specifier with a semi-lexical head.



46                                                                                                                    Chapter 2

that the subject is generated adjoined to VP, most analyses assume that the subject is
generated in the specifier of a lexical VP and subsequently moved to the specifier of a
functional ,Frojection  (INFL). This insight cannot be captured  by Van Riemsdijk's
definition.

An alternative view, however, has been proposed by Kratzer (1994). Kratzer
suggests that the external subject is not generated as the specifier of a lexical verb, rather it
is introduced by a functional head, which is adjacent to the lexical VP. Kratzer identifies
this head as Voice phrase. The Voice head is specified by a binary feature [+ active]. An

13 I
[+active] Voice head can license an external argument and also check accusative case.   A
[-active] Voice head cannot do either. It follows that a passive predicate can have neither a
subject nor an accusative case object. The passive auxiliary is the instantiation of the [-
active] Voice head. 14 In Kratzer's view, Voice is an inflectional functional head that
combines with the lexical verb via event identification. 15 Kratzer speculates that Voice is
probably absent in non-finite structures.

Although   I  think that Kratzer' s proposal   is very attractive, it cannot be adopted
here without further modification. It leads to a violation of the NVR, since the hierarchy of
verbal elements appear as in (19).

(19) *functional >> semi-lexical >> functional >> lexical
Tense/agreenrnt passive/active main verb

I am therefore forced to assume that the Voice head is either lexical or semi-lexical. This
assumption also leads to a revision of (18i), as we will see below. Let us stipulate that the
voice head is in fact lexical in nature. The question is whether this stipulation can be
independently motivated, or, in other words, what does it means if a lexical verb extends a
lexical verb? Suppose we treat the voice head, as in Kratzer's original proposal, as an
inflectional functional element, like e.g., Tense. Two aspects might be considered a
problem: (a) there is a semantic difference between voice and tense and (b) passive is
clearly encoded in an infinitival verb form, contrary to e.g., tense. I will discuss these

points in more detail below.
(ad a) There is, I think, an important semantic difference between Voice and

Tense. The tense head never affects the set up of the argument structure and therefore only
qualifies a predicate. The voice head, however, independently licenses, i.e., introduces an

t 2 Van Riemsdijk (p.c.) notes that he, too, assumes that the subject is generated VP internally, but that does
not necessarily mean that the subject is generated in a specifier. Rather, he suggests that it is possible that the
subject is a complement. Alternatively, the VP-internal subject might be without a syntactic status at all, for
which reason it has to be moved to a higher functional projection.
13 This assumption is an instantiation of Burzio's generalization. Yet it might lead to problems for the
analysis of German impersonal expletive constructions that have an accusative object although they do not
have a (referential) subject, as Es friert mich (lit. it freezes me) 'I am cold' or Es gruselt mich 'it gives me

the creeps'.
14 The reason for Kratzer to assume that Voice is functional rather than lexical is the possibility to maintain
common assumptions about structural case. Her voice head is defined in such a way that it is also
responsible for assigning accusative case features. It is often assumed that structural case. in contrast to
inherent case, is assigned by a functional element. So she concludes that voice is functional, or more
specifically, inflectional in nature also.
13 It can be said that Kratzer's Voice Phrase is an equivalent of Chomsky's (1998) vP, which is argued to
check accusative case, too.
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argument. It directly influences the lexical properties of the predicate. It seems therefore
implausible to regard the voice head as a modifier in the same sense as tense. Rather, I
think that voice and the lexical predicate constitute a kind of 'complex predicate'. Thus the
passive auxiliary is assumed to be part of the lexical VP. According to this view, the core
VP denotes either an active predicate or a passive predicate, each with a different
argument structure. Only the active predicate has the property of licensing an external
argument and of assigning accusative case. Similarly, we have a syntactically formed
passive predicate with only an internal argument.

The complex predicate formation can also explain independent observations. If the
passive auxiliary and the main verb form a complex predicate, it follows that no other
verbal element can intervene between the passive auxiliary and the main verb. It will be
shown in Chapter 3 that root modals and aspectual auxiliaries are not in a fixed order. A
modal can be the complement of aspectual auxiliaries and vice versa an aspectual auxiliary
can be the complement of a root modal, giving rise either the order Asp >> Mod or Mod
>> Asp. In contrast, the passive auxiliary does not allow any other auxiliary in its
complement. This is unexpected if the passive auxiliary has the same syntactic status as
the (semi-lexical) auxiliaries have/be or deontic modals. As is illustrated in (20), there is
no way of construing a sentence with an auxiliary under a passive auxiliary. I don't even
attempt natural language translations.

(20) a. Sie wird geliebt °kmain verb in participial form

she is:PASS loved

'She is loved.'
b. *Sie wird [geliebt gehabt]. *main verb in perfect construction

she is:PASS loved have:PRT
c. *Sie wird [geliebt gewollt]. *embedded modal construction

she is:PASS loved wanted

If the passive auxiliary has the same status as other auxiliaries it is not clear why it is then
the only auxiliary that does not allow embedding of complex complements. This is reason
enough to separate the passive auxiliary and the other types of auxiliaries.

(ad b) Usually, tense and agreement are the prototypical inflectional heads. Their
role in the syntax of non-finite constructions continues to be much debated. In contrast,
Voice clearly plays a role in non-finite predicates. Although Kratzer seems to suggest that
Voice is absent in non-finite sentences, this would be highly implausible, since it would
become impossible to account for the examples in (21).16 Both sentences in (21) contain a
non-restructuring verb and are hence analyzed as bi-clausal structures, cf. Chapter 1. The
infinitival complement in (2la) contains an accusative object. If the Voice head is
responsible for accusative case-assignment, it must be concluded that it is present in the

16 Here I have little to say about the status of the synthetic passive as it is found in the Scandinavian
languages. In Swedish the inflectional morpheme -s signals the passive. Interestingly, the passive morpheme
cannot only combine with a finite verb form (i), but also with a non-finite verb form (ii), although usually
non-finite verb forms are not overtly marked for inflectional elements (i.e., tense or agreement).
(i) Dorren   mMas.

door-the painted:PASS  'The door is painted.'
(ii) Dorren   skal   mllas.

door-the will painted:PASS  'The door will be painted.'
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infinitival sentence as well. Similarly, sentence (2lb) contains a passive infinitive. If the
Voice head encodes the voice information of the sentences, we must conclude that Voice

is present in non-finite constructions as well.

(21) a. Sie   wagt es,  den Mann zu verprugeln.
she   dares it, the man:ACC to beat-up
'She dares to beat up the man.'

b.    Sie behauptet, geprogelt zu werden.
she claims, beaten to be
'She claims to be beaten.'

Summing up, I conclude that Voice is always projected, independently of whether we are

dealing with a finite or a non-finite structure. As it has an influence on the argument
structure of the predicate, I assume that Voice is in fact a lexical head, generated in the
core VP. 17 It then follows that accusative case, though a structural case, is assigned by a
lexical head, namely Voice.

I7 ECM (or causative) constructions might pose a problem for a structure as proposed here. The fact that an
ECM construction has two subjects suggests that we are dealing with two independent sentences which have
been restructured into a single clause, cf. Evers (1975). But an alternative way to derive ECM structures
within the system proposed here is as follows. Assume that Voice is a lexical head. ECM constructions have
two subjects (and two accusative case NPs) and hence two Voice phrases. Yet they form a mono-clausal
structure. For a sentence like (i) we must a complex lexical structure as in (ii). In fact, what that means is that
ECM constructions form one complex predicate (a result that is independently suggested on grounds of

bindings facts by Reinhart & Reuland 1993).
(i)   Sie holt die Kinder ein Lied singen.

She  hears the children a song sing
(ii)        [va.p Acc [ Voice Voice'  [vp hort die Kinder  [voic,p  ACC [voice· Voiceo [vp ein Lied singen]]]]]]
Suppose now that Voice is a semi-lexical head. This construction would lead to a violation of the NVR in
(10), since we would obtain the following order of functionality:
(iii) semi-lexical >> lexical >> semi-lexical >> lexical

Moreover, it is marginally possible also to embed a passive infinitive in an ECM construction, as shown in

(iv), although usually a bi-clausal construction is preferred as in (v).
(iv) Sie  sah die Kinder geschlagen werden

she  saw the children beaten be:PASS

(v)       Sie  sah,  wie die Kinder geschlagen werden
she saw as the children beaten be:PASS
'She saw the children being beaten.'

The contrast with real semi-lexical elements is striking. Neither have/be nor a deontic modal can appear in
the  'complement' of an ECM verb, as the following two sentences illustrate.
(Vi) *Sie  hort, die Kinder   ein Lied gesungen haben.

she   hears the children   a song sung:PRT have:INF
(vii) *Sie sieht das Kind den Rasen rnahen mussen

she sees the child the lawn mow:INF must:INF

Although it might be intuitively more natural to assume that the passive auxiliary is a semi-lexical element,
these tests show that there is good reason to separate it from other semi-lexical elements. (Thanks to Hans
Broekhuis for making me aware of this). Moreover, some readers now might wonder how I allow mono-
clausal structures with to-infinitives, since to is often argued to be a functional element. In Chapter  1, I  have
argued that to is not a functional element but is of neutral functional status. It must be analyzed as a head-
adjacent prefix (it can attach to a lexical as well as a semi-lexical element).
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Summary

On the basis of the discussion above, it must be concluded that all heads (lexical,
functional, and semi-lexical) allow, in principle, the projection of a specifier (in fact
multiple specifiers),  as  long  as  they are involved  in a process of 'licensing'. However,  I
have only been able to show that functional and lexical elements clearly license a
specifier, and the empirical justification for the semi-lexical domain has yet to come. Let
me reformulate (18) as (22). Probably the notion of a complement can be maintained,
since it is not explicitly assumed that Voice also theta-identifies the external argument.
However, if one would like to assume that Voice does in fact theta-license the subject, we
would need to reformulate (22ii). Here I remain uncommitted.

(22) Revised Definition:

A DEPENDENT D of an (M-)Projection M is
(i)  a SPECIFIER if it entertains a feature checking relation with a head of M;
(ii) a COMPLEMENT if it is theta-identified by the lexical head of M;
(iii) an ADJUNCT in all other cases.

Crucially, nothing is said about adjunction in (22). Since the adjoined element does not
stand in a licensing relation with the head, its status is different than that of real specifiers.
Such an approach differs from Cinque (1999) or Alexiadou (1997), who argue that
adverbials in fact check features.

So far, I have shown that the phrase-structure can be described by means of three levels,
which fulfill different functions. Some of these functions were discussed in the previous
subsections, let us now turn to the more general properties.

2.4.2 The lexical domain

In the previous section I stated that the verbal lexical domain is the domain of predicate
formation. Clearly, open class main verbs are lexical, but also the passive auxiliary was
argued to be lexical. The passive auxiliary is a spell-out of the voice head, which in spite
in spite of its 'functional' nature must be considered a part of the lexical domain. This
assumption was justified by the observation that voice, unlike other functional elements,
acts upon the argument structure of the verb. It was argued that the lexical domain is a
domain of licensing, (case licensing as well as argument licensing) and therefore needs to
project specifiers. The number of iterations in the lexical domain is very restricted, if we
abstract from viewing ECM constructions as potential lexical structures.

Moreover, the lexical domain determines the basic properties of the predicate, i.e.,
the type of the eventuality. It is well known that there are different types of predicates,
which have been described as aktionsart. The aktionsart describes properties of core
lexical items, but also of complex predicates.18 The classic distinction has been proposed
by Vendler and comprises four types: state, activity, achievement and accomplishment (cf.

Is Although it is sometimes argued against a uniform treatment of single lexical items (verbs) and complex
structures (verbs and argument).
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Vendler 1967). However, in recent years, a three-partite distinction (which treats
achievements and accomplishments as one type) has become more common, cf. Krifka
(1989), Pustejovsky (1991), Van Hout (1996), De Swart (1998a,b). The type of the
eventuality is determined by the properties of the verbs itself, by the type of arguments
and by the way these arguments are related to the verb. So stative verbs like know or be at
home give rise to a state. Non-telic, non-stative verbs give rise to a process (in Vendler's

terminology activity). These verbs can either be intransitive like swim, play etc., or they
can be transitive, as in wash the car, provided they do not affect the argument in "a
gradual and incremental way". There is a third type of process eventuality, which applies
to cases where the verb affects the argument in a gradual and incremental way. This,
however, is only possible if the noun is a homogeneous noun (i.e., a bare plural or a mass

i9

noun), such as in to write   letters,   to   eat    applies etc. Here clearly the verb affects the
argument, since the argument either comes into existence as a result of the activity denoted
by the verb (write letters) or disappears (eat the apples). The common property of process
eventualities is that they are not telic. Finally, events are either inherently telic as in close,

come,  eat   up or they consist of non-telic verbs which take a quantized NP as argument as
in write a letter, run a mile.

Following De Swart (1998a), I assume the following ontology of eventualities.

(23)

HOMOGENEOUS QUANTIZED
state process event

STATIVE DYNAMIC
Figure  1: The classification of eventualities, De Swart (1998a:351)

Figure 1 shows that a process and an event share the property of being dynamic, i.e., of
having an agent, in contrast to a stative, whose argument is a 'holder' of the state rather
than an agent. So we see another important connection: the type of verb has an influence
on  the type of external predicate (c f. also Kratzer  1994).

The typology of eventualities in (23) only includes active eventualities. Since I assume
that the voice information contributes to a 'complex predicate' formation, the whole range
of lexical eventualities must be described as follows:

19 The terminology 'homogeneous' versus 'quantized' NPs goes back to an observation by Bach (1986). cf.
Krifka (1989). A noun is homogeneous, if each subpart of the noun can be still classified as the same
concept: cofee and coliee is still collee and at the same time each subpart of col»e is Still cofee. In contrast

an apple and an apple is not an apple but two apples. Krifka calls the former case an instance of an
'homgeneous' NP, whereas the latter is described as cumulative or 'quantized'. So we can state that bare
plurals and mass nouns are homogeneous, whereas count nouns are quantized. We can now transpose this
system to eventualities: writing letters and writing letters still results in writing letters. whereas writing a
letter and writing a letter result in writing two letters.  For more details,  see Krifka ( 1989).
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(24)      Typology of eventualities
eventualities

active passive
M/T  

state event process event process

In this subsection, it has been argued that the lexical domain is the domain of predicate
formation, which in turn implies determining the semantic type of the predicate. I have
followed De Swart in assuming a three-partite classification of state, process, and event. I
extend this classification by including active and passive predicates. Finally, it was argued
that the type of eventuality determines the status of the external subject.

2.4.3 The semi-lexical domain
The semi-lexical domain operates on the output of the lexical domain. It extends the
lexical category by modifying it. Usually the semi-lexical elements do not introduce new
arguments (cf. discussion above), so the semi-lexical domain is a domain of modification
or coercion rather than licensing. Since this is not a licensing domain, specifiers are
usually not required.

Van Riemsdijk (1998) has argued that the semi-lexical domain in the nominal
domain hosts nominal modifiers as well as other types of modifiers (e.g., degree marker,
numeral marker etc.), which can, in principle, co-occur. Similarly, there are different types
of 'modifiers' in the verbal domain, for instance, modification of the eventuality by means
of (durational) adverbials, but also by aspectual operators (grammatical aspect, such as the
perfect) and root modality. There may possibly be more types, but these are the ones that
are important for my present purposes. Different instances of semi-lexical elements will be
discussed in Chapter 3 (deontic modals), and Chapter 4 (aspectual auxiliaries as
haben/sein and durational adverbs). Unlike the lexical domain, the semi-lexical domain
allows a considerable amount of freedom. It will become clear in Chapter 3 and 4 that the
elements in the semi-lexical domain are not in fixed order from a syntactic point of view.
We can have several aspectual projections and several modal projections (and possibly
even more than is now evident if we also consider restructuring verbs). It is important to
note that these elements show no strict hierarchical order. Nevertheless, there must be
restrictions on the number and types of co-occurrences, but I will not investigate these
matter in this study.

The output of the semi-lexical domain is again an eventuality. Thus semi-lexical
elements map eventualities onto eventualities.

2.4.4 The functional domain
The functional domain in German is associated with finiteness, which will be defined in
Section 2.5 below. Again, the functional domain operates on the output of the semi-lexical
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domain, i.e., the modified eventuality. Up to this point, I have discussed predicates and
their 'objective' modification. In the functional domain the 'speaker' or the discourse
enters the picture, by means of concepts   such  as  time  and  mood, i.e., concepts  that  are

closely linked to the speaker and the 'here-and now'. In other words, the inflectional
domain is the domain that establishes the anchoring of the proposition to the discourse.

The functional domain fulfills two functions: (a) modification with essentially
deictic notions such as tense and mood, which are part of a more complex concept of
finiteness. (b) closely connected to the notion of finiteness in German is also subject
agreement and hence the licensing of the nominative case. Therefore the functional
domain also shifts the semantic type of the input from a predicate to a proposition: it maps
eventualities onto propositions.

Like the lexical domain, and unlike the semi-lexical domain, the functional domain
in German is very restricted. It only allows two nodes, tense and mood, as we will see
below. So the functional domain in this system only comprises the inflection domain in the
strict sense of the term. To maintain the parallel to the nominal domain, it can be argued

that the functional verbal domain fulfills a similar function as the functional nominal
domain. It makes the event a 'specific' or, in some sense, even a 'definite' one,  ust like
the determiner system in the nominal domain.20 In the nominal domain, it is D , which
hosts information concerning referentiality and hence 'interface' between the propositional
content and the discourse, usually the speaker:' In the same way, f and Moodo encode

aspects of verbal 'referentiality', as we will see below. This is a vague but certainly a
tenable parallel, but it will become clearer in Section 2.5, where I will be talking about the
content of finiteness.

2.4.5 Summary
In this section I have argued in more detail for a sentence structure consisting of three
domains: a lexical, a semi-lexical and a functional level. It was argued that these domains
fulfill different grammatical functions. The lexical domain is the domain of predicate
formation, the semi-lexical domain is the domain of (verbal) modification and finally the
functional domain is the domain of finiteness. Such a verbal structure can be seen as
parallel to the nominal structure, which arguably consists of a lexical domain, a modifying
domain (the semi-lexical domain) and a referential or quantificational functional domain,
too.

The approach proposed here extends the traditional distinction between functional
and lexical elements in favor   of   a mole complex system. It relies   on   the   idea   that
traditional 'functional' features such as voice, aspect, tense and mood are not 'equal' or
'uniform', and can be realized in different syntactic domains, rather than in one
'functional' domain. The advantage of this is that we it provides a terminology to describe
differences between the various types of 'functional' categories. I believe that the mapping

20 Tsoulas (1994) suggests describing verbal mood in terms of (in)definiteness. 1 prefer to see the parallel in
the concept of referentiality.
21 Here I only give a description of the facts; a formalization within a model of syntax-discourse interface is

stilllacking, but for a suggestion cf. Avrutin (1999).
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of verbal elements onto the functional domains is not universal, but rather language
particular. Nevertheless, since a considerable amount is determined by semantic functions,
a high convergence between languages is expected.

22

In the following section I will take a closer look at the functional domain and the
concept of finiteness. Since this project focuses primarily on the properties of functional
auxiliaries, a more elaborate discussion is needed.

2.5  Finiteness in German

2.5.1 Introduction

In  Chapter  1,  I have defined non-finite complements on purely morphological grounds,
namely on the basis of the morphological characteristics of the verb. At the same time it
became obvious that non-finite constructions differ with respect to their semantic content
as well as their internal syntax. It was shown that some non-finite constructions can
contain temporal and modal information and yet be considered non-finite.

A positive definition of finiteness is needed, as a precise definition is still missing
in the literature, although in recent years many interesting observations have been made.

Lasser (1997) points out that it is necessary to distinguish between semantic
finiteness (S-finiteness) and morphological finiteness (M-finiteness). Whereas semantic
finiteness stands for an abstract concept of finiteness, morphological finiteness refers to
those elements in a language that represent finiteness overtly. This dissociation of
semantic and morphological finiteness comes from the observation that not all languages
mark finiteness in the same way. The Germanic languages, for instance, express finiteness
by means of verbal affixation. In contrast, languages like Chinese or Burmese have
uninflected verb forms, but signal finiteness by means of a particle or an adverb. Thus,
semantic finiteness can be morphologically realized in different ways, depending on the
idiosyncratic properties of the language. We expect therefore that a construction can be S-
finite without being M-finite.23 But also the reverse pattern should hold: a construction can
be morphologically finite but behave as a non-finite semantically. The latter phenomenon
is found in the Balkan languages, for which Roussou (1998) has claimed that (some)
subjunctive clauses are morphologically finite, but behave semantically like control- or
raising-infinitives and must therefore be considered non-finite in nature.

Although these examples support the distinction between semantic finiteness and
morphological finiteness, it remains unclear how semantic finiteness can be defined.

22 In English for instance, the hierarchical structure of the auxiliaries is highly grammaticalized. There is
virtually no variation - a fact that is also due to morphological properties of auxiliaries such a modals etc.
23 Lasser claims that this is the case in some Root 1nfinitive constructions. But also the subjunctive in
American English fits into this classification. An embedded sentence like (i) is semantically finite, but
morphologically. it looks like an infinitive.
(i)         It is required that John be(SUB) on time.



54                                                                                                                   Chapter 2

Roussou (1998) assumes that finiteness is a property of the COMP-system rather
than the I-system. She agrees with the assumption of Rizzi (1997), that the extended
COMP-domain contains an independent finite-projection (FinP). It is the function of the
Fin-head to provide the anchoring point to the Speech Time.24 With this definition,
Roussou basically follows Holmberg & Platzack (1995), who assume that "finiteness is a
prerequisite for tense and mood: unless a predication is related to the time of utterance via
the concept of finiteness, we have no basis for expressing the relative position in time of
the situation expressed by the predication vis-a-vis the utterance, and we cannot relate the
attitude of the speaker to this situation." (Holmberg & Platzack 1995:23).

However, this claim as it is formulated here is too inflexible and cannot be
maintained. Finiteness, or better a finite verb, can provide the anchor to the Speech Time,
but not necessarily. Especially in embedded constructions the finite verb does not
necessarily hook up to the Speech Time. In so-called Sequence-of-Tense effect, the
embedded finite verb form takes up the temporal value of the matrix verb and therefore
does not guarantee the link to the Speech Time. Moreover, it is usually assumed that it is
tense itself that fulfills the function of linking the proposition to the Speech Time.

Klein (1994, 1998) suggests that finiteness is a complex notion that contains two
components: TENSE and ASSERTION. 'Assertion' can best be described as 'making a claim',
whereas tense is defined as that element which introduces a 'Topic Time' meaning a time
for which the claim is argued to hold. These concepts will be looked at in more detail
below.

Lasser (1997) even suggests that S-finiteness is defined by four components,
TENSE, ASSERTION, ASPECT, and MODALITY. It is not clear to me, however, how Lasser
arrives at exactly these notions. It is common knowledge that these notions are related to
verbal semantics, which happens to be the locus of finiteness in German. But does that
mean that every component of verbal semantics is automatically linked to finiteness? In

that case, why doesn't she consider voice, too, which, after all, is also a component of
verbal semantics? It seems difficult to start reasoning with semantic concepts that might be
related to finiteness, even if we assume, as Lasser does, that they vary cross-linguistically.
Ideally, what needs to be shown is that semantic finiteness has a semantic and/or syntactic
effect, which can be linked to tense/modality/aspect complex in one language, but which is
realized in e.g., particles and adverbs in other languages. Lasser's study is not enlightening
on this point. More informative is Roussou's study. Roussou states that the difference
between finite and non-finite constructions is in the subject licensing. Her main point is
that subjunctive clauses in many Balkan languages25 cannot license an independent subject
and hence show raising- and control-effects. So although they are morphologically finite
they behave semantically and also syntactically like infinitives. In German, we do not find
similar constructions. In order to detect the notions that constitute finiteness in German, it
seems therefore more plausible to look carefully at the properties of the morphologically
finite elements themselves.

A German finite verb form is marked for tense, mood, and agreement. Moreover, I
assume, as does Klein (1998), that it contains an abstract ASSERTION element. In the

24 Such an idea connects to En 's ( 1987) theory of the temporal anchoring.
25 Roussou discusses Greek, Romanian, i.e., languages that have lost infinitival complements.
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following sections I will elaborate on these notions.26 I will show that finiteness is the
locus of the speaker-oriented aspects. A sentence is finite if the speaker is forced to be
grammatically explicit about her relation to the proposition, which is expressed by various
factors such aS ASSERTION, mood, and tense.

2.5.2 Agreement
In German, subject agreement on the verb is only associated with finite verbs. Yet the
status of agreement for our purposes is doubtful. First of all, agreement is a notion that is
not related to verbal syntax alone, adjectives also show a kind of agreement
phenomenon.27 Moreover, in other languages inflected infinitives are quite common,28
which means that agreement is at least not inherently related to finiteness. Agreement is a
morphological device connected to finiteness in German, yet it does not make up
finiteness. This becomes even more obvious when I discuss the semantics of finiteness. It
is obvious that agreement plays no role in the semantic representation of a sentence. So it
is primarily a morphological phenomenon. I follow ideas of Iatridou (199Ob) and also
Chomsky (1995, ch.4), who assume that agreement does not (or not necessarily) play a
role in the syntactic representation either.

2.5.3 Tense

It is standard to assume that finiteness is constituted by tense. Intuitively, such an
association is plausible since, for instance, in the Germanic languages a finite verb form is
marked for tense, whereas a non-finite verb is not. Yet it was shown in Chapter 1 that it is
possible that a non-finite construction can imply temporal notions as well. That forces us
to separate finite tense from non-finite tense. An important point in connection to this is
the distinction between absolute and relative tenses. I will clarify these notions shortly.
Consider a Reichenbachian approach to tense in natural language, which describes tense as
a relation between different temporal points such as the Speech Time (S), the Event Time
(E), and an abstract Reference Time (R), cf. Reichenbach (1947). The interplay of these
three abstract temporal entities allows an elaborate description of temporal relations. 29

16 Contrary to what Lasser suggests, I assume that aspect does not play a role in the set up of German
finiteness, since German finite verbs are usually neutral with respect to aspect. Rather, explicit aspect
marking is associated with the semi-lexical. i.e., the modifying domain. Here, with aspect I refer to the same
element that Klein refers to as 'posttime' operator, i.e., the auxiliaries have/be. It should be noted though,
that here are difference between the character of e.g.,the German present tense and the English present
tense, which might be aspectual in nature. In this study, these aspects are not considered, but the reader is
referred to Katz (1995).
27 Adjectives agree with the noun that they modify in case as well as in number and gender.
28 Cf. Raposo (1987) on Portuguese or Tdth (2000) on Hungarian.
29 The original Reichenbachian approach has undergone various refinements in the literature. For instance
Comrie (1985) suggests breaking up the relation between the three parameters E, R, S into two two-way
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(25) Reichenbach's (basic) tense system30

(where the comma expresses simultaneity and '_' stands for a precedence relation.

Present S,R,E Present Perfect E_R,S
Past E,R_S Past Perfect E_R_S
Future S_R,E Future Perfect S,E_R

The tense representations in (25) show that E and R are always associated (i.e.,
simultaneous) in the simple tenses, i.e., the left-hand column, whereas they are in a
precedence relation in the perfect tenses, i.e., the right-hand column. Comrie (1985) calls
the left-hand tense 'absolute' tense, whereas the right-hand tenses, which are described by
means of a reference point, are called 'relative' tenses. So absolute tenses have a direct
relation between S and E, whereas in relative tenses they have only an indirect relation,
which is mediated by R. Usually, finite tenses are absolute tenses, though that does not
mean that an absolute tense needs to be a finite tense. 31

Reichenbach's system describes tenses as relations between abstract temporal
points. So a past eventuality is described as a precedence relation: the points of the Event
Time and the Reference Time precede the Speech Time. However, the fact that, for
instance, a past tense does not denote ANY time before the Speech Time as implicit in the
Reichenbachian system, has been pointed out by Partee (1973). Consider her famous
example in (26).

(26) I did not turn off the stove.

Sentence (26) does not mean that at no time in the past did the speaker did fail to turn off
the stove. Rather, the speaker refers to a specific time interval in the past, at which s/he did
not turn off the stove, for instance the time before she last left her house. Examples like
(26) have led a series of scholars to assume that tenses are more than just relations
between points of time. Rather, tenses are referential: they refer to a particular point in
time, or rather a particular time interval, since it has become standard to describe temporal
relations as relations between time intervals.

Klein (1994) encodes this concept in his notion of 'Topic Time' (TY). The Topic
Time of a sentence is defined as "the time span to which the speaker's claim on this
occasion is confined" (Klein 1994:4). Thus, the Topic Time refers to the time interval that
the speaker wants to talk about. The tense information now determines the temporal
relation between the Topic Time and the Speech Time. It is important to note that the
Topic Time exists independently of the actual Event Time or the 'Time of the Situation',
as Klein phrases it. The Topic Time can include the complete Event Time or vice versa,

relations, such as E-R and R-S. Several scholars have argued for a system of four times rather than three
times, introducing Rl and R2, in place of R (Prior 1967, Comrie 1985, Vikner 1985, Thieroff 1992). There
are many more redefinitions, which will not be discussed here (cf. among others Hornstein 1990, Comrie
1985, Vikner 1985, Klein 1994, Demirdache & Uribe-Etxebarria 1998 and many more).
30 Obviously, Reichenbach's tense system comprises far more logical possibilities. Here I only list cases with
the relation E,R and E_R, but the relation R_E is also possible. It is not clear, however, which of these
additional relations are actually realized in natural language.
31 In many languages the future tense is not expressed by an synthetic, but an analytic structure. The German
future will be discussed in Chapter 4.
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the Event Time can include the Topic Time. Consider the finite verb in sentence (27a),
which is marked for past tense. The past tense implicates that there exists a relevant time
interval preceding the Speech Time (additionally marked by the adverbial yesterday)
during which Paula felt sick. The time during which Paula felt sick, which we Klein calls
the Situation Time, is indicated by the line of x's.

(27) a. Paula was sick (yesterday).

Topic Time
Speech Time

XXXXXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXX     •     •      •      •      •
....                    = Situation Time, 1.e., time of Paula's being sick

The sentence in (27a) does not say anything about Paula's being sick in general, that
means, it does not make a claim about the extension of the whole eventuality of Paula
being sick. It is possible that Paula was sick for three consecutive days, yet nothing about
this is expressed in the finite sentence in (27a). Rather, the speaker restricts her claim to a
very particular time interval of the past, namely yesterday. So in fact the speaker can pick
out one

s ecific
interval in the past and state in which way the Situation Time is related to

this time. 2 The schema in (27) shows that the Topic Time refers only to a part of Paula's
being sick and is hence included in the Event Time. 33

The Topic Time is related to the speaker. In the default setting, the hic-et-nunc of
the speaker determines the Speech Time, which counts as the 'starting point' for the
temporal relation, since tense determines the relation between Speech Time and Topic
Time. If it is assumed that tense has a deictic component, it can be argued that the speaker
constitutes the deictic center for the temporal relation. The time-line is presented with the
speaker's NOW as the center.

The fact that the finite verb really is associated with the Topic Time is supported by tests
with contrastive focus. Contrastive focus on a particular element E has a complex effect:
first it evokes paradigmatic alternatives of E and at the same time it puts E in opposition to
its alternatives. For instance, the set of paradigmatic alternatives of the category tense are
present tense, past tense and future tense, as indicated in (28a). It is possible to emphasize
one particular element of this set by using contrastive focus, for instance the past tense.
This has the effect is that the temporal element stands in opposition to other possible
temporal elements such as the present or the future. Crucially, contrastive stress on the
temporal orientation of a sentence falls on the finite verb, as the dialogue in (28b) shows
(capitals signal stress and hence contrastive focus).

(28) a. {present, past, future}
b.     A: The book is on the table.

B: No, the book WAS on the table.

32 In fact, the relation between Topic Time and the Situation Time is what Klein defines as (grammatical)
aspect, Klein (1994: 6).
33 Similarly it is possible that the Event Time is included in the Topic Time. This is the case in a sentence
like Paula was sick for one hour yesterday. In that case, the Event Time of 'being sick for one hour' is
included  in the Topic Time 'yesterday'.
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Speaker B in example (28b) emphasizes the fact that the time that we are talking about is a
past time rather than the present time and that the book is not the table anymore.

So far I have been talking about semantic temporal relations and their relation to verbal
finiteness. Reichenbach's proposal (and the various neo-Reichenbachian versions) has
been proven to be very enlightening for the semantic description of temporal relations in
natural language. However, nothing has been said about the grammatical status of the
temporal elements within the semantic or the syntactic theory. Many different proposals
have been suggested in the literature as to what exactly the grammatical nature of tense is
in natural language. Tense has been argued to be a temporal operator (following Prior
1967), a referential entity (Partee 1973, Eng 1986, Kratzer 1998), or a temporal predicate

(among others Stowell 1993, 1996, Demirdache & Uribe-Etxebarria 1998). In this
dissertation, I will not go into the details of all these different approaches. I will essentially
follow Partee's and Kratzer's proposal and assume that finite tenses are referential entities
that behave like pronouns. Like pronouns, finite tense can be indexical, i.e., deictic in
nature. The speaker refers abstractly to a specific time interval about which she wishes to

make a claim. The speaker is therefore the 'deictic center' and her existence constitutes the
Speech Time or the NOW.34 I will outline more details about Kratzer's proposal in
Chapter 3.

So in order to summarize: finite tense introduces a Topic Time, i.e., a time for which the
proposition is claimed to hold. This time exits independently of the Situation Time, but is
related to it by set-theoretic notion such as 'is included in' etc. The Topic Time marks the
time about which the speaker wishes to make a claim. In the default setting, the Topic
Time is bound to the speaker's here-and-now.

So finiteness is associated with the notion of Topic Time, although that does not
mean that finiteness IS the Topic Time.

2.5.4 Assertion

In the previous section it was argued that a finite verb denotes a temporal dimension,
which was identified as 'Topic Time'. It was argued that this aspect could be emphasized
by means of contrastive stress. However, it is not necessarily the case that this focus on the
finite verb alters the temporal orientation. Consider the short dialogue in (29), where

capitals again signal contrastive focus.

(29) A: Peter was not at that party yesterday.

B: Sure, he WAS at the party (at some point). He came late and he left early.

34 Crucially, I do not assume that anchoring to the Speech Time is syntactic matter, as En  and many others
have proposed by assuming that the C-domain provides the anchor to the Speech Time. In my view. the
property of being bound to the Speech Time follows from the deictic nature of tense, rather than from an
additional syntactic condition.
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By means of the contrastive focus in (29), speaker B does not emphasize the past
information encoded by the finite verb in past tense (emphasizing 'he was at the party' in
contrast to 'he is at the party'). Rather the speaker emphasizes the positive claim that Peter
was indeed at the party in contrast to the claim that he was not at the party. So what is
actually emphasized is the truth of the predication. This property of finite verbs has been
discussed under various titles in the literature. Hohle (1992) states that a sentence like
(29b) with contrastive stress on the finite verb can be paraphrased with the expression it is

true   that..., as indicated   in   (30), and therefore suggests calling the element   that   is
highlighted by the contrastive stress VERUM. 35

(30) It is true that Peter was at the party.

Klein (1994, 1998) explicitly rejects the term 'verum' and calls this phenomenon
ASSERTION. Nevertheless, we will see immediately that both authors refer to the same
concept. But first some more data.

Both Hohle and Klein observe that the VERUM/ASSERTION element is not restricted
to   declarati ve sentences.    It   is also possible to stress the finite    verb in imperatives    or
questions, as the examples in (31) show.

(31) a. WAS Peter at the party?
b.     GO to the party!

Also in imperatives and questions, VERUM-focus like in (32) or (34) can be paraphrased as
in (33) or (35), cf. Hohle (1992:119ff).36

(32) VERUM-focus in imperatives
a. NIMM dir endlich einen Stuhl!

take yourself finally a chair

'Get yourself a chair!'
b. LIES ihm mal die Leviten. [idiomatic expression]

read him   sometime    the [riot act]

'Read him the riot act!'

(33) a. Mach es endlich wahr, daB du dir einen Stuhl nimmst
make it finally true that you yourself a chair take

'Make it finally true that you are taking yourself a chair!'
b. Mach es mal wahr, daB du ihm   die Leviten liest.

make it sometime true, that   you   him   the [riot act]   read.
'Make it finally true that you read him the riot act!'

35 Within functional grammar, this phenomenon is discussed as 'polarity focus' by Dik et al. (1980) and
Gussenhoven (1984).
36 Moreover, Hohle shows that it is also possible to find vERUM-focus on the finite verb in counterfactual
examples as in (i) as well as in non-counterfactual conditionals as in (ii), (Hohle 1992:120f.).
(i) NAHME er sich doch einen Stuhl !

Took:PST:SUB he REFL finally a chair
'If only he would take a chair!'

(ii)       NIMMT sie sich einen Stuhl, (so) konnen wir endlich fortfahren
Takes she  REFI- a chair, (so) can we finally go-on
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(34) VERUM-focus in questions
a. HAT er sich einen Stuhl genommen?

has    he REFL a chair taken?

b.      WAR   Peter auf der Party?
was P. at the party

(35) a. Ist es wahr,  daB er sich einen Stuhl genommen hat?
37

Ba true that he REFL a chair taken has?

'Is it true that he has taken himself a chair?'
b.     Ist es   wahr, daB Peter auf der Party war?

8 k true that P. on the party  was

'Is its true that Peter was at the party?'

So far we have seen that VERUM/ASSERTION iS instantiated in the finite verb and can occur
in any type of sentence. Let us now look at the contents of this element.

Despite the paraphrases in (30), (33), and (35), HOhle emphasizes that VERUM is not a
truth-predicate. Rather, he assumes that VERUM Can be classified as an illocutionary
operator. Unfortunately, his definition of VERUM is rather cryptic:

"[Es] ist der Vorschlag gemacht, daB das finite Verb [in finiten Hauptsatzen]
einem Operator T (in Aussagesatzen entsprechend Freges Urteilsstrich) bzw. ? (in
Fragesatzen) zugeordnet ist, der durch die Betonung des Verbs inhaltlich
hervorgehoben werden kann. Nach diesem Vorschlag ist VERUM also (nicht ein
Wahrheitspradikat, sondern) ein Illokutionstyp-Operator (genauer eine Variable
uber solche Operatoren)."
(Hohle 1992:118)

Hohle states that VERUM is "an illocutionary operator, more precisely a variable 'over'
such operators". This latter statement is unclear. It is probably a misprint. The question is
whether Hohle means that VERUM is a variable, which is bound by the illocutionary
operator. That is different from assuming that VERUM is an illocutionary operator itself. Let
us assume here that, according to Hohle, VERUM IS an illocutionary operator.

Klein defines ASSERTION as that element in the sentence which marks the 'mere
claim' or "the fact that the situation described by the utterance indeed obtains, in contrast
to the opposite claim." (Klein 1998:227).38 He assumes that finiteness (on an abstract level
called LEVEL*) can be described as a complex operator comprising two factors: the Topic
Time ('IT) as defined in Section 2.5.3 and the abstract element ASSERTION (AST).

37 Hans Broekhuis correctly points out that the paraphrase in (35) also holds for a sentence like (34) without
stress on the finite verb. The paraphrase should therefore be rather 'Is it really true that...'
38 Klein (1998:239) gives a rather cryptic definition of what is asserted as well: "What is asserted, is not

[sic!] the truth of a certain possible state of affairs. of a situation such as the book's being on the table. What
is asserted, is rather that TT [Topic Time] follows, contains, is contained in... the time of the situation". This

part is confusing, since Klein (1994) defines the relation between Topic Time and the Situation Time as

grammatical aspect (see Klein 1994). Yet ASSERTION as discussed here does not affect aspect. I am not
sure exactly what the point is that Klein is trying to make here I think he is trying to find a kind of
'objective' content for 'assertion', but I doubt that this is possible.
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(36) FIN* or:  Fin* [AST, lT]

Tr AST

As mentioned above, the Topic Time is the time for which the claim is made, and it is the
function of tense to locate the Topic Time before, at or after the Speech Time. Klein
assumes that the 'claim'-dimension in the Topic Time is due to the abstract ASSERTION

element. It is quite possible that an utterance is tense-marked and does not make a claim.
This is the case in questions and imperatives. So Klein is forced to redefine the concept of
Topic Time in the following way: '"IT can be the time span for which the claim is made,
but it can  also be the time  span, at which some obligation  is put into force (...)," (Klein
1998:232). So the Topic Time is, more generally formulated, the time to which an element
with illocutionary force is linked.39 ASSERTION is one instance of an element with
illocutionary force. Or in other words, ASSERTION iS jUSt one token of the type
'illocutionary operator' (henceforth IT-operator). Other tokens of IT must then be Q (for
question) and I (for imperative). We must therefore assume that the internal structure of
Klein's FIN* should be articulated more generally as in (37).

(37) FIN* where  IT  =  { AST,  Q,  I }

'IT                 IT

So both Hohle and Klein come to a similar conclusion, namely that the element that is
stressed in a sentence like (29) is an element with illocutionary force. However, Hohle and
Klein have different opinions concerning the realization of VERUM/ASSERTION. Whereas
Klein assumes that this element is intrinsic to the concept of finiteness, Hohle assumes that
vERUM is located in the left periphery of the sentence, namely in the COMP domain of the
sentence. I will come back to this point later.

What Klein states is that every finite verb contains an illocutionary operator by
definition. This is obviously problematic for embedded finite sentences, since these
constructions have a finite verb and yet do not have independent illocutionary force.
Rather, the sentence type of embedded clauses is determined by the semantics and hence
the selectional properties of the matrix verb. Klein therefore assumes that the meaning of
the AST element assigned to TI' can be overridden, for instance, by the meaning of the
complementizer. Or, alternatively, he assumes that ASSERTION is not present at all in
embedded sentences. Note that Klein tries to formulate his insights in a manner which is
as theory-neutral as possible, so he does not discuss the question of whether ASSERTION iS

part of the sentence internal domain (INFL) or the peIiphery (COMP). We can assume,

39 It should be noted that Klein assumes that assertion CAN be linked to the finiteness and Topic Time, but it
need not be. He argues that non-finite constructions. too, can make an assertion. Klein argues that sentence
(i) leads to a contradiction because the non-finite modifying construction 'von Bunsen erfundene' has
assertive character and this assertion is contradicted by the assertion of the finite sentence. So in this
example we deal with an instance of ASSERTION, which is not linked to the Topic Time.
(i)         Der von Bunsen erfundene Brenner wurde nicht von Bunsen erfunden.

the by B. invented burner was:PASS not   by B. invented.
'The burner invented by Bunsen was not invented by Bunsen.'
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however, that FIN* in the framework of generative grammar would be instantiated in the
inflectional domain of the verb (INFL), although this is not a necessary conclusion.

In contrast to Klein, HOhle does not assume that VERUM iS inherent in finite verbs.
Rather, he assumes that VERUM is realized in the C-domain and is only connected to the
finite verb by means of verb movement to the C-domain. In embedded sentences, where
the finite verb does not move to COMP, VERUM is expressed on the complementizer,
which canonically occupies this position. HOhle's view is based on the observation that
VERUM-focus can be instantiated on the finite verb in main clauses (with V-to-C
movement) and in embedded V2 clauses, but not in embedded clauses, where the finite
verb appears in sentence-final position. In the latter case, VERUM-focus is expressed by
stress on the complementizer. These facts are illustrated in (38).

(38)     Patterns of VERUM-focus in German
a.       Das Buch    WAR     auf dem Tisch. V2 main clause

the book was on the table
b.       Ich     glaube,      das Buch  WAR     auf dem Tisch. embedded V2

I believe the book was on the table
c.  #Ich  glaube, daB das Buch auf dem Tisch WAR. embedded non-V2
d.      Ich    glaube, DASS   das Buch     auf dem Tisch war.40

I    believe that the book on the table was

Hohle follows a suggestion of Den Besten (1987), who states that C is the domain of
finiteness and hence enforces V-to-C movement in languages like Dutch or German. 41

Also Holmberg & Platzack (1995) or Rizzi (1997) assume that finiteness is associated
with the C-position. Traditionally, the C-domain is also associated with illocutionary
operators, cf. i.a. Rizzi (1996, 1997).42 So, Hohle's proposal can easily be incorporated
into existing theories about clause-types. Moreover, Hohle's proposal has the advantage
that it does not need to stipulate that ASSERTION/VERUM is overruled by the meaning of the
complementizer.

Nevertheless, I have serious doubts as to whether the conclusion really is correct
that ASSERTION/VERUM in itself is an IT-operator. Let us reconsider the function of
contrastive stress. The effect of contrastive stress is that it evokes an opposition to
paradigmatic alternatives. The set of alternative elements comprises those elements, which
could have occupied the same position. Let me clarify this point. A set of paradigmatic
alternatives to, for instance, a VP is listed in (39a). If the contrastive focus has the function
of emphasizing the lexical content of one verb, alternative verbs are evoked as the

40 Many speakers find it more natural to use VP topicalization in this context:
(i)              [DaB das Buch auf dem Tisch war], glaube ich schon.

[That the book on the table was] believe I.
41 Note that the VERUM pattern is different in English. In English finite main clauses, VERUM is realized on
the finite verb (though no V-to-C movement). In embedded clauses stress can also fall on the finite verb,
although stress on the complementizer is also possible.
(i)         The book WAS on the table.
(ii)        I believe the book WAS at the table.
(iii) I know THAT the book was on the table.

(iv) I know THAT Peter was at the party, but I don't know what he did.
42 In fact, Rizzi (1997) suggests splitting up the C-domain in two independent projections, ForceP and
FiniteP, where the following order holds [F,™p Force' IFaii.p Fin'  IP ]]
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opposition, as illustrated in (39b).43 As we have seen above, contrastive focus on the
temporal orientation has the function of creating an opposition to other possible temporal
orientations, as illustrated in (40).

(39) a. {to read an article, (40)    a.      { Present, Past, Future }
to write an article,
to edit an article, ... )

b.    He READS the articles, b.   The book WAS on the table,
he does not edit them but it is not there anymore.

An IT-analysis of VERUM/ASSERTION, aS Klein and Hohle propose, states that ASSERTION
stands in a paradigmatic relation to other IT-operators, such as Q or I. If that is indeed
correct, the set of paradigmatic alternatives of VERUM/ASSERTION should look like (4la).
That in turn implies that the focus on one IT element such as ASSERTION/VERUM should
evoke an opposition to other IT possibilities. We then expect that the paraphrase of a
sentence like (4lb) looks like in (41c).

(41) a. { Ast,  Q,  I }
b.     The book WAS on the table.
c    #It is an assertion that the book was on the table it is not a question/an imperative.

Similarly, in a question, VERUM-focus would indicate that we are dealing with a question
and not with an assertion or an imperative, and so on. This prediction is, however, not
correct. Rather, both authors note that the focus-opposition is between 'being the case' and
'not being the case', as already pointed out above. In a simple declarative, VERUM-focus
indicates that the speaker asserts a positive rather than a negative declarative. The
paradigmatic alternative is therefore 'NOT' rather than any other IT-operator.

(42) a. Peter WAS at the party.
b.    Peter was NOT at the party.

SO, VERUM functions as an element that indicates the speaker's opinion on the truth of the
proposition. One element that fulfills the opposite function is not, but elements like
certainly,  probably etc. also fulfill a similar function. Let me call them here truth-
indicating elements. Since these elements allow recursive embedding, they are not strictly
alternatives to each other. Rather they form complex paradigmatic alternatives such as
probably not, certainly not, etc. Hohle draws the conclusion that the class of paradigmatic
alternatives to the VERUM element is not the class of truth-indicating elements themselves
but rather the class of possible combinations of truth-indicating elements (cf. Hohle
1992:128). So the set of possible alternatives to vERUM is listed in (43).

(43) { 'it is the case', 'it is not the case', it is probably the case', etc. }

43 Of Course it is also possible to stress for instance the noun and evoke a set of alternatives like  { to write an
article, to write a book, to write a letter etc. }.
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This is exactly what usually falls under the definition of 'assertion', cf. BuBmann (1990). I
think that Klein is correct in identifying the element under discussion aS ASSERTlON, yet he

is not correct in assuming that ASSERTION is the same as the IT-operator of declarative
sentences. Henceforth, I will use the term ASSERTION in the sense of 'being the case' versus
'not being the case' etc.44 Note that the discussion here implies that the definition of
contrastive stress   as  it is proposed above is deficient. The 'paradigmatic' alternatives  do
not concern syntactically paradigmatic elements, i.e., elements that are generated in the
same syntactic node. Rather it refers to conceptual alternatives. It will be shown in
Chapter 4 that 'future' is not parallel syntactically to present or past. Similarly, I do not
assume that ASSERTION and negation are syntactic competitors. Rather, ASSERTION is the
default category of positive commitment, which stands opposed to sentential negation.
Syntactically these two concepts are different. Under the view advocated here, ASSERTION

is underlying in all sentence-types. It is then plausible to assume that the illocutionary
operators operate on the ASSERTION impliCit in any finite sentence. The ASSERTION in turn
operates on the proposition. Thus (44a) and (44b) are equivalent. In other words, stress on
finite verbs in declaratives, questions or imperatives are paraphrased as indicated in (45).

(44) a. { DECL, Q,  I } (ASSERTION (proposition))
b.      {DECL, Q, I} ('it is the case' (proposition))

(45) a. Decl (AST p):  It is the case that p
b.     Q (AST ID:    Is it the case that p
c.     I (AST p):  Make it the case that p

I assume that the difference between a finite and a non-finite clause is to be found in the
presence or absence of ASSERTION (and consequently its relation to the IT-operator).

Asserting something means that the speaker makes a kind of commitment to the
proposition. The commitment can vary in its strength, yet it remains a commitment. In
questions the position of the speaker towards the proposition is obviously more vague than
in declaratives, yet it does not mean that the speaker has no opinion with respect to the
eventuality.45 We can state that the assertion element encoded in finite verbs is that
element which indicates that the speaker is making a commitment. In other words, the

44 Note that contrastive stress on an affirmative adverbial is always preferred to stress o ASSERTION (if both
are present) to express opposition to negation, as (ii) shows.
(i)            Das Buch liegt nicht auf dem Tisch.  'The book was not on the table.'
(ii)            Das Buch liegt NATURLICH auf dem Tisch.  'The book is OF COURSE on the table.'
(iii) ?Das Buch LIEGT natarlich auf dem Tisch.  'The book IS of course on the table.'
45 In a neutral question, this speaker's position can be undefined, yet ASSERTION-focus in a question
Suggests that the speaker must be familiar with some aspects of the proposition, otherwise it is impossible to
ask a question like (i) Question (i) is only possible, if the speaker knows about Paula's plan to buy a car.
(i)         HAT Paula nun ein neues Auto gekauft?

HAS Paula now a new car bought?
As Hans Broekhuis has pointed out, similarly, a positive assumption is presupposed in the negative emphatic

question as (ii).
(ii)         Dutch:   Is Jan er    NIET?

Is Jan there not?   'Is Jan not here?'
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speaker expresses in a grammatically overt form, her position towards or her commitment
to the proposition.

The speaker's attitude towards the proposition is traditionally discussed as a modal
component, more precisely as epistemic information. I assume therefore that ASSERTION is
an element which is grammatically relevant, as the tests show, but which is not
independent. Rather, it is encoded in the (epistemic) modal component of a finite
sentence.46 This will be discussed in the next section.

Associating ASSERTION with the modal component is supported by the following
observations. Klein only discusses contrastive focus on the finite verb in main clauses,
while Hohle discusses contrastive stress on finite verbs and on the complementizer. There
is, however, a third way of expressing contrastive focus on ASSERTION, which cannot be
explained by localizing AssERTIoN in the C-domain. In a sentence like (46) neither the
finite verb nor the complementizer but a modal adverb is stressed. Yet the sentence can be
interpreted in the same way as the sentences in (38) above.

(46) a. A:  The book is not on the table.
B:   Of COURSE the book is on the table.

b.     A:  Peter was not at the party yesterday.
B:  SURE he was at the party.

(47) A:  Das Buch liegt nicht auf dem Tisch.
the book lies not on the table

B:  Das Buch liegt NATURLICH   auf dem Tisch.
the book lies of course on the table

(48) A: Alle Schwane sind weiB.

all swans are white

B:  KEINESWEGS   sind  alle Schwane weiB,   es gibt auch schwarze.

not at all are all swans white, there are also black ones

How Can ASSERTION also be focused on modal adverbs? This is not impossible if we
assume that modal adverbs have the function of modifying the speaker's opinion
concerning the truth of the proposition and therefore marking the degree of commitment.
So vERuM-focus can either be expressed on the verb or on the modal adverb.47 It is
therefore plausible to assume that ASSERTION is part of the modal component of the
sentence and is encoded in the head of the sentence, which expresses modal content.
Modal adverbs, too, are generated in the inflectional domain of a sentence. For German, I
assume an independent Mood Phrase, which also hosts indicative and subjunctive, as we
will see in the next section.

46 On the claim that declarative sentences express (neutral) epistemic content rather than no modal
component, see Palmer ( 1986).
47 Similarly, contrastive focus on the temporal orientation can either fall on the finite verb, which encodes
the Topic Time or on the temporal adverbial which modifies the Topic Time, as (i) shows.
(i)          A: Ursula ist in Tilburg. ('Ursula is in Tilburg.')

B: Nein, sie war GESTERN in Tilburg. ('No, she was in Tilburg yesterday.')
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Before I proceed, it should be noted that assertion has scope not only over the core
proposition, but also the modified proposition: the paraphrase of (49a) shows that the
positive assertion operates on the proposition marked with past tense, cf. in (49b) versus

(49c).

(49) a. Peter WAS at the party.
b.     It is true that there is a past time interval such that Peter was at the party.
c.    #There is a past time interval such that it is true that that Peter was at the party.

Similarly, in modalized contexts, ASSERTION scopes over root modality. Such a case is
illustrated in (50) and paraphrased in (51).

(50) A: Nobody could have entered the house. The door was closed.

B: No, somebody COULD have entered the house. The window was open.

(51) It is true that it was possible for somebody to have entered the house.

According to a syntactic theory of scope, ASSERTION is structurally higher than tense and

root modality. The relation between assertion and epistemic modality will be discussed in
the next section.

To sum up this section, it can be stated that finite verbs contain an abstract element, which
I identified as AssERTIoN in the sense of 'being the case' vs. 'not being the case'. It was
argued that this element can be contrastively focused in all sentence-types. It was stated
that ASSERTION has the function of expressing the fact that the speaker makes a
commitment to the proposition. In fact, I assume that this is the crucial function of verbal
finiteness: a grammatical means for the speaker to express her attitude to or position on the
proposition.

Finally, it was mentioned that this kind of information falls under the domain of
(epistemic) modality and it was pointed out that this information takes scope over all
propositional modifiers such as tense and (root) modality.
The following section will briefly introduce the notion of verbal mood and its relation to
ASSERTION. It will be argued that mood is an essential part of finiteness, and that it has the
function of 'tuning' the assertion.

2.5.5 Mood

Chapter 6 deals with the semantics of mood and modality in more detail. Therefore I will
point out only the main characteristics here. Lasser (1997) points out correctly that
modality must also be considered a dimension of verbal finiteness. Yet the term 'modality'
usually refers to a wide array of different concepts, not only root modality and epistemic

modality, but also verbal mood and sentence modality etc. Obviously, not all of these
elements necessarily play a role in verbal finiteness. Sentence mood has already been
discussed in the previous section, so let us now consider verbal mood. German finite verbs
- in contrast to non-finite verbs - are always specified for mood, i.e., indicative or
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subjunctive. Mood is defined as the grammaticalization of epistemic modality (cf. Palmer
1986). Its function is to express the speaker's attitude towards the validity of the
proposition. In other words, by mood-choice the speaker expresses her commitment to the
truth of the proposition.

The question now is whether mood is independent of assertion. I think it is. It will
be shown that one function of the subjunctive is to express the speaker's distance from the
truth of the proposition. Therefore, we often find the present subjunctive in embedded
sentences or with a particular group of complementizers. In (52), the embedded present
subjunctive expresses that the speaker distances herself from a judgement on the truth of
the proposition. Instead the proposition is attributed to the person whose words are
repeated in the indirect speech. It is in fact possible to put contrastive focus on the present
subjunctive, as indicated in (52). Yet what is stressed is not the speaker's distance from the
proposition, but rather the fact that the person whose words are quoted must be held
responsible for the truth of his words.

(52) a. Er behauptet, er sei in Schweden gewesen.
He claims, he  is:PRS.SUB in Sweden been

'He claims he had been to Sweden.'
b.  Er behauptet, er SEI in Schweden gewesen.

He claims, he is:PRS.SUB in Sweden been

'He claims to have (truly) been to Sweden.'

That means that the present subjunctive does not constitute an independent factor which
can be emphasized by contrastive stress. Consider also the following sentences, where the
past subjunctive expresses counterfactuality. The focus in (53b) on the subjunctive verb
stresses the fact that it is true that he had the possibility to come, as paraphrased in (54). It
is important to note that the focus does not stress the counterfactuality of the sentence, so
(54b) is not a correct paraphrase of (53b) .

(53) a. Wenn er besser planen kannte, wOrde  er punktlich kommen.
if   he better plan could, would he on-time come
'He would come on time if he could plan better.'

b.   Er WORDE punktlich kommen, wenn er besser planen kannte.
He would on-time come,  if he better plan could

(54) a. It is true that it is possible for him to come on time, provided he does a better
planning.

b.    *It is counterfactual that it possible for him to come on time.

So we have seen that modality information (indicative and subjunctive) is in fact encoded
in finite verbs, but it cannot be emphasized by contrastive focus. This is surprising,
especially with past subjunctive, which really bears the independent grammatical burden
of indicating counterfactuality.

48

I assume therefore that the mood information is present, but not as an independent
category. Rather, we have to conclude that the distance/counterfactual information and the

48 It will be shown in Chapter 6 that German has two types of subjunctive, present subjunctive (or
'Konjunktiv I') and past subjunctive (or 'Konjunktiv II'), which fulfill different functions.
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ASSERTION form a complex notion. This is not implausible, since it was argued that
ASSERTION marks the speaker's commitment to the sentence. This commitment, however,
can be weak or strong. There are many ways to modify commitment. A grammatical way
to do so is by means of mood choice, whereas a lexicalized way is by means of adverbial
modification. What I suggest, then, is that MOOD is a complex category that comprises
ASSERTION and verbal mood, which has the function of 'tuning' the strength of the
commitment. The structure of Mood therefore appears as illustrated in (55).

(55) Mood

[AST, IND/SUB]

2.5.6 The relation between Mood and the complementizer
The C-domain is almost entirely absent from consideration in this dissertation, but
nevertheless I would like to make some tentative suggestions about the relation between
the Mood Phrase and the complementizer. So far I have briefly touched on the C-domain
in connection with two discussions. At the beginning of this chapter it was mentioned that
Holmberg & Platzack (1995), Rizzi (1997), Roussou (1998) assume that the C-domain is
the domain of abstract finiteness. It was also mentioned that Hohle (1992) assumes that the
VERUM element is located in C, since he observed that contrastive stress on VERUM can fall
on the complementizer. In § 2.5.4, I argued that VERUM/ASSERTION indeed constitute
finiteness, a fact which makes the two statements above compatible. But let me go into a
bit more detail and ask the following questions:

•    What is the relation between C and the finite verb and how does it relate to ASSERTION?

•    What is the syntactic status of C?

The fact that the complementizer stands in a specific relation to the finite verb has been
extensively discussed in the literature on the V2 phenomenon, or more particularly, V-to-
C movement, in Germanic languages (cf. Vikner 1995). It is well-known that in most of
these languages, the finite verb and the overt complementizer are in complementary
distribution: that is to say, C hosts either a complementizer or a finite verb.49 But
moreover, in several West-Germanic dialects, the existence of an 'inflected
complementizer', i.e., overt agreemen. marking on the complementizer, provides
additional evidence for the particular relation between the finite element of the sentence
and the C-domain (for an overview cf. Zwart 1993). Usually this relation is marked by the

49 Note that Yiddish, and also English under certain circumstances, allows both a complementizer and verb
movement that at least looks like V2. An English example is illustrated in (i) Iatridou & Kroch (1992)
therefore suggest CP recursion.
(i)            I think that with no job John would be happy.
Thanks to Craig Thiersch for reminding me of these facts.
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' presence of a feature in C. Yet there is disagreement about the content as well as the origin
of this feature. Two opposing views can be sketched. In accordance with a tradition based
on the work of Den Besten (1977), it is assumed that the C-projection is intrinsically
equipped with an inflectional feature, which is also responsible for the movement of the
finite verb to C. In contrast, it has been argued by Zwart (1993), that the particular

50

feature in C (he argued for agreement) is not a priori generated in C, but is a reflex of verb
movement, cf. also Lohnstein (1993).

In my view, these two positions have different implications. Whereas the former
view assumes that C is an inflectional category just like INFL, the latter view does not
make any claim about the status of C (for a different view see Rizzi 1997).

It was argued above that ASSERTION is the 'heart' of finiteness. It was also argued that
ASSERTION can be bound by an illocutionary type (IT) operator. IT-operators or sentential
force are usually associated with the C-domain (cf. Chomsky 1995, Rizzi 1997). In fact
Rizzi suggests splitting up the C-domain in (at least) two projections [Cp ForceP >>
FinitenessP [W]]. It could be argued that IT operators are located in C and bind the
ASSERTION element, which is located in Mood, similar to what is stated in the discussion in
Section 2.5.4. This binding relation establishes the C-I-connection. The question is,
however, whether IT operators (i.e., Decl, Q, I) are syntactic primitives. I do not think so.

I support the ideas of Lohnstein (1993), who argues that the illocutionary type of a
sentence is determined by two factors: verb movement to a head position (as well as the
interaction with the specifier) and verbal mood marking on the finite verb.51 Lohnstein
assumes that the verbal mood morphology projects an independent Mood Phrase, which
selects an Agreement Phrase, which in turn requires a [+finite] marked Tense Phrase. So,
in fact, the Mood Phrase is just a different term for the CP. Lohnstein argues that it is the
movement of the finite verb to MoodP (as well as the spec-head relations in MoodP),
which determines the sentence type. As a reflex of this movement the MoodP is associated
with finiteness; for details see Lohnstein (1993). In other words, the movement of the
finite verbs to MoodP is required for determining the sentential type. Like Zwart,
Lohnstein assumes that the feature in the Mood head is not the reason for the movement,
but the consequence. According to Lohnstein, the structure of a root clause appears as is
illustrated in (56) (note that MP, just like CP is left-headed, in contrast to the rest of
INFL).

50 The type of the inflectional feature is different in each approach. Originally, Den Besten (1977/1989)
suggests a tense feature; later it was argued that it is 'agreement', cf. Zwart (1993); Rizzi (1997) argues for
finiteness.
51 That verbal mood plays a role in determining the sentence type can be seen by the minimal pair in (i) and
(ii).  Whereas an indicative  V l   triggers a question interpretation, a subjunctive Vl structure leads  to  a
volitional statement.
(i) War Peter schon in Rom?

was:IND P. already  in Rome? 'Has Peter already been to Rome?'
(ii) Ware Peter schon in Rom !

was:SUB P. already  in Rome?  'I wish, Peter was already in Rome?'
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(56) MP

Spec              M'

1                 AgrP

T. illTPfin Agro

l
I am aware of the fact that Lohnstein's system poses to a considerable number of
problems, especially in embedded clauses, but I do not want to discuss these here. For me,
Lohnstein's idea of deriving the sentence type by verb movement is very plausible - at
least for German.52 However, I do not agree with Lohnstein that C is an inflectional
category. Moreover, although I also assume the existence of a Mood Phrase, I have argued
that it is part if the inflectional domain. So I assume that the mood-specified verb must
move into a higher category, COMP, in order to determine the sentence type. But I assume
it is the Mood/ASSERTION information in MoodP, which needs to move to C and hence
establishes 'a posteriori' a relation with C, as indicated in (57).

(57) CP

Spec         C'

Co                   Moodp

 VoicePTPf'II 1 1111,1
For embedded clauses, it must be assumed that the complementizer (i.e., the lexicalization
of C) carries IT information itself and hence does not require the movement of
Mood/assertion. Yet it needs to bind Mood/ASSERTION. Note, moreover, that certain
complementizers directly select (subjunctive) mood, e.g., als 'as g which requires the
subjunctive, cf. Chapter 6.

What is the syntactic status of the C-domain? As mentioned before, in many
approaches it is assumed that C is an extension of an inflectional category. This is
reflected in Grimshaw's (1991) system, where C is the F2 projection of the VP/IP
complex. Emonds (1985), however, has pointed out distributional similarities between

prepositions and complementizer (an association which is also justified from an historical
point of view). IN agreement with this suggestion, Van Riemsdijk (1998) also analyzes

52 For English, the picture looks quite different, cf. footnote 41. First of all, i f the sentence type is dependent
on verb movement, it is reasonable to assume that the IT-information at least can be encoded in the I-domain
in English. Moreover, as Hans Broekhuis has pointed out to me, the optionality of English complementizers
in certain contexts may well be connected to the assumption that the IT type is encoded in INFL.
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complementizer as prepositional in nature.53 This assumption considers differences
between the C-domain and the INFL-domain as was also pointed out by Rizzi (1997). For
example, C is generally lexicalized as an independent element in contrast to the
inflectional domain, which is usually realized as morphemes bound by the verb. The
detailed syntax of the C-position is, however, not considered in this dissertation.

Summing up, in this subsection, I tentatively suggest that the relation between the
finite verb and the complementizer domain is due to a movement process of the finite verb
and not due to inherent marking of C. The movement of the verb is triggered by the need
to syntactically encode the sentence type. Details, especially about the morphological side
of this relation, have not been considered here.

2.5.7 Summary
In this section, I introduced various aspects of the notion of finiteness. It was argued that
agreement does not play a role in the semantic definition of finiteness, rather it is a
morphological reflex of an independently existing relation. The general aim was to point
out that finiteness must be considered the interface between the speaker (or more generally
the discourse) and the propositional content.54 All aspects of verbal finiteness are related
to the fact that the speaker is expressing her view of the eventuality. So it can be said that
it is the 'subjective' dimension of a sentence. Non-finite expressions differ crucially in that
they do not introduce a Topic Time and in that they do not force the speaker to make a
commitment to the proposition, but finiteness forces her to do so.

In Section 2.5.3 I showed that the Topic Time in the sense of Klein (1994) is an
essential ingredient of verbal finiteness. It was argued that the Topic Time is by default
bound to the speaker. The speaker is the deictic center and her 'here-and-now' constitutes
the starting point for the temporal relation.55 Further, it was argued in Section 2.5.4 and
2.5.5 that ASSERTION as well as mood information are the central aspects of finiteness.
They encode the speaker's perspective on the proposition. Whereas ASSERTION is a general
commitment to the proposition, mood serves as a kind of 'tuning' element for the
ASSERTION. So, crucially, the Mood Phrase establishes the connection to the discourse,
which is normally constituted by the speaker's here-and-now: it serves as the 'anchor' to
the Speech Time (or any other discourse time).

In accordance with the views of Klein, it could be argued that the FIN* domain of a
sentence can be described as a complex operator consisting of the three dimensions Topic
Time, ASSERTION and mood, however, such an approach leads to serious problems
concerning the temporal orientation. Moreover, it was argued that assertion takes scope
over tense; therefore I assume that Fin* does not correspond to a single operator but to the

53 In Van Riemsdijk's system that means that C-domain bears the c-features [-N, -V], which in turn leads to
a problem of the NVR. For this reason, Van Riemsdijk redefines the NVR, but since the C-domain is not
discussed in this dissertation, the details of this redefinition will not be spelled-out here.
54 Note that, for example, Rizzi (1997) assumes that C has this interface function.
55 We will see in Chapter 3 and Chapter 6 that, under certain conditions, the deictic center can be shifted.
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total of the 'functional' domain of the verbal extended  rojection, where the MoodP
dominates the tense projection TP, as illustrated in (58)5 . The complete FIN-complex

(MoodP and TP) are dominated by CP.

(58) CP

d                 Moodp

TP              Mo
[AST, +IND]

To                VP(extension)

2.6 Summary
In this chapter, I introduced the basic notions that will be used as descriptive tools for the
discussion of the functional domain in the following chapters. I introduced Van
Riemsdijk's model of endocentric phrase structure. For my purposes, the main advantage
of Van Riemsdijk's system is that it distinguishes three domains of functionality, namely a
lexical, a semi-lexical and a functional domain. As will become clear in Chapters 3 and 4,
this distinction is useful as an heuristic for the description of different auxiliaries. The
domains correspond to different sentential tasks: the lexical domain establishes basic

content whereas the semi-lexical domain is the domain of modification. Finally, the
functional domain is responsible for referentiality and quantification in the nominal

domain, and, in principle, also in the verbal domain (if we assume that tense is referential
and mood quantificational). So Van Riemsdijk's system allows us to maintain parallels to
the nominal domain, despite the more elaborate structure of the verbal domain.

56 Klein suggests that the FIN* operator applies to the non-finite domain, which he calls INF* in the
following way FIN* (INF*). If we associate FIN* with the functional domain, it follows that Klein's INF*
can be associated with the semi-lexical domain and everything which is dominated by it. These two domains

combine in a hierarchical way, which encodes the scope relations, viz., the finite domain (- FIN) has scope

over the non-finite domain (= INF).



3   The Syntax of Modal Verbs

3.1  Introduction
In this chapter, I will discuss the syntax and semantics of especially epistemic modal verbs
in German. It is impossible to offer a complete description of the semantic and syntactic
facts of the German modal system. I will concentrate therefore on two issues. First, I will
show that German modal verbs do not form a monolithic class of elements. Rather, modal
verbs differ in their syntactic behavior depending on their syntactic and semantic function
in the sentences. Second, I will show that German epistemic modal verbs show a very
particular morphosyntactic behavior that allows us to distinguish them syntactically from
root modals. I will show that epistemic modal verbs have a deficient finite as well as non-
finite verbal paradigm. It will be argued that epistemic modal verbs are directly inserted in
the inflectional domain of the sentence, whereas root modals are generated lower in the
structure. Moreover it be will be shown that epistemic modals are generated outside the
tense domain and hence 'escape' tense.

I will also discuss the properties of root modals. It will be argued that the split
between deontic and dynamic modals is essential for the syntactic description of the root
modal system. Although I tentatively suggest a way of analyzing root modals, I want to
point out that a closer investigation of their morphosyntactic properties has yet to be made.
As we will see below, root modals seem to consistently resist a clean classification, and
my investigations here are not sufficient to draw definite conclusions. Nevertheless, the
generalization that simplified syntactic treatments of modal verbs as a whole must fail is
justified.

Wurmbrand (1998, 1999a,b) has suggested treating root modals uniformly as
raising predicates that are generated in the functional domain of the sentence. I will show
that such a classification does not do justice to the range of facts under consideration. On
the other hand, it is equally incorrect to assume that all modal verbs are lexical main verbs.
Rather, I assume that the class of modal verbs is gradient with regard to functionality. I
will argue that modal verbs should be classified from a syntactic point of view into (at
least) three types: lexical heads, semi-lexical heads and functional heads (cf. Chapter 2). I
suggest associating epistemic modal verbs with functional heads, deontic modals with
semi-lexical heads and dynamic modals with lexical heads. Dynamic modals tend to be
generated within the core VP, deontic modals are generated in the semi-lexical extension
of the VP, whereas epistemic modals are inserted in the IP domain of the sentence.

I am not interested in providing a new semantic theory of the German modal
system and simply adopt a relative modal approach, as it has been formalized by Kratzer
(1978,1981,1991), but I will not discuss details here.

In Section 3.2, I will start by discussing ways of classifying modal verbs. Section
3.3 deals with thematic properties of modal verbs and Section 3.4 concentrates on the
morphosyntactic properties of modal verbs as well as their co-occurrence. Finally, in
Section 3.5, I will propose a syntactic analysis of German modal verbs.

Statements about the properties of modal verbs are restricted to types of modals. In
order to prevent confusion, the reader is therefore kindly asked to pay special attention to
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the kind of modality the examples involve, which will be made clear in the translations.
Often a sentence is grammatically correct, but does not allow the appropriate
interpretation. I will indicate these cases by using  '#'.

3.2 Classifying Modal Verbs

3.2.1 Basic properties of modals

Modal verbs can be characterized from different perspectives. Syntactically, they
constitute a closed class of verbs that usually take a bare infinitival complement.
Morphologically speaking, they are ordinary preterit-presents exhibiting an extraordinary
agreement pattern and, moreover, they often exhibit an IPP effect. The notion preterit-
presents refers to a class of verbs that used to be preterit forms but were reanalyzed in the

course of time as present tense forms. The consequence of such a reanalysis is that these
verb forms now show a non-standard agreement pattern.1 In the present tense they lack the
typical agreement marking, so English modals lack third person singular-s in present
tense, German modals the third person singular morpheme -t.

(1) Eng. he sings

he will /must /can VS. he *wills / *musts / *cans
Ger. er singt

er will /muB /kann VS. er *willt / *muBt / *kannt

Modal verbs involved in verbal clusters occur in infinitival rather than participial verb
form, the so-called Infinitivus pro Panicipio OPP) phenomenon illustrated in (2).

(2)      a.     Sie    hat den Artikel lesen mussen / *gemullt.
she   has the article read   must:INF / *must:PRT
'She had to read the article.'

b.     Sie   hat    das Buch editieren dorfen /*gedurft.
she has the book edit may:INF/*may:PRT

'She was allowed to edit the book.'

Semantically, one modal verb can have different meanings. The most important distinction
for the classification of modal verbs is the distinction between epistemic and root
modality. Other terms for 'root' modality are 'deontic' or 'circumstantial' modality, cf.
Chierchia & McConnell-Ginet (1991). On an epistemic reading, a modal verb expresses
likelihood, whereas on a root reading, it expresses obligation, permission, or ability etc. A
finite sentence such as (3a) is ambiguous. On a root reading the sentence is interpreted as

  Irregular verbs in the past tense often lack person agreement marking, which is present in the present tense,
e.g., first person -e or third person -t. In contrast regular verbs in the past tense do show the marking, as (ii)
indicates.
(i) ich geh-e vs. ich ging- er geh-t  vs. er ging_
(ii) ich lach-e vs. ich lach-t-e er lach-t- vs. er lach -t-e
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paraphrased in (3b), while on an epistemic reading, the sentence reads as formulated in
(3c).

(3)      a.     Mary must dance Flamenco.
b.     Mary has the obligation to dance Flamenco. root reading
c.     It is necessarily the case that Mary is dancing Flamenco. epistemic reading

On the basis of these insights, Thrdinsson & Vikner (1995) [henceforth T&V] suggest the
following tentative (and circular) 'definition' of a modal verb (T&V 1995:53)

(4) Modal verbs are verbs that can have both an epistemic and a root modal sense.

Despite its vagueness, this 'definition' is far too strict, since there are several modal verbs
that are not ambiguous in this way and are still considered modals verbs. But let us agree
that modal verbs can have different semantic readings and exhibit particular
morphological properties. The class of German modal verbs comprises at least the verbs
kannen    'can',   mussen   'must',   dii,fen    'may', sollen 'shall', wollen 'want-to', mugen
'like/may'. There  are more verbs, which are sometimes considered  to be modal verbs,
such as (nicht) brauchen '(not) need', machten 'want-to', lassen  'let', and werden 'Will'.

Since these verbs do not exhibit all characteristics mentioned above, their status as modal
verbs is debated. I will argue in the next chapter that the future auxiliary werden must be
considered a modal verb, too, although it is not part of the group of preterit-presents.

The distinction between root and epistemic modals is often said to be too coarse. In
order to categorize the various uses of modal verbs in a more fine-grained way, many
different systems have been proposed (to mention just a few, Kratzer 1978, 1991, Palmer
1986, Coates 1983, 1995, Heine 1995, Barbiers 1995). A good overview of different types
of modal verbs of some Germanic languages has been proposed by Thrdinsson & Vikner
(1995).

(5) Classification of Modal Verbs (Thrdinsson&Vikner 1995:55, italic and bold part my addition)2

Modal Verbs
epistemi: root

possibility | necessity probability I report deontic dynamic
inferential non-inferential obligation permission ability volition

'true epistemic' 'doxastic'
Danish kunne matte burde skulle skulle matte kunne ville

Icelandic kunna hljota munu munu verba mega kunna vilja

English can must will                ?? must may can Will

German k ,inen mussen 'diirfte'. sollen mUSS€n/ konnen/ k8nnen wollen

werden sollen du«en

The overview in (5) is by no means exhaustive. It is intended to give the reader a rough
orientation and also to prepare her for the fact that even though I will be talking about
epistemic and root interpretation of modal verbs, these terms in fact comprise a wider

2 The table in (5) is not exhaustive, but it gives an overview of the most central uses of modal verbs. For a
more detailed classification of modal readings the reader is referred to Coates (1983), Palmer (1986), but
also to Kratzer (1981,1991).
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array of different interpretations. Here we don't need to worry about the precise meaning

of all these notions, only some of them will be explicated in more detail. We will see
throughout this chapter that - from a syntactic point of view -the distinction between

epistemic, deontic and dynamic modals especially will be useful. Let us therefore explore
these notions in more detail.

The word episteniic comes from the Greek word episteme, which means
'knowledge'. An epistemic verb characterizes 'knowledge' with regard  to the embedded

proposition. In the default case, epistemic verbs are strictly speaker bound and hence
qualify the speaker's knowledge about the proposition: Two types of epistemic modals
should be distinguished. Inferential epistemics convey that the speaker infers the truth of
the proposition on objective grounds, such as the perceivable circumstances of the world.
Since it is an inference-process, the speaker states the probability of the proposition, i.e.,
whether she considers the proposition to be 'necessarily true' or 'probably true' etc. We
therefore call these 'inferential' epistemic modals. In a less-objective way the speaker can

also claim the truth of the proposition on the basis of her own intuition/ideas etc., or
because she heard somebody else saying it (hearsay). These latter uses are referred to as
non-inferential epistemic modality. So true epistemic reading involves a process of
deduction, whereas subjective modals are at best abductive. Kratzer (1981:57f.) illustrates
this point nicely with the following example. Somebody is planning to travel by boat on
Friday the thirteenth. Someone else, who hears about this plan, might utter one of the
following sentences:

(6)      a. Wahrscheinlich sinkt das Schiff. ('Probably the boat will sink.')
b.      Das Schiff wird bestimmt sinken. ('The boat will certainly sink.')
c.          Es ist wahrscheinlich,  daB das Schiff sinkt.  ('It is probable  that  the  boat  will  sink.')
d.         Das Schiff durfte sinken.  ('It is probable  that the  boat  will  sink.')

Kratzer (1981:58) comments on these sentences as follows: "In uttering [(6a) or (6b)], I
make  a more subjective claim than in uttering  [(6c)  or (6d)].  (...)  [In the former case]  I
couldn't defend my claim on objective grounds. But I would have to do so if I uttered
[(6c) or (6d)]".4 A sentence like (6d) implies that there is some objective reason for the
speaker to infer the probability of the sinking-eventuality, e.g., she sees a defect at the
boat. Sentence (6b), in contrast, is completely fine if the speaker is for instance
superstitious  and  the  mere  fact  that  it is Friday  13th is enough  for her to expect a sinking-
event.

Root modals, in contrast, comprise a much broader class of modal readings. We should
distinguish between two types  of root rr odals, which are illustrated  in (7). Modals which

express external 'force' such as permission, obligation, recommendation etc., are called
deontic modals, (7a). Modals that express internal conditions or dispositions of the subject

3 It should be noted that the speaker-orientation normally holds for root clauses, but under certain conditions
the speaker-orientation can be given up in favor of subject-orientation (or discourse-orientation). This
happens in embedded contexts and in reported contexts such as texts written in nat'rator's perspective, as we
will see in Section 3.4.1.
4 Kratzer's sentences show that it is not only the modal verb which determines whether we are dealing with
objective or subjectively epistemic construction, but the syntax can also have an influence. at least in the
case of modal adverbs.
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are called dynamic modals.5 These internal conditions can be mental conditions as in the
case of volition, but also physical conditions or circumstances, e.g., abilities. Sentence

(7b) gives a prototypical dynamic modal, namely can on its ability reading.

(7)      a.    Jenny must hand in the assignment tomorrow. obligation
b.    Jenny can eat fifteen pancakes. ability

One difference between these types of modal verbs concerns the relation that exists
between the modal itself and the subject. This point will be discussed in the following
section.

3.2.2 Subject-orientation
It has been observed that the subject of the modal construction is sometimes, but not
always affected by the modal verb. Barbiers (1995) suggests that subject-orientation is a
crucial characteristic for modal verbs. In this section, I will discuss briefly the behavior of
the three modal readings discussed above with respect to this criterion.

It was mentioned above that epistemic modal verbs are generally speaker-oriented.
That   means, they modify the speaker' s attitude concerning the proposition rather   than
attributing anything to the subject of the clause directly. There is no (semantic) relation
between the epistemic modal and the subject, rather the modal qualifies the full
proposition. We will see later that the absence of a semantic relation is reflected in the
absence of theta-role assignment.

In contrast to epistemic modals, deontic modals are often subject-oriented, which
means that the modal content affects the subject of the sentence. In a sentence like (8a) the
subject, Jan, has an obligation to do something. Let us assume that in this case there is a
semantic relation between the modal verb and the subject. Deontic modals, however, do
not necessarily express subject-orientation. The subject of sentence (8b), the doctor, is not
affected by the modal verb. In fact, the obligation is not directed towards a syntactically
realized subject. Barbiers (1995) suggests differentiating between a 'directed deontic'
reading like in (8a) and a 'non-directed deontic' reading in (8b). 6

(8) a. Jan muB heute mittag Eis laufen.
J. must this afternoon skate
'Jan  has the obligation to skate this afternoon.'

b.     Der Arzt muB einmal pro Jahr konsultiert werden.

the doctor must once a year consulted be:PASS
'It is required to consult the doctor once a year.'

S The term 'dynamic modality' is used by Palmer (1986), Warner (1993) among others. Other terms are
'circumstantial' (Kratzer, 1981) or 'dispositional' (Barbiers 1995) modality.
6 We should probably assume an implicit or abstract agent. As Hans Broekhuis has pointed out, the non-
directed reading cannot be obtained with unaccusative verbs, i.e., verbs that do not have an underlying

agentive subject.
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Dynamic modals usually characterize intrinsic conditions or the disposition of the subject.
The most prototypical readings are those of ability and volition, as indicated in the table in
(5). These cases are illustrated in (9a&b) respectively. Other modals also allow a dynamic
interpretation, e.g., the modal must in (9c). In this case, Clara's physical condition, namely
the state of her nose, makes it necessary for her to sneeze. It is sometimes debated whether
the latter readings fall under 'modal' readings. Palmer suggests that ability and disposition
are a 'neutral' form of modality (cf. Palmer 1979).

(9)   a.  Clara kann Klavier spielen.
C.  can piano play

'Clara can play the piano.'
b. Clara will Klavier spielen.

C. wants-to piano play
'Clara wants to play the piano.'

c.  Clara muB niesen.
C. must sneeze
'Clara must sneeze.'

One further clarification is necessary. Sometimes, it is hard to distinguish between a
dynamic interpretation and an epistemic interpretation, especially when the subject is non-
animate. Yet, in my view, it is necessary to keep these notions apart as much as possible.
Let us consider the epistemic reading with an animate subject first. Take sentence (9c). It
is possible to assign an epistemic as well as a dynamic interpretation this sentence.
Imagine I am sitting in the room next to Clara's and I hear a loud noise that sounds like
sneezing coming from her room. Given the evidence I can conclude: Clara muB niesen
'Clara must be sneezing.' So clearly we have the epistemic reading. Since the dynamic
reading is subject-oriented,  but the epistemic reading  is  not.  only

7the
former  can  be

rephrased as  'It is necessary for the subject t o. . . ' ,a s illustrated in (10).

(10) It is necessary for Clara to sneeze.

a. okdynamic: Given the state of her nose it is necessary for Clara to sneeze.
b. *epistemic: Given the evidence I have it is necessary for Clara to sneeze.

So we can state that the phrase 'for X', where X is the subject of the sentence, allows us to
distinguish between a dynamic and an epistemic interpretation. Only subject-oriented
readings are compatible with that phrase. This test is of special interest when the subject is
non-animate, as in sentences (11). It is often argued that a sentence like (lla) expresses
epistemic modality. Although that can be the case, it need not be so. Example (lla) shows
that both the dynamic and the epistemic readings are possible interpretations. The two
different

readinfs can
be disambiguated by rephrasing the modal with the 'for X'-test, as

shown in (llb).

1 This test was also pointed out by Iatridou (1990a). She shows that be possible does not convey epistemic
possibility if it predicates of an individual as in /t was possible for John to steal the tapes. Rather, in this
case, be possible predicates capacity, which is classified as root modality. Also Cinque (1999) points out that

it is necessary to distinguish true epistemic possibility from what he calls 'pure possibility' (cf. 1999:79).
8 It was pointed out to me that the 'for X' test possibly does not test what is supposed to test here, since it is
not necessarily the case that 'for X' introduces an entity as intended here. Rather it is possible that for
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(11) a. The star can explode.4 adynamic: given the physical circumstances it is possible for the star to explode.
4 okepistemic: given the evidence available, it is possibly the case that the star is
exploding.

b.     It is possible for the star to explode.
+ adynamic: given the physical circumstances it is possible for the star to explode.
-**epistemic: given the evidence available,   it is possibly  the  case  that  the  star  is
exploding

The difference between an epistemic and a dynamic interpretation is easier to see in
languages like Dutch or German where dynamic but not epistemic modals allow nominal
complements. Dutch has the additional advantage of allowing epistemic modals without
any complement at all. Klooster (1986) has pointed out the contrast between the following
sentences, where (12) has a dynamic interpretation (in his words a dispositional
interpretation) and (13) an epistemic interpretation. Only in the former case is the use of a
pronoun in a reaction to (12a) appropriate, as the contrast between (12b) and (12c) shows.
Unlike (12), in (13), the possible reaction cannot contain a pronoun, as (13b) shows.

(12) Dutch
a. Jan moest niezen.

J. must:PST sneeze
b.         Ja, dat moest      hij.

yes, that must he
c. *Ja, dat moest.

yes, that must

(13) Dutch

a.  Jan kan gezwommen hebben.
J. can swum have

'Jan can have swum:
b.      *Ja,       dat       kan      hij.

yes, that can he
c. Ja, dat kan.

yes, that can

Interestingly, the Dutch translation of (lla) is truly ambiguous as the example in (14)
shows.

functions as a complementizer as in the sentence For John to be the winner is necessary. In this case, for

introduces a proposition rather than an entity. Although this objection is justified, I think there is evidence to
suggest thatfor nevertheless introduces an individual. In fact, both options are possible interpretations. Three
examples need to be considered. First of all. it is possible to disrupt the alleged for-to-clause, as in (i).
Second. it is possible to combine the for-entity with the for to construction  as  in  (ii).  Here for John clearly
introduces an entity rather than an individual. Third, extraction from the for.phrase with preposition
stranding is licit, as illustrated in (iii).
(i) [For John] it is possible to be the winner
(ii) It is possible for John [for him to be the winner]
(iii) Which person is it possible for [for him to be the winnerl?
All three sentences support the view that the 'for X' test can indeed test whether an entity can be introduced
or not. Yet one should keep in mind that a clausal interpretation of the for-to-clause is possible, too.
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(14) Dutch

a.    De ster kan ontploffen.
The star can explode

b.         Ja,        dat        kan       hij.
yes, that can he

c. Ja, dat kan.

yes, that can.

I will refer to this phenomenon of 'dynamic' possibility with the term 'root possibility',
according to the terminology of Coates (1983). The 'for X'-test will be of importance later
in this chapter, when we will be concerned with the morphosyntactic properties of
epistemic modal verbs.9

To sum up, in this section the following points were made:
• epistemic modal verbs are never subject oriented;
• deontic modal verbs can, but do not need to be, subject-oriented;
• dynamic modals are usually subject-oriented, but not necessarily;
•  it is necessary to distinguish carefully between epistemic possibility and root

possibility, which differ with respect to subject-orientation.
We will see in Section 3.3 how these properties are related to syntactic properties and
theta-role assignment. But first I will briefly discuss at the temporal properties of modal
verbs.

3.2.3 The temporal orientation of modal verbs

The fact that modal verbs are in close relation with temporal dimensions is well-known.
Often it is assumed that epistemic modals qualify a proposition that holds at the Speech
Time (giving rise to a 'simultaneous' reading), whereas root modals qualify an event in the
future.

(15) a. Laura must be at home. NOW, epistemic
b.    Laura must mow the lawn. Future, deontic

In fact, Barbiers (1995) argues that the inherent temporal orientation of a modal
construction forms a crucial aspect for the classification of modal readings. Barbiers
captures the temporal orientation of modal verbs in terms of 'polarity transition'. Polarity
transition means that an eventuality consists of two polar states ti and t2, where ti # t2 and

9 Another way to distinguish root possibility from epistemic reading is to create a context that renders an
epistemic reading pragmatically deviant. An epistemic reading does not make sense if the proposition under
the epistemic modal is clearly true in the actual world, and obvious to the discourse participants. So it is
pragmatically odd to say / can be at home with an inferential epistemic reading, yet it is a possible statement
under a root possibility reading, I have the possibility/opportunity to be at home.
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in the course of the time tl transforms into t · For example the predicate 'to close the10,11

door' expresses that a negative state of the door not being closed is transformed into a
positive state of the door being closed. 'To close the door' implies that the door is not
closed yet so it implies a negative state. Consider now example (15b). This sentence
conveys deontic modal meaning. Laura is not mowing the lawn at the moment but she has
the obligation to do so in the near future. So the target state 'mow the lawn' transforms
from a negative state into a positive state. Since this transformation process requires actual
time, we can equalize polarity transition with future orientation.

Barbiers claims that it is this polarity transition that triggers a deontic modal
reading. He assumes that it is the semantic and syntactic status of the complement that
determines whether or not a modal sentence is interpreted as involving polarity transition.
If the complement allows polarity transition, the sentence receives a deontic interpretation,
while if the complement is stative, as in the case of (15a), and hence does not involve
polarity transition, the sentence is interpreted as an epistemic statement. Barbiers'
generalization states that stative complements always lead to an epistemic interpretation,
whereas non-stative predicates lead to a root modal interpretation (abstracting away from
the fine-grained distinction in footnote 8). However, Barbiers' generalization cannot be
maintained. In Chapter  1,  I briefly illustrated that the temporal orientation  of both deontic
and epistemic statements varies. Both can express either present or future orientation.
Consider the dialogue in (16). Here, the embedded predicate is stative and hence does not
allow polarity transition. Yet the modal verb clearly receives a deontic interpretation.

(16) A and B are sitting at the register desk at a conference, waiting for the last people to

register.
A: Warum gehst du nicht nach Hause?

'Why don't you go home?'
B: Ich muB hier anwesend  sein. Das  ist mein Job.

I  must here present   be  that is my  job
'I have to be present here. That's my job.

+ deontic &  polarity transition

We can therefore state that the temporal orientation is clearly due to the properties of the
type of eventuality, but independent of the modal interpretation.

Similarly, dynamic modals are ambiguous with respect to their temporal
orientation, contrary to Barbiers' classification. Although it might be possible that a future
interpretation (polarity transition) is more common, it is by no means the only possible
temporal relation as the example in (17) shows. In (17), the statement is about the present,
yet clearly the sentences has a root modal interpretation.

10 The existence of two states is a characteristic for eventive eventualities, as introduced in Chapter 2.
Consider the predicate 'to win the game' as an example. There are two states: one, where the game is still on
and there is no winning yet and the state after the winning, i.e., where the game is over and somebody has
won.
11 It remains unclear what the status of process verbs is, since these verbs are inherently not determined
concerning the temporal status. In German, for example, they can overlap with Speech Time (as in the case
of statives), but this is not necessary (as in the case of events).
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(17) Sie Will genau   hier und nirgendwo anders    sein.

she wants-to exactly here and nowhere else          be
'She wants to be exactly here and nowhere else.'

Moreover, ability readings do not express either present or future orientation. If Mary can
speak French or if Mary can ride a bike that does not mean that she does so now nor in the
future. Rather, the ability is intrinsically present at any time of Mary's existence in the
relevant time span.

Epistemic modals allow both temporal orientations as well. In the table in (5), I have
suggested a differentiation between inferential and non-inferential epistemic modals.
Remember that the former expresses a logical process of deduction whereas the latter

conveys  a less objective modification  such  as the speaker' s intuition or even hearsay.
Clearly, non-inferential epistemic modals can easily appear with present or with

future orientation, as the following examples show. The temporal adverbs in (18) or (19)
are inserted in brackets to indicate the respective temporal orientation, or as in (19), to
support the hearsay-meaning. Note that they do not change the meaning here.

(18) a. Sie dtirfte (jetzt) zu Hause    sein.

she   might   (now)   at home      be
'She might be at home by now.'

b. Sie durfte (morgen) panktlich kommen.
she might (tomorrow) on-time come

'She might be on time tomorrow.'

(19) a. Sie Soll (angeblich) schwer krank  sein.

she shall (allegedly) very ill be
'Allegedly, she is very ill.'

b.     Sie soll (angeblich) (nachste Woche)  in die Karibik fliegen.
she shall (allegedly) (next week) in the Caribbean  fly
'Allegedly, she will fly to the Caribbean (next week).'

As in the previous examples, the temporal orientation is in first instance a result of the
type of eventuality in the complement. For inferential epistemics the situation is more

complex. It is often argued that epistemic modals require stative complements. Since
stative predicates are interpreted simultaneous to the Speech Time, these constructions
exclusively express present orientation. In fact, the German sentence (20) has two English

translations, which correlate with two different interpretations. The English translation in

(b) is constructed with the progressive, which functions as a stative. In contrast, (c)
contains a simple infinitive, which does not express simultaneity and the sentence is given
a dynamic modal reading.

(20) a. Sie muB Flamenco tanzen.

she must Flamenco dance
b.     'She must be dancing Flamenco.' 'stative', inferential epistemic
c.      'She has the urge to dance Flamenco.' non-stative, 'dispositional/dynamic'
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Nevertheless it is possible to construe examples where we clearly find an epistemic
reading and yet no temporal coincidence, but rather temporal subsequence. Consider a
scenario as follows. Mary usually observes the same scene every night: the neighbors
come home, slam the door loudly, and just a few minutes later they start quarrelling in
loud voices. Hearing the sound of a door being slammed one night, Mary might utter the
following sentence:

(21) a. Sie mussen gleich anfangen zu zanken.

they must soon start to quarrel

b.   Given the evidence available, it is necessarily the case that they soon start to quarrel.

In example (21), the context strongly favors an inferential reading of must and yet implies
future orientation, which is also supported by the adverb soon.

Finally, it should be noted that all modal verbs allow also perfective infinitive
complements. The perfective infinitive renders the complement stative in nature. But in
addition to this perfective infinitives contain what Klein (1994) calls a 'posttime' operator,
i.e., perfective aspect information. Therefore these sentences on the most natural reading
express epistemic modality: a present epistemic state about a past eventuality. Yet it is
possible to assign a root modal reading. In this case, however, the sentences must be given
a future-oriented reading, i.e., a future perfect (supported by the time adverbials in
brackets).

(22) a. Laura muB zu Hause gewesen  sein.
L. must at home been    be
'Laura must have been home.'

b.    Sie   muB den Rasen (bis heute abend) gemaht haben.
she   must the lawn (until tonight) mowed have

'She has the obligation to have mowed the lawn (by tonight).'
c.     Sie   will/kann den Artikel (nachte Woche) geschrieben haben.

she   wants/can the article   (next week) written have

She is able to have written the article (by next week).

We can therefore conclude that the semantic type of the complement provides a kind of
'default' temporal orientation of the construction as a whole, but (extra)linguistic context
can change the temporal orientation. Moreover, the temporal orientation is independent of
the modal reading. Nevertheless it has also become clear that there are certain patterns of
preference (indicated with bold below):

epistemic deontic root

present future present future present future

Thus an epistemic reading is more natural with a present/simultaneous orientation whereas
a root reading is more natural with future orientation. However, this is by no means a
necessary correlation. Contrary to what Barbiers suggests, polarity transition (hence
future-orientation) does not determine but only favors a particular modal reading.
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3.2.4 Summary
In this first section, I discussed various criteria of classifying modal verbs. I briefly
introduced syntactic and morphological characteristics of modal verbs, namely that they
(normally) select a bare infinitival complement, and that they show a deviant agreement

pattern as well as the Infinitivus-pro-Participio phenomenon. It was shown in more detail
that the classic dichotomy between epistemic and deontic modal verbs is not sufficient to
differentiate between the types of readings. As many authors have pointed out, at least a

tripartite system comprising epistemic, deontic and dynamic modality is to be favored. It
was shown that epistemic modals are usually speaker-oriented, whereas dynamic modals
are subject-onented. Deontic modals can also be subject-oriented, but this is not a
necessary property. Finally it was argued that the temporal dimension or polarity-
transition does not constitute a criterion for distinguishing between different modal

readings, but is clearly associated with patterns of preferences.
Equipped with this knowledge about the interpretation of modal verbs, let us now

look more closely at the syntactic side of modal verbs.

3.3  Theta-Properties of Modal Verbs
The classic proposal for the syntactic analysis of English modal verbs was made by
Perlmutter (1970) and Ross (1967/1972). These authors show that epistemic and root
modals exhibit different syntactic behavior. Whereas root modals are said to make a claim
about the subject and are hence analyzed as being in a predication relation with the
subject, such a relation is absent in epistemic constructions. Both authors attribute these

differences to different underlying syntactic structures. They propose that root modal
verbs are dyadic predicates that take a clausal complement and a nominal subject, while
epistemic modal verbs are considered to be monadic predicates, taking only a clausal

complement and no subject at all. Based on this, it has become standard to show these

differences in terms of raising- versus control structures. The root modal construction
corresponds to a control structure (23b), whereas an epistemic construction corresponds to
a raising construction (23c).

(23) a. John must have ten dollars.

b. Jahn, must [cp PRO, have ten dollars]
T*  1123  +  *    1

c. John must*[ip tjo  have ten dollars ]
Ljo

In a control structure like (23b), the subject is base-generated in the matrix clause and is in
a specifier-head relation with the modal verb. It is assigned an external theta-role by the
modal verb. Additionally, the subject controls a PRO argument in the clausal complement.
The PRO argument bears the theta-role of the embedded predicate. In a raising structure
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(23c), in contrast, the subject is generated in the subject position of the lower clause where
it receives its theta-role from the lower predicate and is then moved to the subject position
of the matrix sentence for case-reasons. This movement is only possible if the modal verb
does not assign a theta-role to its subject position, since movement from them-position to
theta-position is banned (cf. Chomsky 1981). 12

The traditional analysis of modal verbs in terms of raising versus control is based
on two important assumptions:

(A) Deontic modal verbs are dyadic predicates assigning two theta-roles, one to the
subject and one to the clausal complement.
(B) Epistemic modal verbs are monadic predicates that assign only a theta-role to
their complement.

The traditional raising versus control analysis of modal verbs has been challenged
frequently during the last decade. Scholars mainly question the status of root modals as
control predicates. The question of whether root modals really assign a theta-role to their
subject is a central issue of debate. Several alternatives have been proposed in the
syntactic literature (cf. Barbiers 1995, Picallo 1990, ThrAinsson & Vikner 1995,
Wurmbrand 1998, 1999a,b). In contrast, there is a common agreement that epistemic
modal verbs do not assign a theta-role to their subject. Yet the question remains of
whether or not they assign a theta-role to their complement.

In the following, I will show that neither of the two assumptions above can be
maintained. It will be shown that deontic modal verbs do not assign a theta-role to their
subject. Moreover, I will argue that epistemic modals do not assign a theta-role to their
complement, and are hence not monadic predicates. In Subsection 3.3.1, I will discuss the
status of the subject of modal verbs, in Subsection 3.3.2, the status of the complement.

3.3.1 The Subject of modal verbs

3.3.1.1 Subject-less constructions
A raising analysis of modals assumes that modals do not assign a theta-role to their
subject. It will be shown that this not only holds for epistemic modals, but also for deontic
modals (cf. also Thrdinsson & Vikner 1995, Wurmbrand 1998, 1999). Expletive elements
indicate very clearly whether the verb assigns a theta-role to its subject or not. Since an
expletive does not require theta-licensing, it is allowed in the subject position of a non-
theta-assigning verb. A classic raising verb such as seeni does not assign a theta-role to the

subject, and therefore admits expletives in subject position, as (24) shows.

12 As noted by Thrdinsson & Vikner (1995), Icelandic epistemic verbs are clearly raising verbs. Icelandic has
quirky subjects, i.e., non-nominative subjects, which are licensed by only a certain class of predicates. A
quirky subject can appear as subject of an epistemic modal verb, but not as a subject of a root modal. This
can be accounted for in terms of raising versus control analysis. The quirky subject starts off in the subject
position of the embedded clause where it is licensed by the embedded predicate. In case of raising, the
subject can move up to the highest subject position. In contrast, this movement is blocked by the clause
boundary in control constructions.
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(24) a. It seems that he is an idiot.

b.     It seems to be a windy day.

Epistemic modal verbs are considered to be raising verbs and as a consequence it is
expected that they will allow an expletive subject in subject position. This prediction is
borne out for many languages, as illustrated in (25).

(25) Da.  Der vil komme ti studenter til foredraget. (T&V 1995:58)
there will come ten students to talk-the
'There will come ten students to the talk,'

Ice. Dao kunna ab hlusta  tiu studentar d fyrirlesturinn (T&V 1995:58)
there can to listen ten students to talk-the
'Ten students may listen to the talk.'

Eng. There may be singing but no dancing on my premises. (Warner  1993: 16)

German does not have expletives comparable to English there, yet it has subject-less
constructions such as impersonal passives. These constructions allow a combination with
epistemic modals, which demonstrates the same point: the modal cannot require the
presence of a subject (the element es 'it' is not an IP-expletive in the strict sense, rather it
is a dummy marker of the CP-Spec position and can easily be replaced by a locative
element don).

(26)     Ger. Es / dort     muB (wohl) getanzt werden.
it / there must (PRT) danced be:PASS
'There must probably be dancing.'

Many authors have pointed out that deontic modals, too, allow expletive subjects (cf.
McGinnis 1993, Warner 1993, Wurmbrand 1998,1999). That is not expected if the verb
predicates of the subject.

(27) a. There can be a party as long as it is not too loud. (Wurmbrand 1999:3)
b.   Es darf nicht laut gelacht werden.

It may not loud laughed be:PASS
'It is not allowed to laugh loud.'

c.  Es muB geschuftet werden.
it must toiled is:PASS
'One has to toil here.'

The sentences in (27) show that a semantic relation (predication relation) between the
deontic modal and the syntactic subject is not necessary. If there is no subject there cannot
be a thematic relation. What is even more interesting is that even if there is an overt

syntactic subject, it is not necessarily in a thematic relation with the modal. Wurmbrand
(1999a,b) points out that the role of the 'permissee' or 'obligee' need not be bound to a
particular argument in the syntax. Rather, she proposes that this specific mapping is a
contextual effect. Different conversational backgrounds enforce different readings about
who  is the 'permissee/obligee'. Arguments supporting this claim come from non-directed
deontic constructions, as in (8b) above, and from sentences with unaccusative predicates
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such as (28). In these examples, some implicit agent is the target of the obligation rather
than the subject.

(28) a. The traitor must die.
4 Somebody (detennined contextually) has the obligation to bring the traitor to death

b.     The old man must fall down the stairs and it must look like an accident.
4 Somebody (determined contextually) has the obligation to bring about a situation
such that the old man falls downs the  stairs

(Wurmbrand 1999a: 13)

Similar considerations have led several authors to the assumption that root modals
optionally assign a theta-role to the subject or that they assign a kind of secondary or
additional theta-role, cf. Picallo 1991, Thrdinsson & Vikner 1995. It seems to me,
however, that the occasional semantic relation between the subject and the modal is due to
inference rather than to a syntactic relation of secondary theta-role assignment.

It is noteworthy that dynamic modals often do assign a theta-role to the subject and
consequently do not allow an expletive subject. Remember that dynamic modals express
intrinsic conditions or dispositions, which are normally bound to an individual. So from a
logical point of view, it is impossible to say that 'impersonal it has a capability or an
intention. Hence it is impossible to assign a meaning to the sentences in (29) - provided

13the modal receives an ability or a volition reading.

(29)  a. #Es will geschuftet werden.
it will toiled be:PASS

b.  #Es kann laut gelacht werden

It   is able to loud laughed be:PASS

Summing up, it was shown that epistemic modal verbs always allow an expletive subject
in subject position. Deontic modal verbs are possible with expletive subjects too, for
instance if they modify an impersonal passive construction. However, dynamic modal
verbs seem to be incompatible with expletive subjects. 14

13 Again this is not strict requirement, since it is possible to find impersonal passives with a root possibility
reading, as (i) shows.
(i)         Jetzt kann geschuftet werden.

Now can toiled be:PASS     'Now we have the possibility to toil !'
14 Thrdinsson & Vikner (1995) have argued that weather verbs also constitute a test to show that epistemic
verbs do not assign a theta-role to the subject. It is standard to assume that weather verbs do not assign any
theta-role. but for case reasons (or EPP) a quasi-argument has to be present in the syntactic structure. Since
quasi-arguments cannot receive a theta-role. they should be ungrammatical in the subject position of a verb
that does assign a theta-role. Since constructions such as /t must have rained are perfectly acceptable, it is
concluded that epistemic modals do not require a real subject. Wurmbrand (1998) argues that the same holds
for root modals and adduces a sentence such as h can rain in the Antarctic. Yet the status of the construction
is unclear. Although I agree with Wurmbrand's judgment concerning the acceptability of this example, some
native speakers of German reject its German counterpart. I will therefore not consider weather-it as an
argument.
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3.3.1.2 Pseudo-Clefts
In many languages Pseudo-Cleft constructions are impossible with epistemic modal verbs.

A pseudo-cleft construction contains a sentential category consisting of (at least) a wh-
element, a subject and a predicate, as indicated in (30). Since the subject needs to be
structurally theta-licensed, the only available licenser is the predicate within the cleft-
sentence. If this element is a raising predicate, which cannot license an external subject, as
in (3Ob), the construction is ungrammatical. The main verb sleep is not in a structural
position to theta-license the subject in the cleft. In a pseudo-cleft construction, the subject
could have not moved Up from the lower clause.

(30) a. [What she wants] is to go home and sleep.

b.   *[What she seems] is to sleep.

As Thrtinsson& Vikner have pointed out, if epistemic modals behave like raising verbs, it
is expected that they will not allow pseudo-cleft constructions, since they cannot license
the subject.

(31)    a.    *Det   hun   kan   er   at have sovet    over sig. Da. (T&V:61)
it      she    can    is   to have slept over self
Intended meaning: 'What is possible is that she has overslept.'

b.   *1)88   sem   hzin   kann  er   ab hafa sofi6    yfir sig. Ice. (T&V:61)
it      that   she    can    is   to have slept over self

(32) a.   #Was    sie    muB  ist zu Hause sein. (epistemic)

what she must  is   at home      be

'What is necessarily the case is that she is at home.'
b.   #Was     sie     kann  ist die Kekse gegessen haben (epistemic)

what she can is the cookies eaten have

'What is possibly the case is that she has eaten the cookies.'

The sentences in (32) are clearly imperfect on an epistemic reading, they are, however, not
unacceptable on a deontic reading. The examples (33) show that a deontic modal may
occur in a pseudo-cleft structure. This is surprising, since we have seen in the previous
paragraph that deontic modal verbs do not assign a theta-role and hence allow expletive
subjects. Yet the examples in (33) show that modals in pseudo-cleft constructions may not

be perfect, but are acceptable.
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(33) a. Sie muB den Rasen mahen. obligation

she   must the lawn mow
'She must mow the lawn.'

a' ?Was sie    muB     ist den Rasen mahen.
what she must    is     the lawn mow

b. Sie kann ins Kino gehen. permission

she can in-the movies   go
'She can go to the movies.'

b.'   ?Was  sie  kann  ist   ins Kino gehen.
what she can is in-the movies   go

c.    Ich   muB  noch das Geschirr spulen. obligation
I      must yet the dishes clean

c'.  Was ich auch noch muB ist das Geschirr spulen.
what I also yet must is the dishes clean

'What I have to do is clean the dishes.'

Note, however, that most speakers prefer a complex construction including do such as Was

sie tun muB ist den Rasen mtihen 'what  she  must  do  is  mow   the   lawn'.   In  contrast,
dynamic modal verbs are always fine in pseudo-cleft constructions, as (34) shows. There
is a clear contrast in acceptability between (33a'/b') and (34a'/b').

(34) a. Sie kann schnell rechnen. ability

she can quickly calculate
a.'        Was sie kann ist schnell rechnen.

what she  can is quickly calculate
'What she can do is calculate quickly.'

b. Sie Will ein Haus kaufen. desire

she   wants-to a house   buy
b.'       Was sie Will ist  ein Haus kaufen.

what she wants-to  is a house   buy
'What she wants is to buy a house.'

We can conclude that epistemic modals never assign a theta-role to the subject. Dynamic
modals always do. Deontic modals however have an unclear status. In pseudo-cleft
structures, they are not ungrammatical as are epistemic modals, but they are less
acceptable than dynamic modals. Possibly, deontic modals assign an optional theta-role,
but they have to do so if the structure requires it, as for example in pseudo clefts.

3.3.1.3 Passive
It has often been claimed that modal verbs resist passivization. Passivization in formal
terms means that the theta-role of the external argument is 'eaten up' in the course of the
passive transformation (probably by the passive morphology, cf. Baker, Roberts &
Johnson 1989). Modal verbs that do not assign a subject theta-role can therefore never be
passivized. This is clearly true for deontic modal verbs, as (35) shows.
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(35) a.   *Ins Kino gehen wird gekonnt / kannen

in-the movies go is:PASS could:PRT/ can:IPP
'It is allowed to go to the movies.'

b.   *Den Rasen Iniihen wird gemuBt /mussen
the lawn mow is:PASS must:PRT/must:IPP

'Mowing the lawn is required.'

However, dynamic modals, which were argued to assign a theta-role to the subject, are
expected to allow the passive transformation. In fact, the sentences in (36) are acceptable

15 16in colloquial language.   ,

(36) a. ?Aufsatze schreiben wird heutzutage von keinem Schuler mehr gekonnt.

essays write is:PASS nowadays by no pupil anymore could

'Nowadays, pupils cannot write essays anymore.'
b. ?Karriere machen wird von Frauen oft gewollt.

career make is:PASS by women often wanted

'Women often want to make a career.'

We see again that modal verbs do not show uniform behavior with respect to the passive.
But we observe a clear distinction between epistemic and deontic modals on the one hand
and dynamic modals on the other. Neither epistemic nor deontic modal verbs can be
passivized. In contrast, dynamic modals are acceptable in passive constructions, they even
sound very natural if the complement is a (VP) pronoun.

The pattern we observe is similar to the pattern observed with pseudo-clefts:
epistemic modals do not assign a theta-role and hence do not allow passivization, whereas

dynamic modals usually do assign a theta-role and hence allow passivization. Deontic
modals show mixed behavior: they do marginally allow pseudo-clefts, but clearly resist

passivization.

Passive Complements

Another argument that is often adduced to show that epistemic modals do not assign a
theta-role to the subject is the active - passive correlation. Modals do allow a passive
complement. Reinwein (1977) observed that epistemic modal verbs allow both an active
and a passive infinitive complement. Whichever variant is chosen, the meaning of the

15 The construction is even better if the complement is pronominalized, as illustrated in (i). These sentences
sound perfectly fine, (ib) especially feels very normal.
(Da. Heutzutage wird    das von keinem Schuler mehr gekonnt.

nowadays is:PASS this by no pupil anymore could
'Nowadays, pupils cannot master this anymore.'

b.   Das wird doch sowieso nicht gewollt!
that   is:PASS yet anyway not wanted        'That is not wanted anyway !'

16 Irene Haslinger informs me that Dutch dynamic modals have the same status, as (iib) shows. It is possible
to comment on the introductory sentence in (ia) with the passive construction in (iib).
(ii)a. Het Wilhelmus zingen kan vandaag geen Nederlander meer.

'Nowadays, no Dutchman can sing the Wilhelmus anymore.'
b.     Het wordt niet gekund omdat het niet gewild wordt.

It is:PASS not could because it not wanted is:PASS
'People cannot sing it, because they don't want to sing it.'
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sentence remains roughly the same (ignoring the issue of information structure or
pragmatic considerations). This means that the truth-conditions for both sentences are
rather similar.

(37) a. Peter muB Paul gesehen haben. epistemic
P.    must P. seen have

'Peter must have seen Paul.'
b. Paul muB von Peter gesehen worden sein. epistemic

P. must by P. seen been     be

'Paul must have been seen by Peter.'
(Reinwein 1977:141)

Picallo (1990) and Wurmbrand (1998, 1999) argue that the same effect holds for a raising
verb like seem (38) but not for a control verb like decide (39).

(38) a. Judith seems to kiss Ben.
b.    - Ben seems to be kissed by Judith.

(39) a. Judith decided to kiss Ben.
b.    + Ben decided to be kissed by Judith.

The truth conditions for the complements in (38) and (39) are identical. What is the reason
for the difference between (38) and (39)? The matrix verb in (38) is a raising verb, which
arguably does not assign an external theta-role, but requires the subject of the complement
to move to matrix subject position. As the structure in (40) shows, it makes no difference
whether the raised subject is the original subject of he complement (4Oa) or the derived
subject of a passive construction, i.e., the former accusative object as in (4Ob).

(40)    a.     [ _ seems [Judith to kiss Ben]]
b.     [ _ seems [Ben to be kissed by Judith]]

In contrast, a control verb has an independent external subject and hence does not trigger
movement of the complement subject. Rather, the matrix subject stands in a predication
with the control verb and the embedded subject is represented by PRO, which in turn is
controlled by the matrix subject. Hence there is a difference between whether Judith
decides (41 a) or whether Ben decides, as in (4 lb).

(41) a. [Judithi decided [PRO, to kiss Ben]]
b. [Beni decided [PROi to be kissed by Judith]]

Epistemic verbs clearly behave like raising verbs. This is supported by a sentence like
(37), but Warner also made the same point for English (42).

(42) a. Paul may finish the biscuits.
b.   - The biscuits may be finished by Paul. (Warner 1993: 16)
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The important question is how deontic and dynamic modals behave with respect to this
test. The sentences in (43) illustrate the active-passive correlation with a deontic modal,
(44) with a dynamic modal. 17

(43) a. Paul  muB den Rasen mahen. obligation
P.     must the lawn mow
'Paul has the obligation to mow the lawn.'

b.      Der Rasen  muB von Peter gemaht werden. obligation
the lawn must by P. mowed be:PASS
'It is required that Paul mows the lawn.'

(44) a. Paul kann das Problem 16sen. ability

P. can the problem solve

'Paul can solve the problem.'
b.     Das Problem kann von Paul ge16st werden. root possibility

the problem can by P . solved be:PASS

'The problem can be solved by Paul.'

If a root modal verb assigns a theta-role to the external subject, it is expected that the
predication relation will change in the passive version. So does the modal 'affect' the
subject in the (b)-sentences or does it not? In sentence (43b) the obligation does not affect
the subject the lawn: the lawn does not have any obligation. So there is no predication
relation between mussen and the lawn. In contrast, the root possibility18 is predicating of
the problem in (441,), which means that the problem is argued to have certain properties,
namely the property of being solvable by Paul.

3.3.1.4 Summary
In this section I discussed the property of modal verbs with respect to several syntactic
constructions. Table 1 gives an overview of the phenomena discussed here.

Table 1: Properties of modal verbs

epistemic deontic dynamic
Expletive Subjects        4              4           *

Pseudo-Clefts                 *                 7               4
Passivization                *                *             ?

It could be shown that, across languag,:s, epistemic verbs never assign a theta-role to the
subject. Epistemic modal are acceptable in subject-less constructions, yet they are
impossible in pseudo-cleft structures and they resist passivization. Therefore a raising

analysis of epistemic modal verbs is plausible.

17 As Iris Bachmann and Hans Broekhuis have pointed out, this sentence is only possible with the dynamic
modal kannen 'can', but not with wollen   'want to', since  in  the  case of passive transformation it would  be
stated that the problem wants something. So clearly the distinction between human and non-human subjects

 lays
a major role in interpreting modals.

Remember that 'root possibility' is a version of 'ability' Usually, non-animate entities do not have
'abilities', instead we are talking about root possibility, cf. discussion of example (10) in Section 3.2.2.



The Syntax of Modal Verbs                                                                                                                       93

Dynamic modal verbs also show rather consistent behavior. They do not usually
allow expletives, they are acceptable in pseudo-cleft structures, and they allow
passivization. Given these properties, dynamic modals are closer to transitive verbs than to
raising verbs.

Finally, deontic modals show mixed behavior with respect to various tests
concerning theta-role assignment. The fact that they occur in subject-less constructions
and the fact that they resist passivization show that they do not assign a theta-role. Yet
contrary to the expectations, they are not completely ungrammatical in pseudo-cleft
structures. However, since this last point is not clear-cut, I believe that it is most plausible
to assume that deontic modal verbs never assign a theta-role to the subject. The possibility
that remains to be proven is whether deontic modals assign an 'additional theta-role'
(Thrainsson & Vikner 1995) or an 'secondary theta-role' (Picallo 1990). So far I do not
see any reason for such an assumption. I will therefore assume that epistemic modals and
deontic modals never assign a theta-role to the subject, whereas dynamic modal verbs can
but need not assign a theta-role to the subject. Although this issue needs to be more closely
investigated in the future, we could show that a control structure for root modals is not
justified. Therefore I agree with Wurmbrand's suggestion that epistemic and deontic
modal constructions are best treated as raising structures. Dynamic modals, however, are
better analyzed as transitive verbs.

3.3.2 The complement of modal verbs

The question now arises whether modal verbs show restrictions with respect to their c-
selectional properties. If it is correct that epistemic and deontic modal verbs are raising
verbs, then we expect that they will be more restricted in the choice of their complement.
Raising verbs usually allow only clausal complements such as to-infinitives or that-
clauses. Other lexical verbs, however, also allow nominal complements. Hence the
transitive dynamic modals are expected to show more freedom with respect to
complementation. This is indeed the pattern that we observe. Below I will show that
epistemic modal verbs are highly restricted and allow only one type of complement,
whereas deontic modals are less restricted and dynamic modals are hardly restricted at all.

Epistemic modals do not show any variability with regard to complementation, as (45)
shows. 19

19 Note that in this respect modal verbs differ from standard raising verbs, which are less restricted with
respect to complementation. A raising verb like seem can take at least a CP or an IP complement, as shown
in (i). In some languages, e.g., Dutch schilnen 'seem' also allows an AP complement, as illustrated in (ii).
Yet the latter case is not acceptable in German.
(i)a. It seems [Cp that he is an idiotl.

b.       he seems [ip,vp to be an idiot].
(ii) Jan schijnt ziek.

J. seems ill. 'Jan seems to be ill.'
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(45) a. Peter    muB [vp krank     sein].
P. must ill          be

It is necessarily the case that Peter is ill.'
b.    *Es  kann,    [cp daB Peter im Krankenhaus   ist].

It can that P. in-the hospital     is
'It is possibly the case that Peter is in the hospital.'

c.   *Peter   muB [Ap krank].
P. must ill
Intended reading: 'It is necessarily the case that Peter is ill.'

d.       *Peter       kann    [pp im Krankenhaus].
P. can in-the hospital
Intended reading:  'It is possibly  the case that Peter  is in hospital.'

e. *Peter kann hier     [Dp ein Patient].
P. can here a patient

Intended reading: 'It is possibly the case that Peter is a patient here.'
f.      *Peter      muB [Np Krankenhaus].

P. must hospital
Intended reading: 'It is necessarily the case that Peter is in hospital.'

Obviously, epistemic modal verbs can only embed a verbal category. Here the
complement is classified as VP. It was argued before that the subject of an epistemic
modal is derived from and originates in the complement of the modal. Since the subject is
base-generated in Spec-VoiceP, the complement of an epistemic modal is at least a VoiceP

(cf. Chapter 2). Epistemic modals cannot qualify a CP or a non-verbal category such as
PP, AP, DP, or NP.

Deontic modals behave differently. They do not allow a clausal or a nominal complement
either; but they do allow directional PPs- as well as 'directional' AP-complements such as
weg 'away', weiter 'further'. Other APs, however,  are not acceptable  as (c) shows.20 The

pattern is identical for directed (46) as well as for non-directed deontic constructions (47).
Note that in the 'intended readings' I choose the most plausible verb, but nothing hinges
on it.

(46) a. Susie   muB  [vp den Rasen mahen]
S. nnust the lawn mow
'Susie has the obligation to mow the lawn.'

20 Note that Barbiers  ( 1995) has pointed out the existence of AP complements in Dutch, although he restricts

this point to 'scalar' adjective, such as empty or 'particles' such as op, uit etc. (these elements allow scalar

modification, such as half empty, almost empty etc.). He gives the example (i). Norbert Corver (p.c.) points

out that Dutch occasionally allows other AP complements and adduces example (ii). Whatever the precise

status of these constructions in Dutch. it should be noted that German clearly does not allow either of these

two constructions.
(i)Dutch: De  fles  moet  leeg / op German.*Die Flasche muB  leer / aus.

the bottle must empty /PART the bottle must empty/PART
'The bottle must be emptied.'

(ii)        A: Can we go to the party with these clothes?
Dutch:      B:  Nee, je moet verkleed. German: *Nein, du muBt verkleidet.

No, you must dress up No, you must dress up
-No, you have to wear a costume.'
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b.    *Es  kann,    [cp daB Susie    ins Kino geht].
It can that S. in-the movies goes
'It is allowed that Susie goes to the movies.'

c.   *Susie   muB [Ap sportlich].
S. must sporty
Intended reading: 'Susie has the obligation to be(come) sporty.'

c.'     Ich muB schnell weiter / weg.
I must quickly further / away.
'I have to go soon.'

d.     Susie    kann  [pp ins Schwimmbad].
S. can in-the swimming-pool
Intended reading: 'Susie is allowed to go to the swimming pool.'

e.    *Susie   darf   hier   [Dp ein Bier].
S.   may here a beer
Intended reading: 'Susie is allowed to have a beer here.'

f.   *Susie   muB [NP Kneipe].
S. must pub
Intended reading: 'Susie has the obligation to go to the pub.'

(47)    a. Die Kekse sollten [vppm gegessen werden].
the cookies should eaten be:PASS

b. *Es muB,  [Cp daB die Blumen   auf den Komposthaufen kommen].
it must that the flowers    on the compost heap come
'The flowers should go on the compost heap.'

c.    *Die Kekse milssen     erst    [Ap abgekuhlt].
the cookies must first cooled-off

'The cookies should cool off first.'
c'.      Die Kekse mussen    [Ap weg].

the cookies Inust away
'The cookies should be eaten.'

d.     Die Blumen mussen    [pp auf den Komposthaufen].
the flowers should on the compost heap
'The flowers should go on the compost heap.'

e.    *Die Blumen kOnnen [Dp den Komposthaufen].
the flowers can the compost heap

Intended reading: The flowers could go on the compost heap.
f.    * Die Kekse kOnnen    [Np Dose].

the cookies can box

Intended reading: 'The cookies can go in the box.'

Thus it can be stated that deontic modal verbs show less restrictions than epistemic modal
verbs. In contrast to the latter, the former also allow directional PPs and AP complements,
which obtain a kind of resultative meaning. It seems plausible to assume that directional
constructions are analyzed as Small Clause complements. Small Clauses are probably
close to VoiceP-projections in their syntactic status.
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Finally, it can be shown that dynamic modals such as wollen 'want' and k innen 'can'
allow relative freedom concerning the syntactic categories of their complements. Only
adjectives are excluded. 21,22

(48) a. Das Kind kann schon [vp Fahrrad fahren].
the child can already bicycle ride
'The child can already ride a bike.'

b.      Der Junge   will,   [Cp  daB alle Freunde zu seinem Fest eingeladen werden].
the boy wants-to  that all friends to his party invited are:PASS

'The boy wants that all friends are invited to his party.'
c.   *Das Madchen will IAp Sportlich].

the girl wants-to sporty

Intended reading: 'The girl wants to be sporty.'
c.'    Das Madchen will IAp Weg ].

the girl wants-to away
'The girl wants to leave.'

d.    Das Kind will [pp  in die Schule].
the child wants in the school
'The child wants to go to school.'

e.     Das Miidchen kann schon [Dp das Alphabet].

the girl can already the alphabet

'The girl can already Say the alphabet.'
f.     Die Kinder wollen INP Pizza]

the children want-to pizza
'The children want to have pizza.'

From the data (45) to (48) it can be concluded that modal verbs are gradient with respect
to the variability of licensing complements. Epistemic modal verbs are very restricted with
regard to their complement. The complement is always a (extended) verbal projection.
Deontic modal verbs are less restricted: in contrast to epistemic modal verbs they also
allow directional PP and AP complements. Finally, dynamic modal verbs are relatively
free with respect to the syntactic category of their complements; only adjectival
complements are excluded. On a scale of variability, modal verbs are ordered as follows:

. variability in c-selection
epistemic deontic dynamic

21 Note that, for instance, a clausal complement is fine with wollen, yet not acceptable with kannen. Again
we see that it is very hard to generalize statements about modal verbs.
22 In contrast to German, Dutch occasionally allows AP complements of dynamic modals. The famous
example is
(i)         Ik wil dood

I  want-to dead  'I  want to be dead.'
But Norbert Corver points out that more AP complements are acceptable. Imagine a child on a swing being
pushed by her parent. The child wants to swing diagonally. The Dutch child might utter (ii), yet a German
child can barely do so, it needs to add a verb.
(ii) Dutch: Nu wil ik scheef. German: ??Jetzt  will ich schief.

Now want I slant Now want I slant
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3.4 The Morphosyntax of Modals
It has often been argued that German modals are 'normal' main verbs since they do not
exhibit the morphosyntactic irregularities typical of their English counterparts (cf.
Grewendorf 1988, Haider 1993, etc.). Despite their irregular agreement pattern, they show
the full inventory of the German verbal paradigm. The same line of reasoning has been put
forward by Thrdinsson & Vikner (1995) for the Scandinavian languages. In this section,
however, I will show that statements of this kind are too general and do not do justice to
the modal classifications outlined above. I will show that modal verbs do not behave like a
uniform class with regard to their morphosyntactic properties. Rather, epistemic verbs
differ clearly from root modals in many respects. It should be noted, though, that the
morphosyntactic properties of modals are not homogeneous across languages.

3.4.1 The finite paradigm
German modal verbs in principle allow almost the whole range of possible finite verb
forms. This does not hold, however, for all types of modal verbs.

Modal verbs never allow an imperative verb form, irrespective of the particular modal
meaning, as the sentences in (49) and (50) show.

(49) a.   *MuB zu Hause sein!

must at home   be
b.   *deontic:    'Have the obligation to be at home!'
c.   *epistemic: 'Be necessarily at home!'

(50) a. *Kann Flamenco tanzen!

can F. dance

b.   *deontic:    'Have the permission to dance Flamenco!'
c.   *dynamic:  'Be able to dance Flamenco!'
d.   *epistemic: 'Be possibly dancing Flamenco!'

This restriction might be due to the fact that modals do not express agentivity or rather that
the subject does not 'control' or 'affect' the event. It can be shown that non-agentive and
non-'affecting' main verbs such as stative individual level predicates are not acceptable in
imperative verb form.

(51)    a.   *Weill die Antwort!
know the answer

b.    *Wohn(e) in Paris!
live in Paris

Yet the non-existence of modal imperatives is probably also a morphological fact. No
matter how hard we try to push an agentive reading, modals never allow an imperative. So
the non-existence of modal imperatives is due to semantic as well as morphological
reasons.



98                                                                                                                   Chapter 3

All modals can be used in the present indicative (and in the present subjunctive), as
illustrated in (52). However, only deontic and dynamic modals allow the past tense, as the

examples in (53a&b) show. The epistemic reading is no longer available when the modal
is marked with past tense (53c).

(52) a. Sie will alle Kekse alleine aufessen. dynamic
she   wants-to all cookies alone up-eat
'She wants to eat all the cookies alone.'

b.  Sie kann mit ihren Freundinnnen ins Kino gehen. deontic

she can with her friends in-the movies   go

'She has permission to go the movies with her girl-friends.'
c.     Sie muB jetzt zu Hause sein. epistemic

she   must now  at home     be
'It is necessarily the case that she is at home now.'

(53) a. Sie wollte alle Kekse alleine aufessen. dynamic
she   wanted-to all cookies alone up-eat
'She wanted to eat all the cookies alone.'

b.     Sie   konnte mit ihren Freundinnnen ins Kino gehen. deontic

she could with her friends in-the movies   go
'She had permission to go the movies with her girl-friends.'

c.   #Sie   muBte zu Hause sein. epistemic

she must at home      be
Intended: 'It was necessarily the case that she was at home.'

The unavailability of an epistemic reading under past marking requires closer

investigation. Sometimes it is argued that German epistemic modal verbs in fact do allow
the past indicative. In this case, usually a sentence like (54) is adduced to support this
claim.

(54) Sie muBte die Kekse aufgegessen haben.

she must:PST the cookies up-eaten have

'She must have eaten the cookies.'

Yet it can be shown that here the past indicative marking on the modal verb has no
semantic content. Consider the scenario as described in (55a).
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(55) a. Yesterday evening I wanted to visit my friend Tina. I even stood in front of her house.

The lights were on:
b. *Sie muB also zu Hause gewesen sein.

she must:PRS therefore at home been:PRT be:INF
23

C. okSie muBte also zu Hause gewesen sein.

she must:PST therefore at home been:PRT be:INF
d. #Sie muBte also zu Hause sein.

she must:PST therefore at home be:INF

All intended: 'It was necessarily the case that she was at home.'

The sentences in (55) show that the past information expressed in sentence (54) stems
from the embedded perfect construction rather than from the past tense marking on the
modal verb itself. The two sentences with embedded perfective infinitives are acceptable,
however sentence (55d), with a simple infinitive and past marking on the modal verb, is
not acceptable on the intended reading. If the past orientation came from the past marking
on the modal verb itself, it would be wrongly predicted that sentence (55d) could have an
epistemic reading. It must be concluded, therefore, that the past marking on the finite verb
cannot introduce a past context. 24

The picture gets even more complicated when we consider embedded clauses. In
embedded clauses, epistemic modal verbs in the past tense are acceptable. Consider
example (56). Here, clearly, the modal verb in the embedded clause receives an epistemic
interpretation, although it is marked with past indicative.

(56) a. Yesterday morning Mary's roommates told her that they were planning on going to
the theater in the evening. Though they were not sure yet whether to go or not. In the
evening she came home and nobody was at home.

b.      Da     wuBte   sie,     daB ihre Mitbewohner im Theater sein

then knew she that her roommates in-the theater be:INF

muBten /mussen.
must:PST:IND:3P.PL/must:PRS:IND:3P.PL
'Then she knew that her roommates must have been in the theater.'

Kratzer (1981) adduces a relative clause that contains an epistemic modal with past
indicative marking.

23 Note that the acceptability of this construction changes significantly if we consider a non-third person
subject. An identical sentence with a second person subject is considerably less acceptable. Therefore the
past tense marking in this example is probably not even morphologically parsed by the speakers.
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(i)      ' Du  muBtest also zu Hause gewesen   sein.
you must:PST therefore at home been:PRT be:INF

'You must have been home.'
24 Please note that Dutch apparently allows epistemic readings in cases such as (50c) or (52d). as Norbert
Corver has pointed out to me. So we see that this property is not a universal property of epistemics.
(i)   Zij moest thuis zijn.

She must:PST   at home be:INF      'She must have been at home.'
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(57) Sie    hatten den Befehl, den jungen Konig zu suchen,   der     sich in einer

they had order the young king to look for  who  REFL in   one of

seiner Jagdhutten aufhalten muBte.
his hunting huts stay must:PST:IND

'They had order to search for the young king, who was supposed to be staying in one
of his hunting huts.'

The examples in (56) and (57) show that there is no morphological ban on the combination
of epistemic modals and past tense marking. How can we account for the asymmetric
behavior of epistemic modals in root clauses as opposed to in embedded clauses?

In an ordinary root clause, the past tense introduces a past-context. It was argued in
Chapter 2 that the finite tense contains a deictic dimension, with the speaker as the deictic
center. Moreover, it was argued in Section 3.2.2 that epistemic modals are usually
speaker-oriented and hence are bound to the deictic center as well. It seems plausible
therefore to assume that epistemic modals can only fulfil their task when the deictic center,
i.e., the speaker, is accessible. This is usually the case in root clauses.

The temporal behavior of embedded clauses is different in that the time of the
embedded clause is often dependent on the time of the matrix clause, leading to Sequence
of Tense effects. Thus an embedded past tense is not usually bound to the deictic center,
but to some higher temporal element, i.e., the tense of the matrix clause. So it is a
syntactically bound tense. We can therefore assume that the deictic center is not accessible
for embedded past tenses and hence not for the epistemic modal either. The epistemic
modals in sentences (56) and (57) do not qualify the epistemic state of the speaker, but that
of the matrix subject Mary or sie 'they' or even of some third, pragmatically salient party,
for instance, the people who gave the order in (57). Similarly, it is possible that in texts
with narrator's perspective, the hic-et-nunc of the speaker is given up in favor of, for
instance, a character of a novel. In this case, this figure constitutes the deictic center to
which the epistemic modal refers.

In  the next section, I will  look at these data from a more technical perspective. Let
us for the moment state that tenses can be referential (like in root clauses), but they don't
have to be. In embedded clauses, tenses can be bound rather than referential tenses. Given
this consideration, it is not true that epistemic modals are incompatible with the past tense
in general, rather the following generalization holds:

(58) Epistemic modal verbs are incompatible with referential past tense.

To put it in other words, epistemic modals do allow morphological past tense marking, but
only if the past tense is not semantically interpreted. Such a view is supported by the
distribution of the past subjunctive in the class of modal verbs. All modal verbs can be
realized in past subjunctive verb form. Past subjunctive verbs show only a restricted
distribution. Their use is most common in conditional sentences. Consider therefore the
consequent in the sentences in (59).
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(59) a. Sie konnte alle Kekse alleine aufessen, wenn sie wollte. dynamic
she   could:PsT:SUB all cookies alone up-eat,    if she wanted-to
'She could eat up all the cookies alone, if she wanted to.'

b. Sie k6nnte mit ihren Freunden ins Kino gehen, wenn sie wollte.
she   could:PST:SUB   with her friends in-the movies go,     if she wanted

deontic
'She has permission to go the movies with her girl-friends if she wants to.'

c. Sie muBte jetzt zu Hause sein, wenn alles gut   gegegangen ist.
she must: PST:SUB now  at home  be if everything  well  went         is

epistemic
'It is necessarily the case that she is at home now, if everything went okay.'

The fact that the epistemic reading of (59c) is maintained under past subjunctive marking
is due to the fact that the past subjunctive is not a semantic past. Although
morphologically clearly a past tense form, semantically the past subjunctive verbs in (59)
do not introduce any past reference whatsoever. The properties of the past subjunctive will
be discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.

The conclusions to be drawn from this discussion are the following
•   In the default case, epistemic modals characterize the epistemic state of the speaker

and are hence bound to the speaker's here-and-now, i.e., the deictic center.
•   It is not possible for a speaker to refer to a past epistemic state in a main clause, but

she can express a present epistemic state about a past situation (by means of past
marking on the complement).

•    In embedded contexts or in reported contexts, the speaker-orientation of the epistemic
verb can be given up in favor of a description of the matrix subject's epistemic state

(or that of another pragmatically related person).

Summing up, we have seen that deontic and dynamic modal verbs can appear in both
present and past indicative as well as in past subjunctive form. The present subjunctive is
also acceptable, though this was not discussed here. In contrast, an epistemic reading is not
available under past indicative marking in root clauses, but is available in embedded
clauses. Moreover, the epistemic reading is available under past subjunctive marking,
which is arguably not a true referential past. The generalization that was drawn from this
data is that epistemic modals are incompatible with referential past tense.

Table 2 gives an overview of the properties of the finite domain of modals
discussed so far.

Table 2: The finite paradigm of German Modal Verbs.
deontic dynamic epistemic

Present Indicative          ok          ok            ok
(Present Subjunctive)      ok          ok            ok
Past Indicative               ok          ok            */#
Past Subjunctive            ok          ok            ok
Imperative                  *           *             *
where # stands for 'only under certain syntactic/pragmatic conditions'.
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3.4.2 The non-finite paradigm
3.4.2.1 Infinitives
Unlike English modal verbs, German modals allow an infinitival verb form bearing the
typical infinitival ending -en, e.g., muss-en 'must', kann-en  'can',  dii«-en 'may', soll-en
'shall' etc. However, the infinitival form is only compatible with the root reading and
epistemic modals do not occur. Consider sentence (60), which is ambiguous, having an
epistemic and a root modal interpretation.

(60) a. Paula muB Flamenco tanzen.

P. must Flamenco dance
b. okdeontic: 'Paula has the obligation to dance Flamenco.'
C.    okepistemic: (I hear a weird stamping noise and conclude):

'It is necessarily the case that Paula is dancing Flamenco.'

When the modals are embedded under a future auxiliary or another modal verb, the
sentence is disambiguated, only the deontic reading is available, and the epistemic reading
is no longer possible.

(61) a. Paula wird Flamenco tanzen mussen.
P.  will F. dance  nnust

b. okdeontic: 'Paula will have the obligation to dance Flamenco.'
c. *epistemic: 'There is a future such that it is necessarily the case that Paula is dancing

Flamenco.'

As is shown in (62) and (63), other epistemic modals such as kannen 'can, sollen 'shall'
are unacceptable in infinitival verb form. Therefore, it can be concluded that German
epistemic auxiliaries are not acceptable in infinitival verb form, but deontic modals are.25 I
will elaborate more on this issue immediately.

(62) a. Paula wird Flamenco tanzen kOnnen.

P.  will F. dance  can

b. okdeontic: 'Paula will have the permission/ability to dance Flamenco.'
c. *epistemic: 'There is a future such that it is possibly the case that Paula is dancing

Flamenco.'

(63) a. Paula wird Flamenco tanzen sollen.
P.  will F. dance shall

b adeontic: 'Paula will have the obligation to dance Flamenco.'
c. *epistemic: 'There is a future such that rumor has it that Paula is dancing Flamenco.'

25 Also the IPP form is an infinitive. Here I do not want to go into an analysis of this phenomenon so let us
simply assume that the infinitival form is purely a surface realization of an underlying participle. That means
that semantically the form functions as a participle.
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Also the dynamic modals are acceptable in finite as well as in infinitival verb form, as (64)
illustrates.

(64) a. Paula     will / kann Flamenco tanzen.
P.         wants-to / can F. dance

'Paula wants to dance Flamenco.'
'Paula is able to dance Flamenco.'

b.     Paula wird wieder Flamenco tanzen wollen / konnen.
P. will again F. dance want-to:INF / can:INF
'Paula will want to dance Flamenco again.'
'Paula will be able again to dance Flamenco.'

Similarly, deontic and dynamic modals are acceptable in form of a to-infinitive, but
epistemic modals are not.

(65) a. Sie    verspricht, ihre Rolle   bis zur Auffuhrung    zu konnen. dynamic
she   promises    her role until the performance to can
'She promises to be able to play her part until the performance.'

b.    Sie   gibt zu, ihre Hausaufgaban machen zu mussen. deontic
she admits her homework make to must
'She admits to have the obligation to do her homework.'

c.   *Sie   verspricht, zu Hause    sein zu konnen. epistemic
she   promises    at home      be     to can

It must be noted that the unavailability of epistemic modals in infinitival verb form seems
to be an idiosyncrasy of the German epistemic system, since it has often been argued that
languages like Dutch or Danish do allow infinitival epistemic modals. I will not discuss
these facts further here, but the reader is referred to Barbiers (1995) or Thrdinsson &
Vikner (1995).

3.4.2.2 Participles
From a morphological point of view, German modals have a past participle form, e.g.,
gemuj t 'must:PRT', gekonnt 'can:PRT', gedu,ft 'may:PRT / was allowed', gesollt  'shall:PRT',
but, again, it can be shown that the availability of past participles is not the same
throughout the group of modal verbs. In this section, I will show that root modal verbs can
fulfil a participial function, but must be in IPP form when the complement is verbal. In
cases of non-verbal complement, the full participial form is required. In contrast, epistemic
modal verbs can appear neither as morphological participle nor as IPP.

Remember that the finite sentence (60) above was ambiguous, having a deontic
and an epistemic reading. When the modal verb is transposed into a perfect construction,
the epistemic reading is blocked, although neither the deontic nor the dynamic readings
are affected in this way.
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(66) a. Sie hat Flamenco tanzen mussen.
she  has F. dance must:IPP

b.   01,deontic:  'She had the obligation to dance Flamenco.'
c.   *epistemic: 'It was necessarily the case that she was dancing Flamenco.'

It seems that the availability of epistemic reading under a participle is more complicated.
The German modal verb duden 'may' usually expresses a deontic reading, namely

permission. The modal also allows an epistemic use, but only if it occurs with past
subjunctive marking. So example (67a) containing the past subjunctive form du fte

'might',  clearly  expresses  epistemic  meaning:  It  is very likely the case that this is no
problem. If this sentence is transposed into a perfect construction, the expected participle
shows up as an infinitive (IPP), as illustrated in (67b). This sentence, however, does not
have an epistemic interpretation. In fact, it has no licit interpretation at all, since
structurally the only available interpretation is the deontic one, stating that nothing has the
permission to be a problem. Obviously this is gibberish. To get a present perfect
interpretation of (67a), we need to transform the complement into a perfective infinitive as
done in (67c). In that case the clause expresses a present epistemic state about a past
situation. In contrast to (67b), the sentence is grammatical if the finite auxiliary is
modalized by means of past subjunctive marking (67d), but the sentence does not convey
past information but rather has a counterfactual meaning.

(67) a. Das  durfte kein Problem sein. epistemic
that   might no problem    be
'That should not be a problem.'

b. *Das hatte kein Problem sein durfen
that     had: IND no problem be might:IPP

c.      Das durfte kein Problem gewesen sein. epistemic
that   might:SUB no problem been    be

'That should not have been a problem.'
d. Das hatte kein Problem sein durfen counterfactual

that   had:SUB no problem be might:IPP
'That shouldn't have been a problem.

Interestingly, an epistemic interpretation seems to be acceptable in the case of (67d). This
contradicts the statement that I made earlier, namely that the epistemic reading is
unavailable when the modal verb occurs as infinitival verb form. Yet this is only a partial
contradiction, since it was also shown that the epistemic reading is not available if the
finite verb occurs in the indicative rather than the subjunctive mood, as the comparison

between (67b) and (67d) makes clear. So we must conclude that it is the past subjunctive
marking on the finite verb rather than the infinitival modal verb that makes the epistemic
reading available.26 Unfortunately, I have no solution to this problem. It probably shows
that the notion of 'epistemic modals' is also less clear cut than all syntactic tests suggest. It

26 Note, however, that the subjunctive cannot license an epistemic reading of the modal verb when the verb
occurs as a selected infinitive. For instance, the periphrastic subjunctive construction warde + infinitive
cannot license the epistemic reading, as illustrated in (i).
(i)          *Es  wurde kein Problem sein durfen

It    would no problem be might:INF
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is obvious that the subjunctive and the epistemic modals themselves fulfill a similar
semantic function (cf. Chapter 6), but a closer investigation as to how exactly the
subjunctive can license an (otherwise ungrammatical) participial epistemic finite modal is
an issue for future research.

3.4.2.3 Summary
In this section I showed that modal readings are not equally distributed when the modal
verb occurs in infinitival verb form. Table 3 summarizes the findings from this discussion.

Table 3: The Non-finite Paradigm of German Modal Verbs

epistemic deontic dynamic
Infinitive             *                   ok             ok
Past Participle */#               ok             ok
where # stands for 'only under certain syntactic conditions'.

3.4.2.4 A short note on double-modal constructions
Like most other Germanic languages, apart from English, German allows double modal
constructions.  It was argued in paragraph  1.5.1.2 that an epistemic reading is not available
when the modal appears in infinitival verb form. Consequently, it is expected that an
epistemic modal can never occur as the lower modal in embedded constructions.
Furthermore, there can never be two epistemic modals. This is confirmed by the data in
(68).

(68) a. #Paula will Klavier spielen konnen. dynamic - epistemic
P. wants-to piano play can

Intended: 'Paula wants it to be possibly the case that she is playing the piano.'
b. *Hans soll Klavier spielen mussen. epistemic-epistemic

Hans shall piano play must

Intended: 'It is said that it is necessarily the case that Hans plays the piano.'

In contrast to epistemic modals, however, root modals do allow infinitival verb forms and
are hence expected to occur as the lower verb in double modal construction. This
expectation is correct, as (69) shows.

(69) a. Sie muB ihn umbringen wollen. epistemic - dynamicok

she must him kill want
b.   01:sie    soil die ganze Zeit niesen mussen. epistemic - dynamic

she shall continuously sneeze must
'She is said to be sneezing continuously.'

C, okSie kann hier sitzen mussen. epistemic - deontic
she can here sit must

'It is possible that she has the obligation to sit here.'
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Root modals can embed root modals. Deontic modals can freely embed dynamic modals,
but are restricted in embedding deontic modals (70) (a look at the translation shows that
double deontic modals hardly make sense anyhow). Dynamic modals can easily embed

other dynamic modals as well as certain deontic modals, (71).

(70) a. Sie muB Klavier spielen konnen/ wollen.ok                                                                                               deontic - dynamic
she must piano play can/ want

'She has the obligation to wanUbe able to play the piano.'
b.   ??Sie  soll den Rasen mahen mussen. deontic - deontic

she   shall  the lawn mow must

'She has the obligation to be obliged to mow the lawn.'
c.   ??Sie  kann  ins Kino gehen durfen. deontic - deontic

she can in-the movies   go       may

'She has the permission to be allowed to go to the movies.'

(71) a. Sie will Klavier spielen kbnnen. dynamic - dynamicok

she wants-to piano Play can

'She want to be able to play the piano.'
b. aSie will ins Kino gehen durfen. dynamic - deontic

she wants in-the movies go may
'She wants to have the permission to go to the movies.'

C. 7'Sie kann/will    ins Kino gehen mussen. dynamic - deontic
she can/wants in-the movies go must
'She wants/is able to have the obligation to mow the lawn.'

The data in (70) and (71) show that the ordering is in the first instance an ordering of
plausibility rather than of syntactic well-formedness. The natural language translations

often do not make much sense either. It is therefore not surprising that some double-modal
constructions are deviant.

3.4.3 Summary
In this section, I have discussed the morphosyntactic properties of German modal verbs.

The purpose was to show that epistemic modal verbs differ in several aspects of their
morphosyntactic properties from root modals. In Subsection 3.4.1, I showed that the finite
paradigm of epistemic modals differs from the paradigm of root modals in that Only the
latter allows a past indicative form in standard root clauses. In Subsection 3.4.2, it was
shown that the distinction between epistemic and root modals also manifests itself in the
non-finite paradigm. Whereas root modals allow infinitival as well as pat'ticipial verb
forms, epistemic modals are restricted in this respect. Table 4 gives an overview of these

findings (I also incorporated results from Section 3.3 here).
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Table 4. The properties of German Modal Verbs.

epistemic deontic dynamic
Present Indicative       ok                     ok                      ok
Present Subjunctive     ok                     ok                      ok
Past Indicative */#                      ok                        ok
Past Subiunctive        ok                    ok                    ok
Imperative                *                     *                      *
Infinitive                   *                       ok                      ok
Past Participle */#                      ok                        ok
Complement no variation some variation almost free
Subject-theta role no no yes

where # stands for 'only under certain (syntactic & pragmatic) conditions'.

So far we have talked about semantic and morphosyntactic properties of modal verbs. Let
us now turn to the syntactic representation of modal verbs.

3.5 Where are Modals Generated?
In this section I will have a look at the syntactic realization of German modal verbs. First I
will place my suggestion in the range of existing analyses. In the following paragraphs I
will also make a suggestion concerning the syntactic realization of the dynamic and
deontic modal verbs. Yet my main concern here is to illustrate the syntax of epistemic
modals.

Traditionally, English modal verbs are analyzed as INFL elements. It was observed that
English modals stand in complementary distribution with inflectional morphemes as well
as other modals or the dummy element do. If all these elements are generated in the same
position. INFL. such a pattern is expected. Along the same lines it was argued for German
modals (and also for Scandinavian modals) that they cannot be INFL elements, since they
are not in complementary distribution with inflectional morphemes and other modals. Like
most other Germanic languages, German allows double-modal constructions. So the
conclusion was that German modal verbs, unlike their English counterparts, are 'normal'
lexical verbs, cf. Grewendorf (1988), Haider (1993), Throinsson & Vikner (1995).

Note, however, that such an approach, in first instance, is based on a syntactic
approach to morphology, in the sense of Baker's (1985) mirror-principle. In Baker's view,
an inflectional morpheme is generated in a position distinct from its host and the host has
to move to this position to pick up the morpheme. Under a checking approach to syntax,
such an assumption is not necessary anymore, since the syntactic derivation deals with
features-matrices rather than with morphemes.27 These features need to be checked in the
appropriate position. Nothing prevents an element from being inserted into one position
and all its features being checked at once in that single position. The inflectional

27 It is not relevant here whether this feature matrix is only an abstract matrix, which is translated into
phonological output at LF (post-syntactic view, Halle & Marantz 1993) or whether it is a fully inflected verb
form taken from the lexicon (lexicalist view, Chomsky 1995). Yet I adopt the former view.
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morphology argument is therefore not sufficient. Rather it is necessary to consider
semantic properties as well as possible co-occurrences with other auxiliaries (resp. the
hierarchy of co-occurrence).

Various analyses for modal verbs have been suggested in recent years. We have to
distinguish between three kinds of approaches:

(72) Types of modal analyses

All modals are V All modals are I Epistemic modals are I0-
(traditional Ger. modals) (traditional Eng. modals) & Root modals are Vo
Thrdinsson & Vikner (1995) Schutze (1997) Picallo (1990)
Barbiers (1995) Wurmbrand (1998, 19993,b)

It should be noted that these approaches were developed for different languages, and the
intention is to give an overview of possible analyses. For our purposes, an approach that
treats modals uniformly as V-elements has a disadvantage in that it has to stipulate (a) the
morphological differences outlined in the previous sections and (b) the hierarchical
differences (e.g., that epistemic modals cannot occur in embedded position in German).

Treating modals as INFL elements is standard for the analysis of English modals,
but for German it is unclear whether such an approach is sufficient. I want to briefly
introduce Wurmbrand's analysis of German modals. Although her approach is on the right
track, I think it cannot do justice to the whole range of data.

Wurmbrand (1998, 1999a,b) suggests treating all modals as INFL elements. She
argues that all modal verbs are of the same syntactic type: they are uniformly raising
verbs, which do not assign a theta-role to the subject of the clause. In her analysis, raising
verbs are verbal modifiers in a mono-clausal structure. So contrary to the usual analyses of
raising verbs, here they are raising verbs only insofar as the subject moves from a VP-
internal position (VoiceP) to a higher subject position (Spec-TP).

Wurmbrand assumes that INFL in German is split into two nodes, a TP, hosting
the tense features, and a ModP, which can host modal verbs. Wurmbrand (1998, 1999a,b)
Suggests that root modals are inserted directly in the ModP-position, as illustrated in (73).
Since German allows double-modal constructions, it must be assumed that ModP is a
recursive category.
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(73) a. Wurmbrand (1998) b. Wurmbrand (1999b: 13)

TP                                                                             IP

Subj                  T'                                Subj                    I'

ModP         f                                          W         f
M-- -*       AGR/ \

Spec Mod'                                                         IP           f

k-* A        TNS/ \
vP Modo vp    f

         Mod/ \
tsubj V ts"bly

VP vo VP  VO

For epistemic modals, Wurmbrand remains a bit vague. She tends to analyze epistemic
modals as generated in TP: "If a modal is generated under To, it gets an epistemic
interpretation" (Wurmbrand 1998:264). However, in a footnote she recognizes the
problem that epistemic modals sometimes occur with past tense marking28 and concludes
that epistemic modals are probably not generated under T, but as the highest of the Mod-
phrases. Such a move leads to the same problems as the 'all-V' approach, since it has to
make additional assumptions about the particular behavior of modal verbs. Since ModP
can be recursive, it remains unexplained why epistemic modals always occupy the highest
Mod phrase of a sequence of Mod phrases.

Wurmbrand's proposal has two additional minor shortcomings. First, she does not
distinguish between deontic and dynamic modals, and it is unclear why some modals have
a more verb-like behavior than others (cf. Table 4). A second objection concerns the
structure of IP. If it is true that ModP is part of the INFL domain, as indicated in (73b),
then why are the higher two INFL-categories always spelled-out as one morphological
unit (TNS and AGR), whereas the lower INFL-category (Mod) can be realized separately
(and possibly even recursively) by modal verbs? In contrast to Mod, TNS and AGR can
never be realized overtly by two independent morphemes. In other words, which
mechanism determines whether a part of INFL is spelled out in the complex of the finite
verb and which part might be spelled out independently?

Nevertheless, I think, the point Wurmbrand makes about deontic modals is
basically correct. Analyzing modal verbs as non-lexical elements can account for many of
the properties of modal verbs, although I think it is problematic to assume that both
epistemic and deontic modals are INFL-elements. INFL is the position of syntactic
finiteness. It is unclear what exactly the relation is between INFL and deontic modals.

In my view, the most promising approach to German modals is an approach that
makes a syntactic distinction between root and epistemic modals. However, the difference

28 Ina footnote, Wurmbrand (1998:285, fn.72) discusses the sentence (i), which contains an epistemic modal
in past tense and a complement in perfective aspect. These cases were discussed above in Section 3.4.1.
(i)         Sie  muBte die Oliven gestohlen haben

She must the olives stolen have     'She must have stolen the olives.'
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does not concern the control/raising distinction, but rather the issue of syntactic hierarchy
and hence of different functions in the sentence. In the following section I will outline a

syntactic analysis of German modal verbs that roughly follows Picallo's approach to
Catalan modals in that it makes a distinction between epistemic and root modals. I assume
that epistemic modal verbs - unlike root modals - are generated directly in the functional
domain of the sentence. From this, it follows automatically that epistemic modals do not
stand in a thematic relation with the subject. Unlike Picallo, who assumes that root modals
are lexical verbs, which are generated adjoined to VP, I assume that root modals come in
two types, which must be associated with different positions in the syntactic hierarchy.

Dynamic modals often behave like normal main verbs and are therefore best treated as
ordinary transitive main verbs. Like other main verbs, they stand in a thematic relation
with the subject via the voice-projection. In contrast, deontic modals function as verbal
modifiers and are consequently generated in the semi-lexical domain of the sentence (cf.
Chapter 2). So I agree with Wurmbrand, that deontic modals are 'raising' verbs, which are
generated high in the syntactic hierarchy; however, I do not think that they are part of the
INFL domain.

One more clarification is required before I proceed. Although it was stated that the class of
modals is not semantically homogeneous and although it was shown that these differences
can be connected to syntactic differences as well, it is necessary to know that the
differences between types of modals in the first instance is a matter of interpretation.
Kratzer (1978,1990, 1991) has shown in many studies that the interpretation of modals is
dependent on the conversational background, which is applied in the respective situation.
Modal verbs are context-dependent elements. Concerning the interpretation of modals, I
adopt a theory of relative modality as it has been worked out by Kratzer. The syntax does
not determine the interpretation of modals. Rather we should view it from another       '
perspective: certain syntactic configurations make particular interpretations available,
whereas others do not.

3.5.1 The syntax of root modals

The last sentence of the previous section bears an important consequence for the analysis
of root modals. It was argued that root modals are better described in terms of two types:

namely as involving deontic and dynamic interpretation. From the data in Section 3.4, it
should have become clear that dynamic modals behave more like transitive verbs than like
deontic modals. This was partially explained by semantic considerations, such as that
dynamic modals predicate of an individual, whereas deontic modals do not. Although I
think that this is an approximately correct generalization, it should not be regarded as a

strict requirement. First of all, a dynamic modal such as wollen 'want' behaves sometimes
more like a transitive verb, sometimes more like a deontic modal. On the other hand, a
modal with deontic reading such as durfen 'may' behaves like a dynamic modal and hence
a transitive verb. Thus the distinction between deontic and root modals is not categorical
and the reader must be aware of the constant semantic fluctuation in the class of modal
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verbs, which makes it hard to find clear distinctions. (For an interesting description of the
semantic fluctuation of English modals cf. Coates 1983).

Despite these reservations we have clearly seen that, from a syntactic point of
view, it is necessary to treat deontic and dynamic modals as two different types of verbal
element. I will therefore outline two different approaches to dynamic and deontic medals.

Table 4 in paragraph 3.4.3 summed up the properties of root modals in German. A
look at this table shows that root modals exhibit the following peculiarities:

(74)

•Deontic modals • Dynamic modals
• No imperative • No imperative
• Restricted complements • Free complements
• No theta-role for the subject • Can assign theta-role to subject

Deontic Modals

I assume that deontic modal verbs are generated in the semi-lexical domain above VoiceP.
VoiceP contains the main verb, and the arguments, as well as the voice-information. The
deontic modal functions as a propositional modifier and operates on the output of VoiceP.
The deontic modal does not have an independent VoiceP and hence does not have its own
subject (cf. also Wurmbrand 1998). Rather in the course of the derivation the subject of
the main verb moves from Spec-VoiceP to a higher position and hence receives the status
of the clausal subject. In this sense, deontic modal verbs are raising verbs rather than
control verbs. Wurmbrand (1998) makes use of this by suggesting that the two syntactic
positions of the subjects (Spec-VoiceP and Spec-TP) can be used for the semantic
interpretation. At LF, the subject can be interpreted in the Spec-IP position, outside the
scope of the modal, giving rise to directed deontic reading. Alternatively, the subject can
be interpreted within the scope of the modal, in Spec-VoiceP, giving rise to a non-directed
deontic reading (cf. examples 8, paragraph   1.2.1).  So  at LF reconstruction  or a similar
process is required to obtain a non-directed deontic reading, (for details cf. Wurmbrand
1998: 275f.)

For a sentence like (75a), I propose a structure like (75b), details omitted.

(75) a. (weil) Paula Flamenco tanzen muB.
(because)  P. F. dance  rnust

'(because) Paula has the obligation to dance Flamenco.
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b.                     IP

Paula                    I'

ModP           f

VoiceP ModP
k-- muB

tpaula Voice'

VP Voiceo

%-- lactive)

Flamenco tanzen

Such a structure has several consequences. First of all, it is expected that modals do not
vary with respect to their complements, since their complement can only be a VoiceP or
another type of small clause constituent, which must be assumed to have a comparable
status as the VoiceP. Remember that Kratzer (1991) analyzes modals as operators rather
than predicates (which fits with the observation that they do not assign a theta-role).
Rather, deontic modals take an eventuality as an input and give an eventuality as output.

My approach differs from that of Wurmbrand in that ModP is NOT part of the
functional/inflectional domain. Rather, these elements are in the scope of the functional
domain. That means deontic modals do not escape tense. From a structural point of view,
elements that are directly inserted in the functional domain such as epistemic modal verbs
or the future auxiliary can embed modal verbs. Moreover, it was argued in Chapter 2 that
the semi-lexical domain allows a considerable amount of freedom with regard to the
respective ordering of the semi-lexical elements. Remember that the elements that are
associated with the semi-lexical domain are at least aspectual auxiliaries have/be and
deontic modals (but probably also other restructuring verbs). If these semi-lexical
elements can iterate to a considerable extent, we expect that double ModPs are equally
well allowed as double Aspect Phrases.29 There is no definite ordering between ModP and
AspP, so deontic modals can modify an aspectualized phrase (76b) and can be
aspectualized themselves (763).30 The syntactic structure of these sentences is illustrated in
(77b) and (77a) respectively. Here I follow a suggestion of Musan (1998, 2000) and
assume that the perfect is realized as a complex head comprising the participial

29 In principle, there is no inherent reason to exclude triple structures, such as three Mod- or three Asp-
projections. As far as I know, cases like these are not attested. It is an issue for further research what exactly
the restrictions are on the semi-lexical domain.
30 I have no suggestions concerning the syntactic analysis of the IPP. Here I assume that AspP does indeed
check perfect features on the IPP, which are not represented morphologically (usually realized as perfect
morpheme ge-). Yet it might also be possible to assume that the IPP is a true infinitive and hence stays in
Situ, but this seems less likely to me.
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morphology ge..t/n as well as the auxiliary haben/sein.  The main verb (or any other
semi-lexical category) has to move up the head f the AspP to check the participial features.

(76) a. Paula hat Flamenco tanzen mussen.
P.       has F. dance  rnust

'Paula had the obligation to dance.'
b.    Paula   muB den Artikel (bis morgen) geschrieben haben.

P.        must the article (until tomorrow) written have

'Paula  has the obligation  to have written the article (until tomorrow).'

(77) a. CP

Paula                      C'

hat               IP

t'paula                 I'

Aspp         f

t'haben

ModP Aspo

VoiceP Modo mussen thaben

tmussen

tpaula Voice'

VP Voiceci

--j lactivel

Flamenco tanzen

31 I am aware of the fact that this assumption is problematic from a syntactic point of view. Yet, since I have
not conducted an extensive study of the syntax of the perfect construction, I do not want to commit myself to
details.
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b.                   CP

Paula                    C'

muB                         IP

t'paula                 I'

Modp               f
t'mitssen

AspP Modo
tmussen

VoiceP Aspo

tpaula Voice' geschrieben haben

VP Voice'
-              [active]

%-  I#

den Artikel tschreiben

In (77a), we find the relative order AspP >> ModP and in (77a) the order ModP >> AspP.
Both structures are fine. It is, however, impossible to generate the order Asp >> Mod >>
Asp >> VoiceP whereas it is possible to generate ModP >>AspP >> ModP >> VoiceP. At
the moment I have no idea what causes this effect. The syntax of the semi-lexical domain
in general, but especially the syntax of deontic modal verbs, still requires more detailed
research - especially in a comparative study with other semi-lexical elements. I will not go
into more details here.

Dynamic modals
I assume that dynamic modals are generated within the VP just like ordinary transitive
verbs. Since they assign a theta-role, the complement of dynamic modal verbs can be of
different types. They have an independent Voice phrase, which allows the insertion of an
external argument. They can be marginally passivized.

The syntactic structure of a sentence such as (78a) is illustrated in (78b); the        I
structure of (79a) in (79b).

(78) a. (weil) Maria radfahren kann. (79)  a. (weil) Maria Pizza   will.
(since) M. cycle can (since) M. pizza wants
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b. VoiceP b.          VoiceP

Maria Voice' Maria Voice'

VP Voiceo VP Voiceo
- lactivel lacovel/ \

VP      Vi                    NP     Vo
radfahren kann Pizza Will

It must be noted, however, that there are instances of dynamic modals which can be better
analyzed as semi-lexical verbs analogous to deontic modals. For instance, dynamic modals
allow embedded passive infinitives such as sie will geliebt werden 'she wants to be loved'.
Since such a construction remains a mono-clausal structure, it must be assumed that the
modal is generated higher than the Voice head (cf. Chapter 1). We must therefore
conclude that a dynamic modal like will can vary having either a lexical or a semi-lexical
function. Although this seems undesirable, it has been pointed out by Van Riemsdijk
(1998) that this behavior is also found with semi-lexical nouns. They, too, can function
like fully lexical nouns, cf. Chapter 2, Subsection 2.2.2.

Clearly, it is necessary to assume that dynamic modal verbs can function like
ordinary transitive verbs - and in many cases they do.

In this section, I have made some suggestions about the syntax of root modals. I suggested
treating deontic medals as elements of the semi-lexical domain and hence as modifiers of
eventualities, whereas dynamic modals are usually full main verbs, which are generated
within the core VP. It was argued that modal verbs are non-agentive and hence exhibit
restrictions with respect to verb forms such as the imperative. Once more it must be noted
that there is not a strict distinction between dynamic and deontic modals. Although the
interpretation of each is clearly different (they involve different conversational
backgrounds), from a syntactic point of view this class wavers between lexical and semi-
lexical behavior.32

3.5.2 The syntax of epistemic modals

As far as syntax is concerned, epistemic modal verbs show much more clear-cut behavior
than root modals. It has always been clear that epistemic modal verbs are raising verbs,
which do not assign a theta-role to the subject of the clause. As indicated in (72), it is
debated in the literature as to whether modal verbs are lexical or functional elements.
German epistemic modals are usually considered to be lexical just like root modals. It was
mentioned already in the beginning of this section that an approach that makes a syntactic
distinction between epistemic modals and root modals is most likely to be able to account
for the morphosyntactic differences outlined above. Let us therefore pursue this line.

32 In  terms of theta-role assignment,  such a result supports  a  view on theta-roles that Dowty  ( 1991)  has  put
forward. Theta-roles are not syntactic primitives in the strict sense, but rather 'prototypical' interpretations.
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Before I go into the details of these analyses, let us reconsider briefly the properties
of epistemic modal verbs, summarized in (80).

(80) Properties of German epistemic modal verbs
• epistemic modals are speaker-oriented;
• there is only one epistemic modal per clause,
• epistemic modals have scope over the entire proposition;
• epistemics are non-agentive.

Table 5: Morphosyntax of epistemic modals :

epistemic epistemic
Present Indicative ok Infinitive                  *
Present Subjunctive ok Past Participle 4#
Past Indicative *41# Complement no variation

Past Subjunctive ok Subject theta-role no
*Imperative

where # stands for 'only under certain (syntactic & pragmatic) conditions'.

How can we account for these properties? Let us assume with Picallo (1990) that German
episternic modals are generated directly in the functional domain of the sentence. Under a
split-INFL hypothesis the question arises, as to where exactly these elements are

generated.
In Chapter 2 I suggested that the functional domain of the sentence comprises only

a Mood Projection and a Tense Projection, which are two nodes at LF, but which are
spelled-out as a unit at PF. It was also assumed that these structures are not recursive.
Assume now that epistemic modals are inserted in either MoodP or TP (we will see details
below). From a semantic point of view such as assumption is plausible, since it has been
assumed that the functional domain in German constitutes the 'interface' between the
speaker and the proposition, which means the place where the speaker has to make explicit
her commitment to the proposition. Unlike root modals, epistemic modals are speaker-
oriented and have the function of qualifying the speaker's attitude. It seems therefore
justified to assume that epistemic modals, but not root modals, are generated in INFL
(contra Wurmbrand).

Two facts follow automatically from such an assumption. (a) Since there is only
one functional domain in the clause, there can only be one epistemic modal per sentential
projection; (b) the epistemic modal verb must always be the highest element in the clause,
since there is no higher domain to host lexical elements (apart from the C-domain). We do
not need to stipulate additional mechanisms that exclude the unavailability of embedded

epistemic constructions and hence the existence of infinitives and participles. Moreover,
epistemic modals are operators that quantify over possible worlds. Since they are in the
highest intra-sentential position, they take scope over the entire semi-lexical and lexical
domain. It follows automatically that the complement can only be (at least) a semi-lexical
or lexical eventuality. We will see below that the complement is in fact invariably a TP.
So with the assumption that episternic modal verbs are generated in INFL, and with the
assumption that they are propositional operators, we can account for a range of
characteristic properties of epistemic modals, i.e., the right-hand columns of Table 5 in
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(80).33 How can we account for the properties of the finite domain? The non-existence of
the imperative is explained, like with other modals, by the non-agentive nature of modals.
But how can we account for the different behavior of the past indicative in main and
embedded clauses? In order to do so, we need to look in more detail at the internal
structure of INFL.

In Chapter 2, I outlined the internal structure of INFL in German. I assumed that
German INFL contains two nodes in the relative order MoodP >> TP.34 Are epistemic
modals generated in MoodP or in TP? Schutze (1997) assumes that morphology can give a
hint. He proposes the same internal structure for INFL in English. He argues that modals
cannot be generated in TP, i.e., be tense, since they bear tense morphology themselves as
can be shown by the minimal pair can:PRS - could: psr . Consequently, he states, they must
be generated in the next higher position MoodP,35 the position of the sentence, which is
associated with subjunctive, indicative and imperative as well as modals and dummy do.

(81)     Schutze's (1997) structure for English modals

MP

Spec         M'

M            TP
modals

T       VP

Schutze's reasoning is not without problems, though. Schutze argues that modals cannot
be tense, since they are tense-marked. If the tense morphology was to block the insertion
of tense in TP, we would get two problems for German epistemic modal verbs. First of all,
it has been argued that epistemic modals are in principle compatible with morphological
past tense marking (though not with referential past semantics, cf. (58) above). Moreover,
epistemic modals are also compatible with mood morphology (cf. ex. (59)). By analogy
both TP and MoodP would be ruled out as potential hosts for epistemic modals. So under
Schutze's approach it follows that INFL cannot be the host for epistemic modals in
German (unless we stipulate a third category within INFL).

I  believe that Schutze's argumentation  is  too  strict.  Note  that Schutze adopts  a
post-lexical approach to morphology a la 'Distributed Morphology' (Halle & Marantz
1993). He assumes that syntax deals in the first instance with a bundle of features. As

33 Although the problem of the #-participles is not yet solved and unfortunately cannot be solved here.
34 It was also argued that this structure is not universal, but following Iatridou (199Ob) or Bobaljik &
Thrdinsson (1997), I assume that each language determines its particular inventory of functional categories.
35 Like most approaches to English modals, Schutze does not differentiate syntactically between epistemic
and deontic modals. However, his observation that modals allow a temporal paradigm is only partially
correct. As Palmer (1986) has pointed out, could cannot be used in an epistemic construction and generalizes
that (English) epistemic modals can never appear in past tense (Palmer 1986). So obviously, in English, too,
epistemic modals escape tense, just like German modals. This difference however, cannot be accounted for
in an approach as Schiitze suggests it. However, so far this is a problem for almost any theory of English
modals.
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pointed out before, within such a framework, however, nothing prohibits the insertion of a
tense-specified element directly in the tense position, as long as the checking relation
between the element and the functional category comes into existence. It must be
guaranteed, though, that the modal is not associated with a syntactic function of a lower
projection in the sentence. Similarly it can be argued that a mood-bearing element can in
principle be inserted in MoodP, provided it has no function to fulfill in the lower structure
of the clause. This is the approach I am taking here.

Coming back to the problem of whether epistemic modals are generated in MoodP
or in TP, we must conclude that morphology does not tell us much. German epistemic
modals are morphologically marked for tense and for indicative as well as
indicative/subjunctive mood (imperative was ruled out independently). As was argued
before, however, the tense marking is not interpreted. We will see below that modals can

(but do not have to) be interpreted for subjunctive. To summarize:

• Epistemic modals are in principle compatible with past tense morphology as well
as subjunctive morphology.

• The morphological past tense marking cannot be interpreted semantically.

Morphological past subjunctive marking can but need not be interpreted.

In what follows I suggest that epistemic modal verbs are generated in a MoodP, which is

generated above TP. I propose the same structure as Schiltze did for English modals, cf.
(81), though my motivation for such a structure is different. Before explaining the
temporal behavior of epistemic modals, an excursion into Kratzer's theory of tense is

necessary.

Kratzer 1998

Kratzer proposes a theory of tense that conforms with a suggestion of Partee (1973), who
emphasized the similarities between tenses and pronouns. She pointed out that, like

pronouns, tenses can be indexical, but can obtain an anaphoric as well as a bound-variable

reading.
That tenses are indexical is one of the standard assumptions about absolute tenses

(cf. Fabricius-Hansen 1991).36 Since they are evaluated with respect to the Speech Time,
the reference to the speaker's here-and-now is crucial. This holds not only for grammatical
tense, but also for lexical temporal expressions such as today or yesterday. However, tense
can also be anaphorically bound, either within the discourse or within the same sentence: 37

36 Although in recent years, a number of theories have been developed that treat tense as a predicate, cf.
Stowell (1993), Demirdache & Uribe-Etxebarria (1998). Stowell (1998) explicitly rejects the idea that tense

are indexical.
37 Heim & Kratzer (1998) have argued that anaphoric and deictic use of entities (be it pronouns or tense) are
instances of the same basic mechanism: the entity refers to an individual, which is "highly salient at the
moment when the [entity] is processed." (Heim & Kratzer 1998:240)
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(82) a. We went to a party. John got drunk.
+ Time of John getting drunk is anaphorically bound by the time of the party.

b. John arrived at three.
+ Time of the arrival is bound by the temporal adverb.

The crucial insight is that it is possible to refer directly to tenses in the same way as to
non-temporal entities. This point was already made in Chapter 2, where I introduced the
notion Topic Time. Kratzer works out another parallel between pronouns and tenses.
Sometimes, seemingly indexical tenses or pronouns are not interpreted as indexicals but
rather as bound-variables. Kratzer cites an example like (83a) (attributed to Irene Heim).

(83) a. Only I got a question that I understood.
b.    *indexical: Of all people, I was the only person who got a question that I understood. I

did not understand the questions of the other people.
C.    okbound-variable: Of all people, I was the only person who understood the question that

she/he got. All other people did not understand the question they got.

In a sentence like (83a), the pronoun 1 in the relative clause is not interpreted as referring
to the speaker (83b), but rather as a bound variable, as the paraphrase in (83c) makes clear.
This example shows that the LF realization of the pronoun differs from the PF realization.
At LF, it is a bound variable, at PF however, it has the form of an indexical. Kratzer
concludes that we are dealing with a zero-pronoun, which has no features of its own. It is
bound at LF and hence receives a bound interpretation. At PF the zero-pronoun merely
shows agreement with the binder, which is the matrix pronoun I in the case of (83). Zero
pronouns - symbolized as 0 -must be locally governed, just like PRO. In fact, Kratzer
assumes that PRO is just another instance of a zero-pronoun.

Similarly, tenses are sometimes not interpreted according to what their morphology
suggests. This is the case in so-called 'Sequence of Tense' effects. In embedded clauses, a
seemingly indexical finite tense is not interpreted independently. Rather, it is bound to the
time of the matrix verb. Accordingly, Kratzer describes these cases as instances of a zero-
tense, a kind of PRO-tense, which needs to be locally bound by the next possible
antecedent. Since there is only one tense per sentence, the next possible binder is the tense
in the matrix clause. At PF, the zero-tense shows morphological agreement with the
antecendent. The best example to illustrate the need for a zero tense comes from a
sentence with a temporal 'de se' reading (cf. Von Stechow 1982), as illustrated in (84a).

(84) a. John thinks that it is 10 o'clock.

b. John thought it was 10 o'clock.

Imagine that sentence (84a) is uttered at eleven o'clock. If the present tense in the
embedded clause was referential, it would refer to the actual present, i.e., eleven o'clock.
In this case, sentence (84a) would mean that John thinks that eleven o'clock is ten o'clock.
This is not the natural interpretation of the sentence. Most likely, John thinks that he is
located at a time, which is ten o'clock, or in Kratzer's words, John "self-locates himself'
at ten o'clock. Kratzer assumes that the embedded tense is an empty tense, which is
controlled by the matrix tense at LF. The zero-tense shows agreement with the matrix verb
in present tense and consequently appears as present itself, (84a). Likewise, if the
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controlling tense is past, the embedded tense appears as past, as illustrated in (84b).
Abusch (1988) has pointed out that in an attitude context an embedded tense is bound by
the matrix tense. Kratzer (1998:13) reformulates Abusch's observation:

(85) Abusch's Constraint

In an attitude context, the highest tense is controlled by the matrix tense.

Kratzer assumes that e.g., the English tense system consists of two indexical tenses PAST
and PRESENT and one zero-tense 0 for embedded contexts.

Let us now look at German. Just like English, the German tense system contains
two indexical tenses PRESENT and PAST as well as one zero tense. Thus the German version
of (84), which is given in (86) is derived in exactly the same way as its English
counterpart. The binding relations in such a structure look like in (87), details omitted. The
present tense in the matrix sentence controls the zero-tense in the embedded clause. As a
consequence of this binding relation, both matrix tense and embedded tense share the
same index and refer to the same time interval. The phonological realization of the zero-
tense is present indicative, in agreement with the matrix verb.

(86) a. Hans glaubt, daB   es  zehn Uhr ist.

H.    believes:PRS  that   it ten o'clock is:PRS
b. Hans glaubte, daB   es   zehn Uhr war.

H.  believed:psT that it ten o'clock was: PST

(87) Structure of (86a) (before movement to C)

TP

Paul            T'

VP                To
[+PRSi] + glaubt

CP       VO
glauben

daB TP
control

es         T'

VP                f

[0 -4 [PRSi] 4 istes zehn Uhr sein

However, Kratzer states that the direct binding between the matrix tense and the
embedded zero-tense holds only at PF. At LF the binding relation is mediated by a binder
index, which is inserted by the semantic of the embedding matrix verb, here the verb to

believe. So the zero-tense picks up the reference by binding through a local antecedent,
which has the same value as the matrix tense. The LF representation of a sentence like
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(86a) looks roughly like in (88). Here I will not go into the details of this representation. 38

This is Kratzer's idea in a nutshell.

(88) [Tp presenti [John think that 1 [·rp 01 [it be 10 o'clock] ] ] ]

Let me now go back to the syntax of epistemic modals. I assume that epistemic modals are
inserted directly in the functional domain of the sentence, which is made up by a Tense
and a Mood projection. Since epistemic modals (though tense marked) are outside the
domain of Tense, I assume that they are directly inserted in the Mood projection of the
clause. They select for a tense node. Assume now that epistemic modals have the lexical
property of selecting for a tense head, which is specified for zero-tense. Unlike Kratzer, I
assume that zero-tenses are possible in matrix clauses. 39,40

Consider now the structure of a main clause with an epistemic modal. The modal is
generated in Mo, selecting for a 0-tense head. The zero-tense head needs to be bound.
Syntactically there is no binder, hence the only way of attributing an interpretation to the
zero-tense is by assuming that the zero-tense is discourse-bound. In the default case, this is
the speaker's here-and-now, leading to the speaker-orientation of epistemic modals. Then
the structure of a sentence like (89a) looks like illustrated in (89b) (before movement of
the subject).

(89) a. Sie muB Flannenco tanzen

she must Flamenco dance
'She must be dancing Flamenco.'

b.                            MP

Spec M'

TP           Mo
----i         -Il- muB

VoiceP                    T
[01]

Sie Flamenco tanzen

The argument is that the epistemic modal can never occur with a past tense in a 'normal'
speaker-bound context, since it selects a zero-tense, which is bound by the speaker's time,

38 This is enough for my purposes here, but note that the LF representation is in fact even more complex.
Kratzer assumes that indexical tenses, in contrast to zero-tense, need to move in order to acquire an index. I
will come back to this point in Chapter 6.
39 Although Kratzer does not spell it out, she needs to make a similar assumption in order to account for
sentences such as (i). Here, the pronoun he refers to the entity of the Smith in the previous sentence. So the
anaphoric pronoun refers to 'salient individual' in the discourse.
(i)          I don't think anybody here is interested in Smith's work. He should not be invited.

(Heim & Kratzer 1998)
40 Also for PRO it has been argued that we find instances of root PRO, cf. Lebeaux (1984:260), who
analyzes sentences such as PRO to know hint is PRO to love him
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the NOW by default. Needless to say that the domain below TP can be extended in almost               I
any way, so that it is possible to insert root modals as well as aspectual auxiliaries; also a
passive infinitive is possible. The restrictions are due to the internal syntax of the semi-
lexical domain and are not directly connected to the syntax of the epistemic modals.

In an embedded context the situation is different, since a structural binder of the
zero tense is always available.41 The epistemic modal is inserted in the embedded Mood-
head selecting for a zero-tense Tense-head. The tense of the matrix verb is an available
binder and will therefore bind the zero-tense, mediated by the binder index in C. Zero-
tense therefore picks up the value of the matrix index (via mediation) and at LF shows
agreement with the matrix tense.

(90) a. Sie    wuBte,  daB ihre Mitbewohner im Theater sein muBten.
she knew that her roommates in-the theater be must:PST:3P.PL

b.             CP

Sie        C'

wuBte MP

•,                       M'& sie

TP Qp
[IND]    4 twuBte

Voicep                   To
[PSTI]

4,                          Voice'

VP Voice'  
-                 [active]1            -

V        CP
twissen

Co         MP
dass 1   agreement

Spec M'

TP           Ef
muB -+ muBten

VoiceP                      T

liSeMitbew.h... 11'l
im Theater sein

41 Also in particular discourse situations such as texts written in narrator's perspective, it is possible that the
zero-tense may be bound by a time that is not the immediate time of the speaker's here-and now.
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Given this elaboration, it is possible to separate the use of epistemic modals in main
clauses from the use of modals in embedded contexts (or discourse bound contexts). The
deictic nature of tense is absent in epistemic modals, since they select for a zero-tense. Yet
since the modal itself is bound to the finite domain, it has deictic character itself and hence
guarantees the speaker-orientation, as long as the sentence is a 'normal' main clause. In an
embedded clause the finite domain is dominated by another finite domain, namely the
finite domain of the matrix sentence. In this case, the zero-tense selected by the epistemic
modal is necessarily bound by the matrix tense, similarly the epistemic modal looses its
speaker-orientation and qualifies either the epistemic state of the matrix subject or some
other plausible individual.

It might be argued that the property of epistemic modal verbs of selecting for a
zero-tense is stipulative. However, it is not unmotivated. In Chapter 6, I will discuss the
properties of the subjunctive mood. It will be argued that subjunctive mood, too, has the
property of selecting for a zero-tense. In other words, neutral indicative mood is the only
category that has the possibility of selecting for an indexical tense. So in a way, epistemic
modals function like a subjunctive, both from a semantic point of view (qualifying the
speaker' s attitude)  and from a syntactic point  of view (inserted in MoodP and selecting for
a zero-tense). It will be shown in Chapter 6 that epistemic modals and mood features are
not interpreted compositionally. I take this as an indication that both function in the same
way: qualifying the speaker's attitude towards the proposition. In Chapter 6 I will come
back to the function of the subjunctive in more detail.

In this subsection, I have discussed the syntax of epistemic modal verbs. I have shown that
epistemic modals are best analyzed as functional auxiliaries, which are directly inserted in
the functional domain of the sentences. This assumption can account for the fact that
epistemic modals do not occur in non-finite form. The non-agentive nature also explains
the absence of imperatives. It was observed that epistemic modals escape a temporal
interpretation and are hence outside the scope of tense. I argued therefore that German
epistemic modal verbs are inserted directly in a Mood head above TP. Epistemic modals
always select for a zero-tense head in the sense of Kratzer (1998). This accounts for the
defective finite paradigm, since epistemic modals allow the combination with the past
tense only if the past tense is the surface realization of an underlying zero-tense, hence a
non-referential tense.

Finally, it was argued that epistemic modals fulfill the same function as the
subjunctive - namely qualifying the speaker's commitment to the truth of the proposition.
In fact, it can be argued that subjunctive mood is a kind of grammaticalization of
epistemic modality. The mood head bears therefore not only the subjunctive marking, but
also the modals themselves. Remember that it was argued in Chapter 2, that the Mood
head also bears the feature ASSERTION (which represent finiteness) and hence also the
agreement features. All in all, Mood has the fundamental function of hosting the following
features:
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(91) Mood

ASSERTION subjunctive/ epistemic modals
indicative

It should be highlighted again that these features are not in complementary distribution but
can be instantiated morphologically in one single element.

3.5.3 Summary
In this section, I have shown that it is most appropriate from a syntactic perspective to
distinguish between three types of modals. The modal types are associated with different
functions in the verbal domain. Dynamic modals function as normal transitive verbs and
are best analyzed as verbs within the core VP. In contrast, deontic modals function as
verbal modifiers of eventualities and are consequently analyzed as semi-lexical elements.
Finally, epistemic modal verbs qualify the speaker's attitude. They are bound to the deictic
center and as a consequence are analyzed as inflectional elements.

At several points it was emphasized that the two-way distinction between root
modals is an approximate one and that root modals fluctuate considerably in meaning and
function, a fact that makes clear syntactic classifications difficult. Yet I believe that the
distinction between lexical and semi-lexical modal verbs is helpful as a heuristic.
Moreover, it allows us to draw a parallel with the nominal domain, for which Van
Riemsdijk has shown that nouns waver between a lexical, referential and a semi-lexical,
modifying function.

3.6 Conclusions
It this chapter, I looked at the syntax and semantics of modal constructions in German. My
main intention was to show that epistemic modal verbs behave syntactically differently
from root modals. In Section 3.2, I argued that epistemic modal verbs differ from root
modals with respect to subject-orientation, but not with respect to temporal orientation. I
repeated well-known arguments that show that epistemic modal verbs never assign a theta-
role to the subject. Moreover, I argued that epistemic modal verbs, in contrast to root
modals, can only embed an extended verbal projection. Subsequently, I looked at the
morphosyntactic properties of modal verbs. I showed that not all forms of the verbal

paradigm are compatible with an epistemic reading. Some forms, for instance the past
indicative form, are only acceptable in epistemic reading under very specific conditions. I
argued that these properties can be accounted for by assuming that epistemic modals, in
contrast to root modals, are generated directly in the functional domain of the sentence,
i.e., in INFL.
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I also discussed the syntax of root modals and suggested distinguishing also
syntactically between deontic modals and dynamic modals. Whereas the former were
analyzed as verbal modifiers and hence as auxiliaries of the semi-lexical domain, the
dynamic modals were argued to be 'normal' transitive main verbs. Yet it was also pointed
out that this divide is far less clear cut than the epistemic-root distinction; root modals
show a considerable amount of wavering - a problem for all syntactic analyses of modal
verbs.

In the next chapter I will show that the properties characteristic for epistemic
modals are also typical for the German future construction werden + infinitive. I will
therefore show that the incorporation of the future auxiliary into the class of modal verbs
is necessary from a syntactic perspective.



4  A modal approach to werden + infinitive

4.1 Introduction
In the previous chapter, I discussed semantic and syntactic aspects of modal verbs in
German. In this chapter, I will argue that the class of modal verbs should be extended with
another verb, the future auxiliary werden. I will show that syntactic considerations in
particular enforce such an analysis. First, I will give a general introduction to the German
future construction. In Section 4.2, various ways of analyzing werden as a future auxiliary
will be discussed. I show that most of these analyses have flaws, which can be overcome
by assuming a modal approach. In Section 4.3, such a modal approach to werden will be
introduced. I will show that werden shares many properties of epistemic modal verbs as
they were discussed in Chapter 3.

The German future construction is a periphrastic construction that consists of the finite
auxiliary werden 'will' (lit. 'become') and a bare infinitival complement, as illustrated in
(1). The future construction conveys that the eventuality expressed by the infinitival
predicate is located in a time interval that follows the Speech Time. The most
straightforward approach to the future construction, therefore, attributes the posteriority
information of the future construction directly to the auxiliary. It is assumed that the
auxiliary introduces some reference time in the future at which the proposition is claimed
to hold. A paraphrase of a future sentence like (la) is given in (lb). It is, however, a well-
established fact in the literature on German, that a sentence like (la) can have a second
reading on which the construction does not express a future but rather a present
orientation. In this case the speaker conveys that she is not expressing a fact but rather a
guess or hypothesis about the present. This latter reading is called the modal reading of the
future construction; the paraphrase is given in (lc).

( 1)            a.         Judith wird Flamenco tanzen.
J. will Flamenco dance
'Judith will dance Flamenco.'

b. 3< [t' >t=S]A l Flamenco dance (J)1 at (t')
There is a time t'  such that t' follows the Speech Time t and p is true at t'.

c. 3 t[t=S]A O[ Flamenco dance (J)1 at (t)
There is a time t such that t is simultaneous with the Speech Time and it is possible
that p is true at t.

It is obvious that the second reading challenges the view that the posteriority information
of the future construction is expressed by the presence of the auxiliary werden. In other
words, are we dealing with a temporal or with a modal construction? The problem is not
new. The double status of this construction has led to a flood of literature arguing either
for or against the temporal/modal approach to the werden + infinitive construction.
Saltveit (1962) argues that werden is a genuinely ambiguous element. Vater (1975), Fuchs
(1988), Janssen (1989), and Kratzer (1981) argue for a modal approach, whereas
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Fabricius-Hansen (1986), Comrie (1985), Ballweg (1988, 1989), Zeller (1994), Klein
(1994),  and Von Stechow (1999) argue  for a temporal analysisl. It should be noted  that
most accounts are motivated by semantic considerations and only peripherally mention the
syntactic implementation (for exceptions see Zeller 1994, Von Stechow 1999). In the next
Section I will look at some of these approaches in more detail, but first let me briefly
recapitulate some basic properties of the construction.

It was mentioned that werden functions as an indicator of future contexts. That raises the
question of whether a future context requires the presence of werden. For German this is
certainly not the case. Generally, the present tense can fulfill this task provided a temporal
adverb is present (2b). In fact, this is the unmarked way of referring to future events.

(2) a. Nachstes Jahr  werde   ich in die Karibik fahren.
next year will I    in the Caribbean   go

'Next year, I'll go to the Caribbean.'
b. Nachstes Jahr  fahre ich in die Karibik.

next year go I    in the Caribbean

'Next year I'll go to the Caribbean.'

The presence of werden in clearly future contexts is not required. Moreover, in some
obviously future contexts the use of werde,1 is even excluded, as shown in (3).

(3)      a.     Am  Wochenende wird Katharina dreiBig Jahre alt sein.
..

at-the weekend will K. thirty years   old   be
'In the weekend, K. will be thirty.'

b. *Morgen wird es Donnerstag sein.
tomorrow will it Thursday be

99c.  Am Mittwoch werde ich Geburtstag haben.

on Wednesday will I birthday have

'On Wednesday it'11 be my birthday.'

Furthermore, syntactically speaking, the werden construction shows some rather peculiar
properties. One characteristic of werde,i is that it can only be used as finite verb form. In
the complement of a modal verb (4a) or in a present/past perfect construction (4b),
temporal werden is absolutely impossible.

(4)  a. *Julia soll punktlich kommen werden.
J. shall on-time come Will

'J. must come on time.'
b.  *Julia ist punktlich kommen geworden.

J.   is on time come would:PRT
'J. would come on time.'

It should be noted that the same discussion is found in other Germanic languages such as English or Dutch
(for Dutch see Ebeling 1962, Janssen 1989 and others, for English, i.a. En  1996) The discussion is certainly
more obvious for these languages, since the future auxiliary is clearly a modal verb, namely will in English
and zullen 'willl' in Dutch. Note that in Dutch, the original root modal meaning of zullen 'shall' is lost, yet
clearly zullen is the counterpart of shall in English or sollen'shall' in German. So the modal root is evident.
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The third peculiarity of the werden + infinitive construction is an asymmetry with respect
to the Past Tense in indicative vs. subjunctive verb form. With indicative mood marking,
the verb werden in temporal use allows only a present tense form but no past tense form,
as the contrast (5a) vs. (5b) shows. On the other hand, with subjunctive mood marking
both the present and the past tense form exist, cf. (5c) and (5d).

(5)   a.  Es wird schneien.
it will:PRS.IND snow

b. *Es wurde schneien.
it would:PST. IND snow

c.  (Sie sagt) Es werde schneien.
(she says) it will:PRS.SUB snow

d.  Es warde schneien.
it would:PST.SUB snow

Neither of these two properties are morphological idiosyncrasies of the verb werden,
which becomes clear from the fact that other uses of the verb such as the passive auxiliary
and main verb/copula use allow the infinitival form (6a) as well as the Past Tense in
indicative (6b).

(6)    a. Sie Will getragen werden.

she wants carried be:PASS
'She wants to be carried.'

b. Sie wurde rot und verschwand.
she  became  red and disappeared
'She blushed and disappeared.'

It seems justified to treat these properties as primarily syntactic characteristics particular to
the werden + infinitive construction. Equipped with this basic knowledge about the
werden construction, let us now examine in more detail the various accounts proposed in
the literature. First, I will present three ways of looking at werden as a temporal element in
Section 4.2. In Section 4.3, I will consider a modal approach and outline my own proposal.

4.2 Temporal Analyses
In this section, I will present three different ways of analyzing the werden + infinitive
construction as a temporal construction. In the first approach, the werden construction is
considered to be a mirror image of the past tense. Proponents of such a theory assume that
the German language has a tripartite tense-system comprising the present tense, which
refers to the here-and-now, the past tense, which refers to a time before the here-and-now,
and the future tense, which refers to the time after the here-and-now. An approach like this
is strictly symmetrical. It is assumed that the past and future time intervals are mirrored
around the Speech Time. Since the past tense and present tense are often classified as
absolute tensesz,I will refer to such an approach as the symmetric absolute-tense approach

2 As opposed to the perfect tense, which is considered to be a relative tense, cf. Chapter 2.
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to German werden.
Prornents of such an approach are among others Fabricius-Hansen

(1986) and Klein (1994) .
A different approach to werden has been proposed by Von Stechow (1999), who

also assumes that werden is a temporal element. However, in his approach, werden does

not mirror an absolute tense, but a relative tense. More precisely, he proposes that werden

constitutes the future correlate of the perfect construction. I will refer to this approach as

the symmetric relative -tense approach to werden.

A third way of approaching the future construction has been proposed by Thieroff
(1992) and Zeller (1994). These authors focus on the temporal aspects of the werden

construction, but point out problems with a symmetric temporal analysis of the future

construction. In order to circumvent these problems, they suggest that the future forms a

(non-symmetric) independent temporal category. I will call this approach the independent-

tense approach to werden.

In the following sections, I want to look in more detail at the semantic and syntactic

implications of these three competing analyses and I will show that these existing

approaches cannot account for the syntactic and semantic properties of the werden

+infinitive construction. It must be noted, however, that tense semantics seems to be one

of the best studied fields within semantic theory. Consequently, there are many different
ways of approaching the problem of tense in natural language. Accounts differ in whether

they assume that tense is represented in natural language as an operator (following Prior

1967), as a referential entity (following Partee 1973, Kratzer 1998), or as a dyadic
predicate (cf. Stowell 1996, Demirdache & Uribe-Etxebarria 1998). Although this issue is

a very interesting topic in itself, I will not go into the question of what is the most
appropriate way of representing time and tense in natural language, but will only consider

the different implications that are made for an analysis of the werden-construction. The

reader is referred to Fabricius-Hansen (1991) for a concise overview.

4.2.1 The Future as a Symmetric Absolute Future

4.2.1.1 Two proposals
Fabricius-Hansen (1986) and Klein (1994) (and many others) suggest that the werden-

construction constitutes the future counterpart of the past tense. This means that the

semantic and syntactic nature of these two constructions is basically the same. This is in

fact the standard position in temporal semantics and it has also been suggested for other

languages (e.g., for English by Stowell 1996, Demirdache & Uribe-Etxebarria 1998).

Fabricius-Hansen (1986)
Fabricius-Hansen assumes that the absolute temporal information of a sentence is
expressed by means of temporal operators that take scope over the tenseless proposition.

3 Here I am not concerned with the differences of how exactly the past tense is represented in the semantic

structure.
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According to Fabricius-Hansen, the German absolute tense system knows three tense

operators, present (PRES), past (PAST), and future (FUT). The semantic representation of
the sentences in (7) is given under (7') on the right hand side.

(7)  a. Laura gewinnt (7') a. PRES (Laura gewinnen)
L.     wins                                   (L.    win)

b. Laura gewann b. PAST (Laura gewinnen)
L.         won

c. Laura wird gewinnen c.   FUT (Laura gewinnen)
L. will win

It was mentioned above that werden only occurs as a finite verb form. Other temporal
operators like the past operator only occur in finite form as well. This can be inferred from
the   fact that German   does   not have 'past-infinitives',   i.e.,   a   past   stem with infinitival
morphology,  such as *schliefen:INF 'to *Slept:INF'. This suggests  that  also  the past tense
can only occur as a finite verb form. Fabricius-Hansen concludes that non-finite forms
never contain tense operators and hence attributes the 'finite-only' property of future and
past tense to their status as a temporal operator. The fact that the latter is a bound
morpheme, whereas the former is a free morpheme is no problem from a theoretical point
of view. Temporal operators are always finite operators, which implies that non-finite verb
forms can never express absolute temporal information (but see Stowell 1982, who argues

against such a view).
The null hypothesis is that each sentence contains only one finite tense operator.

So the temporal operators are mutually exclusive. How does Fabricius-Hansen account for
the present-oriented reading of werden? She assumes that the modal meaning of werden is
a derived notion. Temporal werden can - in certain contexts - be interpreted as modal.
Important is that the process of 'modalizing' the future reading is purely dependent on
context information and does not effect the inherent temporal nature of werden.

Fabricius-Hansen's argument in favor of a temporal basis of werden stems
basically from a comparison with the present tense. She argues that werden and present
tense are equally grammatical in sentences like (8), provided these sentences are uttered at
some time before April 10, 1976. If, however, the sentences are uttered at any time after
April 10, 1976, i.e., if we turn the sentences into a historic present, only (8b) is fine and
(Sa) is not acceptable.4 In the same vein, the occurrence of werden with a past time
adverbial is ungrammatical, unlike the simple present tense (9).

4 That does not mean that werden is unacceptable in the contexts of the historic present in general, as
example (10) below shows. I think the unacceptability stems from the time adverbial am 10. April. which
Suggests that the eventuality takes place in that time interval.
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(8)     a.    Am 10. April 1976 wird der BundesauBenminister zunn

on 10 April 1976 will the minister of foreign affairs to-the

Ministerrat der EWG nach    Brussel ( . . . ) fahren.

Council of Ministers of-the EEC to Brussels   (...)    go
'On April  10,  1976, the minister of foreign affairs will attend the Council of Ministers
of the EEC in Brussels.'

b.     Am 10. April 1976 fdhrt der BundesauBenminister zum
on April 10, 1976 goes the minister of foreign affairs to-the

Ministerrat der     EWG nach Brussel   (...).
Council of Ministers of-the EEC to Brussels  ( . . . )
'On April  10,  1976, the minister of foreign affairs will attend the Council of Ministers
of the EEC in Brussels.'

(9)       a.     Vor zwei Tagen kommt    Hans     zu   mir    rein    und    sagt,  daB...
before two days comes H. to    me      in        and     says   that...

'Two days ago, Hans enters my room and says...'
b.   *Vor zwei Tagen wird     Hans  zu mir reinkommen und sagen,   daB...

before two days will  H. to me enter and say that...

Intended:  'Two days ago Hans will enter my room and  say...'
(Fabricius-Hansen  1986: 144)

Similarly, Fabricius-Hansen adduces the often-cited example (10) to show that in true
historic present contexts, the werden construction cannot be replaced by the simple
present.

(10) Im Dezember 1790 wird J.-F.Champollion geboren. 1801 holt ihn
in december 1790 is:PASS J-F. Ch. be-born. 1801 takes him
sein Bruder nach Grenoble und Libernimmt seine Erziehung.
his brother to Grenoble and   takes care of his education.

'In December 1970, J-F. Champollion is born. 1801 his brother takes him to Grenoble
and takes care of his education.'

a. Er wird viel fur den Familiennamen leisten.

he will much   for the family name achieve
'He will achieve much for the name of the family.'

b. *Er leistet viel fir den Familiennamen.

he    achieves  much   for the family name
(Fabricius-Hansen 1986:145)

Fabricius-Hansen concludes that the future construction restricts the temporal
interpretation in a very different way from the present tense. More precisely, she
concludes that werden restricts the context to a future-oriented context. In this function
werden resembles the past tense, which also restricts the validity of the proposition to a
past interval. So both werden and past tense fulfill similar semantic functions.

Two facts cast serious doubt on this conclusion. First, notice that the same context
restriction occurs with modal verbs such as Unnen, mussen etc., as shown in (11).

(11)     a.    ??Vor zwei Tagen     kann     Hans     zu mir reinkommen und sagen,   daB...
before two days can H.  to me enter and say that...

'Two days ago, Hans can enter (my room) and say that...'
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b.  ??Vor zwei Tagen muB Hans zu mir reinkommen und    sagen,   daB...

before two days must H.  to me enter and say that...

'Two days ago, Hans must enter (my room) and say that...'

Some speakers do not find the sentences completely bad, but clearly they are not easily
acceptable. Note that the interpretation assigned to the sentences in (11) is usually a
deontic interpretation. The picture gets more complicated if we try to construe them with
an epistemic modal reading. In the following two examples I have tried to set up a context
that favors an epistemic reading. Although the context indicates what the intended
meaning is, the corresponding modal sentences in (a) are not grammatical. In fact, an
episternic interpretation in historic present seems to be absolutely impossible.

(12) Vor zwei Tagen will ich Tina besuchen. Ich stehe schon vor ihrer Tur und sehe, daB

die Lichter aus sind:
'Two days ago, I want to visit Tina. I am standing in front of her door and realize that
the lights are switched off:'

a. *Vor zwei Tagen kann sie nicht zu Hause sein.

before two days can she not at home be
'Two days ago, she could not be at home.'

(13) Letzte Wochen sind platzlich die Wolken so dunkel:

'Last week, suddenly the clouds  are  so dark:'
a. *Letzte Woche muB es Regen geben.

last week must it rain give

'Last week it must have been the case that it started to rain.'

Nevertheless, one does not conclude on the basis of (11), (12) or (13) that modal verbs are
primarily temporal expressions. So the fact that werden restricts the context to a future
context is not necessarily due to its temporal status but rather to independent factors also
associated with modals.

Second, also sentence (1Ob), repeated here as (14a), requires some more comment.
In this context, the simple present is not sufficient to yield the required future
interpretation. However, it is not the case that the future context here necessarily requires
the presence of werden. It was shown above that the present tense can replace the werden-
construction only if the sentence contains a future time adverbial. So (14a) is not the
relevant test case, but rather (14b), where the future time adverbial renders the use of
werden superfluous. Moreover, it is in these constructions in particular that the presence of
a modal verb is very common, namely the modal verb sollen (14c). And yet again the
conclusion is not that sollen is temporal in nature.

(14) a. #Er leistet viel fur den Familiennamen.

he  achieves  much   for the family name
b.  Er leistet spater viel for den Familiennamen.

he later achieves  much   for the family name
c.       Er soll viel fur den Familiennamen leisten.

he shall  much   for the family name achieve
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From the discussion above, we may conclude that the temporal status of werden does not
follow as a necessary consequence from the data considered by Fabricius-Hansen (1986).

Klein  ( 1994)
Klein also points out that the future has the same function as the past tense, although in
contrast to Fabricius-Hansen he does not exploit an operator approach to temporal
representations. Klein follows Reichenbach (1947) and describes tenses as the relation
between different abstract times. As mentioned in Chapter 2, true TENSE Only describes the
relation between the Speech Time and the Topic Time, whereas ASPECT describes the
relation between the Topic Time and the Event Time.5 The relation between for instance
Speech Time and Topic Time can be a relation of at /before I   after.

Like Fabricius-Hansen, Klein assumes that every finite sentence has only one tense
node: Crucially, future and past morphemes compete for the single tense node in a
sentence. This of course implies that they can never cooccur. To support this claim, Klein
states that there are actually two ways of referring to a future eventuality, either by a future
tense or by a prospective aspect, in English instantiated as Will future or going-to future,

respectively. An important criterion in differentiating between prospective aspect and
future tense is whether the construction allows the overt expression of a past tense
morpheme. Consider for instance the future tense in French. It is either synthetic (15a) or
analytic, consisting of aller 'to go' + infinitive, as in (15b&c).

(15) a. Jean viendra.

Jean comes:FUT

b. Jean va venir.

Jean goes coming
'Jean is going to come.'

c. Jean allait venir

J. went come
'Jean was going to come.'

According to Klein, the fact that the auxiliary aller in (15c) can appear in past tense form
allait 'went' shows that this construction is a prospective aspect rather than a tense. In
contrast to the French periphrastic construction, the German werden construction is clearly             I
a temporal construction, since werden + infinitive is acceptable in present tense but not in
past tense, as shown in (16).

Klein uses his own terminology and talks about the Time of Utterance (TU), an equivalent of
Reichenbach's (1947) Speech Time, Situation Times (SitT), identifiable as Reichenbach's Event Time,
Topic Time as the time for which the claim is argued to hold (cf. Chapter 2). Demirdache & Uribe-
Etxebarria (1998) transpose Klein's insights into a syntactic framework. They assume that tense and aspect
are dyadic predicates that take temporal arguments as their arguments. The exact execution of their program
is not of interest here, what is of interest here is that they assume that the temporal head can be specified by
three features, namely at, before, and aDer. So here, again, we find a symmetric three-partite tense system
6 In contrast aspect recursion has to be allowed in his system.
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(16) a. Hans wird kommen.
H. will:IND.PRS Come

b. *Hans wurde kommen.
H.   would:IND.PST come

The standard assumption is that sentences like (16b) were fully acceptable in older stages
of German, approximately until the sixteenth century. This indicates, according to Klein,
that the werden-construction underwent a diachronic change from an aspectual to a purely
temporal construction. Klein's observation, though correct for the indicative paradigm,
runs into trouble when looking at the subjunctive forms, where both present and past
forms still exist, as shown in (17a). But the French conditional can also be analyzed as a
combination of a future stem and a past agreement morpheme (17b), cf. Fleischmann
(1995) or Iatridou (1998). And similarly the combination of the English future morpheme
Will with a past tense yields a conditional auxiliary (17c).

(17) a. German: wurde:PST.SUB -)   werdenFUT + PST +SUB

b. French: viendrais +  viendrfur + -aisPST
s/he would come

c. English: would -4  willl'UT +PST

These data show that Klein's observation do only hold for indicative contexts. As soon the
construction is modalized in one way or another (subjunctive, conditional), the future
construction is compatible (at least morphologically) with past morphemes.

Summing up, in the preceding paragraphs I have briefly introduced two suggestions of
how to treat the German future construction as the mirror image of the past tense. I also
discussed why the motivation for the 'absolute symmetric' analysis of werden given by
Fabricius-Hansen or Klein is problematic. Nevertheless, it has not been excluded yet that
the future functions as a mirror of the past tense. Supposing that this view is correct,
despite my arguments above, it is expected that future and past tense show a number of
syntactic and semantic parallels. I will now go through a short comparison between the
werden-construction and the past tense and show that they do not exhibit parallels that
justify such a mirror approach.

4.2.1.2 Comparing werden and the past tense
In this subsection I will argue that the past tense does not show any of the properties
characteristic to the werden-construction. Subsequently, I will prove that vice versa,
werden does not share the properties typical of the past tense.

The basic properties of the werden-construction do not find a parallel in the past tense.
First, recall that the simple present tense can replace the future provided the sentence
contains a future-oriented adverbial (cf. example (2) above). As (18) shows, the present
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tense cannot replace the past tense in the appropriate environment,7 without changing the

style of the sentence. In fact (18b) is acceptable but it is a stylistically marked
construction, namely the historic present (cf. the discussion above).

( 18) a. Letztes Jahr fuhr ich in die Karibik.

last year went I in the Caribbean

'Last year, I went to the Caribbean.'
b. #Letztes Jahr fahre ich in die Karibik.

last year go I       in the Caribbean

'Last year, I went to the Caribbean.'

Whereas the past tense is indispensable, werden can be left out in the appropriate context.
It could be objected that (18) illustrates properties of the present tense rather than
illustrating the contrast between future and past. Although that is partially true, it does not
defeat the point; the fact being that present and future are somehow 'closer together' than
the past and the present tense.

Remember that the presence of werden was excluded in certain main clause
contexts which express future orientation (examples (3) above). This happened to be in the
context of 'scheduled' events or events that are 'inevitable' (such as sequence of days,
years, etc.). Scheduled events in the past, however, do require the presence of the past
tense, as (19) illustrates.

(19) a. Gestern war /*ist Donnerstag.

yesterday was /*is Thursday
b. Letztes Wochenende  war /*bin  ich noch dreiBig Jahre  alt.

last weekend was /*am I Still thirty years old

'Last  weekend,  I was still thirty years  old.'

A similar difference can be found in subordinate clauses, as was pointed out by Vater

(1975). Whereas Past Tense is always required in past oriented subordinate clauses, the
werden-construction is not acceptable in future-oriented subordinate clauses. Certain
subordinate clauses express futurity. This can be due to the semantic nature of these

sentences (purpose clauses, conditionals, or wishes), but also to a temporal conjunction
that inherently introduces a future context. In the following we will see that a subordinate
clause with a future-oriented conjunction does not allow or 'accept' the presence of the
werden-construction. In all cases the preferred option is the plain Present Tense:

7 Note, however, that the Present Perfect is possible in this context:

(i)  Letztes Jahr  bin   ich in die Karibik gefahren
Last    year am  I   to the Caribbean gone
'Last  year,  I  went to the Caribbean.'

8  In the literature, these sentences  are not unquestioned. Steube  ( 1980) marks  (2Ob) as grammatical,  but  the

native speakers I asked (including myself) do not agree with her judgment. This sentence is definitely
ungrammatical. It seems to be a common property of temporal subordinate clauses that they do not allow the
presence of a future marker, seeing that the same is true for Dutch. English and French and according to

Comrie (1989) many more languages.
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(20) a. Sobald der Vater nach Hause kommt, essen wir Abendbrot.
as soon as the father at home comes eat we dinner

b. *Sobald der Vater nach Hause kommen wird, essen wir Abendbrot.
as soon as the father at home come will eat we dinner

'As soon as the father comes home, we have dinner.'

(21) a. Bis   der Chef kommt, spielen    wir    noch eine Runde Skat.
until the boss comes play we     yet        a game of skat

b.   *Bis   der Chef kommen wird, spielen    wir    noch eine Runde Skat.
until the boss come Will Play we      yet         a game of skat

'Until the boss comes, we will play another game of skat.'
(Thieroff 1992: 128)

So in a future-oriented subordinate clause, the future tense is not acceptable. If, however, a
conjunction sets up a past context, the past tense is obligatory and cannot be replaced by
the present tense. The temporal conjunction als 'when' introduces a past context and
consequently requires a verb in the past tense; here the use of the present tense is
illegitimate, as the contrast between (22a) and (22b) shows.9

(22) a. Als die Ullr sechs Uhr schlug, zundeten    wir die Kerzen  an.
when the clock six o'clock struck,    lit we the candles on
'When the clock struck six, we lit the candles.'

b. *Als die Uhr sechs Uhr schlagt,   zunden    wir die Kerzen    an.
when the clock six o'clock strikes, light we the candeles   on

Both scheduled main clauses and temporal subordinate clauses support the claim that past
and future tense do not show symmetrical semantic behavior.

To conclude this section let us have a look at two well-known effects in the
temporal semantics of past tense: the Sequence of Tense effect (SOT) and the Double
Access Reading (DAR). How does werden behave with respect to these two effects?

Sequence  of Tense  effect
If a verb in the past tense is embedded under a matrix verb in the past tense like in (23),
the sentence can have two different readings. On the first reading the time of saying,
which is before Speech Time, and the time of being tired coincide, as illustrated in (24a).
On the second reading, the time of being tired precedes the time of saying, which in turn
precedes the Speech Time. We call this reading a 'shifted reading'. This effect is called the
Sequence of Tense effect (SOT).

9 Note that this is in contrast to the conjunction wenn 'when', which allows either present or past verbs, as
illustrated in (i) and (ii).
(i)  Wenn die Uhr sechs schlagt, zunden wir die Kerzen an.

When the clock strikes six, we light the candles
(ii) Wenn die Uhr sechs schlug, zundeten wir die Kerzen an.

When the clock struck six, we lit the candles
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(23) a. Jane said that she was tired.
b. Jane sagte, daB sie mode war.

(24) a.
SpeecA Timesaying &'being tired

b.          1            1
being tired saying spee  Time

Now consider the werden-construction and its English counterpart, the will-future in (25).
Neither the English nor the German construction shows a SOT effect. The constructions
are not ambiguous as regards to a simultaneous or a shifted reading, instead only the
shifted interpretation in (26b) is possible.

(25) a. Jane will say that she will be tired.
b.    Jane wird sagen daB sie mude sein wird.

(26) a.
*

Speech  ime                               Isaying & being tired

b.          1 1
Minl, uredSpeech Time saying

Comparing (23) to (25) shows that the future does not show the same semantic behavior as

the past tense. The absence of a SOT effect in the werden/will + infinitive construction
suggests that 'something else' is going on.

Double Access Reading (DAR)
If a verb in the present tense is embedded under a verb in the past tense, as illustrated in

(27), the sentence gets an ambiguous interpretation. From three logical possible scenarios

for the interpretation of (27) only two are possible, as shown in (28).

(27) a. John said that Mary is ill.
b. Hans sagte daB Maria krank ist.

(28) a. 1      |
saying Speech Tint & being ill

b.
1 Spe,1, T.rne

saying

XX.X.XXXX.X.XXX.XXXXX

x = time ofbeing ill

C. * 1
saying & being ill Speech|Ti,™

The reading in (28c) where Mary's being ill is true only at the time of Peter's saying

cannot be obtained. The fact that the speech time has to be accessed in both licit
interpretations has been described as the 'double access reading' (DAR). The speech time
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has to be accessed twice - once for evaluating the time of the main verb, saying, and a
second time for evaluating the time of the embedded verb, here 'being ill'. In comparison
to the present-under-past-tense sentences we will now look at the similar sentence with
werden and its English counterpart (29). As the time lines in (30) show, all three
possibilities are licit. This suggests that a present tense under a future construction does
not necessarily require a second access of the speech time. It is accessed only once for the
evaluation of the time of saying, it can, but need not be accessed a second time for the
evaluation of the being ill event.

(29) a. John will claim that Mary is ill.
b.    Hans wird behaupten, daB Maria krank ist.

(30) a. Speec  Time                         Isaying & being ill

b. ---1----------------- ----------
Speech Time saying

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

x = time of being ill

C.                                             .lingSpeech Time   being i11

We saw that werden does not follow the standard SOT pattern and does not show the
standard DAR pattern either. Again this supports our claim that the future tense is different
in nature from the past tense.

4.2.1.3 Summary
Summing up, Table 1 lists the properties of werden + infinitive construction discussed in
this subsection and contrast them with the properties of the past tense.

Table 1: Properties of werden in comparison to the past tense
werden past tense

ambiguous yes no

obligatory no yes

influenced by aktionsart yes no

impossible in certain contexts yes no

SOT no yes

DAR no yes

finite-only yes d.n.a./ no

indicative/subiunctive asymmetry. yes d.n.a./ no

So far, I have only given a rough comparison between the future construction and the past
tense, but already we can conclude that the werden-construction is very different in nature
from the past tense construction. Therefore, it is justified to reject any theory that treats
werden as a mirror image of the past tense.
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4.2.2 The Future as a Symmetric 6 Relative Future'
Von Stechow (1999) proposes a semantically very plausible analysis of the German future
construction. to He argues    that the future tense    is a mirror image    of the perfect
construction. Following Partee (1973) and Kratzer (1998), Von Stechow assumes that, in
German, only the present and past tense are deictic, i.e., referential in the sense that they
denote a contextually determined time interval. Future and perfect are also temporal but

11.12non-deictic constructions and are relative tenses.
The approach crucially relies on the assumption that werden fulfills the same

semantic and syntactic function as haben/sein 'to have/be'.13 So it is predicted that the two
types of auxiliaries show similar syntactic and semantic behavior. A closer look at the
data, however, shows that such a position is hard to maintain - especially from a syntactic
perspective. First, I will outline the gist of Von Stechow's approach, subsequently, I will
test the predictions made by his proposal

4.2.2.1 A brief outline of the proposal
Von Stechow's goal is to develop a theory of the present/past perfect construction and the
future tense that is not relational in the sense of a Reichenbachian tense semantics.
Relational approaches follow the original Reichenbachian formalization and assume that
the perfect locates the Event Time (IE) before the Reference Time (R), whereas the future
locates the Event Time after the Reference Time, as illustrated in (31).

(31) Perfect: E_R,S

Future: S,R_E

In both cases, the Reference Time is simultaneous with the Speech Time (S), however, the
Reference Time/Speech Time is excluded from the perfect/future interval. It has been
shown that this formulation of the perfect is too strict, since under certain conditions, the
Reference Time has to be included in the perfect interval. This is the case if a sentence

I0 Von Stechow is a proponent of the polysemous approach to werden, which means that he assumes the
existence of two independent but homophonous auxiliaries werden. His analysis only accounts for temporal
werden.
" The reader must not confuse 'relative' tense with 'relational' tense. The term 'relational' tense is usually
used to refer to theories of tense in the Reichenbachian sense, i.e., a concept of tense that expresses a tense

by means of RELATIONS between the abstract times, such as Event Time and the Reference Time etc. in
contrast to operator approaches.
I 2 Von Stechow actually suggests distinguishing between three different types of tenses: deictic, relative and
empty tense. Empty tense is a sort of PRO-tense, which only appears in embedded contexts. It will not be
considered here.
13 It should be noted that not all scholars agree that the perfect construction is indeed a temporal
construction. Klein (1994). Demirdache & Uribe-Etxebarria (1998) assume that we are dealing with an
aspectual construction. For our present discussion this difference is not of crucial importance.
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contains a stative predicate and a quantificational time adverbial like iniiner 'always', as
sentence (32) shows.

(32) Du hast immer gute Leute gehabt.

you have always good people had

'You have always had good people.'
(Von Stechow 1999:88)

Since (32) contains a present perfect, the Reference Time is the Speech Time or the NOW.
Sentence (32) implies that the addressee has had good people in the past but moreover it is
also implied that s/he still has good people. So notably the NOW is included in the time
interval that we are talking about. Following Iatridou et al. (to appear), Von Stechow calls
this reading the U-Perfect, where U stands for universal. This reading is universal because
it is the implication that for all subintervals of the perfect interval it is true that the
addressee has good people. A different interpretation arises for the so-called E-Perfect
(where E stands for existential) as it manifests itself in a sentence like (33). Sentence (33)
implies that there were two single eventualities of being in Austin during the whole of the
perfect interval, the Speech Time being neither ex- nor included so she could or could not
be in Austin at the Speech Time.

(33) Paula ist zweimal in Austin gewesen.
P. is twice in Austin been

'Paula has been to Austin twice.'

Von Stechow argues that the same effect can be observed for the future tense.

Accordingly, he talks about U- versus E-Future. The U-Future in (34a) states that for all
subintervals of the future interval including the Speech Time it is true that the addressee
has good people. In contrast the E-Future in (34b) states that at some subinterval of the
future interval it will be true that the speaker loses his/her fountain pen.

(34) a. Du wirst immer gute Leute haben.

you will always good people have
'You will always have good people.'

b. Ich werde diesen Fuller verlieren.
I will this fountain-pen lose

'I will  lose this fountain pen.'

The crucial argument is that neither the U-Perfect nor the U-Future time interval excludes
the Speech Time, a fact that is inherent in the standard relational approaches. Crucially,
Von Stechow's analysis considers the fact that the Reference Time constitutes a part of the
perfecUfuture time interval. But how is the perfect/future interval determined? Von
Stechow assumes that it is the auxiliary which introduces the perfect/future interval. The
auxiliary itself bears deictic tense information, namely either present or past tense, which
in turn establishes  a  kind of 'reference  time'. The perfect/future interval is considered  to
be an extension of this reference time to either the past or the future. Following McCoard
(1978), Von Stechow calls the time interval introduced by a perfect or a future auxiliary
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the 'ExtendedNow' (XN).14 The XN interval stretches out to both sides of the deictic
'reference  time'.  In  the  case  of the perfect construction,  the XN stretches  into  the  past  ('to

the left', if we think of a time axis) and establishes a XNP (P for past) interval with the
auxiliary as the marker of the right edge of the interval. Likewise, the future auxiliary
introduces a time interval that stretches into the future (XNF) or to the right of the deictic
'reference time'. Again, the auxiliary itself constitutes the edge of the future interval, but
in this case the left edge. 15

The question now arises what the nature of these relative tenses is. Von Stechow
follows Bituerle (1979) and Iatridou et al. (to appear), who assume that every sentence
contains a covert (or overt) quantificational time adverb. The ExtendedNow interval
introduced by the temporal auxiliaries serves as the restrictor of the quantificational
adverb, the VP complement as its nucleus. So Von Stechow represents the logical form of

16

(34a) as indicated in (35a), a possible paraphrase is given in (35b).

(35) a. always [XNF (pres)] [you have good people]
Q Restrictor Nucleus

b.      It is always the case that in the XNF interval of the present it is the case that you have

good people.
(cf. Von Stechow 1999:89)

I will not focus further on the semantic side of Von Stechow analysis, but continue with
the syntactic implementation of Von Stechow's proposal. In order to do so, it is necessary

to point out several, in part rather unusual, assumptions that form the basis of Von
Stechow's proposal. Von Stechow adopts an affix-hopping structure in the spirit of
Chomsky (1957). The morphological realization of an auxiliary or a verb is dependent on
the selectional restrictions of the governing verbal element. That means the affix that is
selected by an auxiliary is morphologically realized on the following verbal element as

indicated in (36).

(36) Aux + C(M[odals])(have + en)(be + ing)(be + en) [main verb]
L_A 1_3• 1 +

This implies that neither the main verb nor the auxiliary moves to a particular position in
order to 'pick up' the verbal affixes. Moreover, following Bech (1955), Von Stechow
assumes that there is no ontological difference between a bare infinitive, a to-infinitive and
a past participle; these elements are structurally and semantically identical. Which of these

elements surfaces is dependent on the selectional properties of the embedding verb. For
instance, the German passive auxiliary werden is lexically specified for a participial
complement, whereas the future auxiliary werden is lexically specified for an infinitival

'4 The name 'ExtendedNow' can be misleading, since it seems to suggest that it is always the NOW, which
is extended. It could as well be an 'ExtendedThen' if the deictic tense element is past rather than present.
I 5 It should be noted, though, that a similar idea has been put forward by other scholars as well. Fabricius-
Hansen discusses the fact that the German present tense includes the NOW but also the time after NOW,
which she calls 'unechter Gegenwartsbereich' (fake present) (cf. Fabricius-Hansen 1986).
16 Since time adverbials are sensitive to the aktio,isart of the main verb, an analysis that makes use of covert
quantificational elements faces the problem of how the property of that element can be determined. Iatridou
et al. (to appear) note that the covert quantificational adverb cannot be always since the standard
interpretation of a perfect interval excludes the Speech Time/Reference Time.



A Modal Approach to Werden + Infinitive 143

complement. The syntactic and semantic status of the respective complement itself does
not vary. Recall that according to Von Stechow, it is the auxiliary that introduces the
perfect interval of a perfect construction, not the participle morphology on the verb. In
order to derive the correct syntax of the perfect/future constructions, Von Stechow has to
assume that each sentence contains exactly one deictic tense category (as well as only one
aspect category); however, there can be several relative tense projections. The structure in
(38) represents Von Stechow's syntactic structure of a sentence like (37).

(37) Sie wird Flamenco getanzt haben.

she will Flamenco danced have

'She will have danced Flamenco.'

(38) TP

Subj.                                                        T'

Sie

Futp           To
[pres]

PerfP Futo
wird+inf

VP perf

haben+past.pan

Obj.           Vo
Flamenco getanzt

Von Stechow's analysis has some clear advantages. From a semantic perspective, this
proposal is very appealing, since it is a strictly compositional approach. The fact that the
future contains information of a deictic tense element allows the combination of the future
with either a present or a past morpheme. This condition is necessary if the wiirde
construction is supposed to be related to werden in a compositional way. Furthermore, a
non-deictic approach to the future does not face the problems we have encountered with
the symmetrical absolute tense approach (cf. Section 4.2.1). Moreover, Von Stechow
accounts for the fact that neither the future the nor perfect necessarily exclude the Speech

Time (U-Future and U-Perfect), a fact that remains unexplained in relational tense theories
in a Reichenbachian style. Finally, his proposal accounts for many syntactic parallels
between have/be and werden such as (remnant) topicalization, extraposition, scope of
negation, phenomena that were discussed in Chapter 1.

Despite the semantically convincing analysis, I cannot agree with Von Stechow's
proposal. In my opinion, it is a general disadvantage of Von Stechow's proposal that he
assumes a strict separation of temporal and modal werden, although it must be conceded
that the correlation between werden and the perfect is far more promising than the
correlation between werden and the preterit. Yet I think, that Von Stechow's proposal fails
to do justice to the syntactic properties of the future construction, as we will see below.
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4.2.2.2 Some objections to Von Stechow's proposal
As mentioned before, Von Stechow' s analysis predicts a syntactic symmetry between
werden and the perfect auxiliaries. In this paragraph I will give a syntactic comparison of
these two classes of auxiliaries and I will argue that this prediction is not borne out. Before
I start with the syntactic discussion, let me briefly mention some conceptual objections

against Von Stechow's proposal. One of the most obvious unsatisfying aspects of Von
Stechow's proposal is the fact that the relative order of the two XN-introducing heads does
not follow from independent factors but has to be stipulated. In principle werden and
have/be are identical. However, it is obvious that these auxiliaries show restrictions on
their co-occurrence. Although werden easily allows the auxiliaries have/be in its scope
(39a&b), have/be never allow werde, i in their scope (39c&d).

(39) a. Linda wird den ganzen Kuchen gegessen haben.

Linda Will the whole cake eaten have

'Linda will have eaten the whole cake.'
b. Linda wird abgereist sein.

L. will departed be
'Linda  will have departed.'

c. *Linda ist verreist werden / worden / geworden.
L. is departed will:INF / will:IPP / will:PST:PRT

d. *Linda hat verreist werden / worden / geworden.
L.  has departed will:INF / will:IPP / will:PST:PRT

In order to account for these restrictions on the co-occurrence, Von Stechow has to
stipulate a hierarchical order of the functional projections FutP >> PerfP. Certainly, this is
not a strong objection, but of course we would prefer an analysis that attains this result as
an immediate consequence of the theoretical set-up.

A more problematic point concerns the status of the non-finite verb forms. Recall
that Von Stechow assumes that bare infinitives, to-infinitives and past participles are

structurally and semantically identical. Crucially, the participle does not contain past
information in whatever form (cf. also Iatridou et al., to appear). This is, however,
doubtful. The Germanic languages allow the use of so-called 'Root Participles' in adult

language (cf. Lasser 1997). These constructions consist of only a main verb in participial
form plus the arguments of the verb as illustrated in (40) and (41). Crucially, a root
participle like (40) contains some sort of temporal information (either 'past' or
'bounded'/'completed', depending on which analysis of the perfect is chosen). It could be
argued that the auxiliary that introduces the perfect interval has been dropped, so (40) and

Gil) are in fact elliptic structures. If this were the case, we expect an overt auxiliary to be
possible in the same context. In this case the construction would be a complex Root
Infinitive rather than a Root Participle. This is not possible however, as (4Ob) shows. The
contrast becomes even clearer in 'headlines' Root Participles, as illustrated in (41).
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(40) a. Ich deinen Bruder verfuhrt? Niemals !
Me your brother seduced? Never!

'Me having seduced your brother? Never!'
b. -Ich deinen Bruder verfuhrt haben? Niemals!

Me your brother seduced have? Never!

(41) a. Millionen Chinesen durch Jodmangel verblo(let. .
millions Chinese through iodine-deficiency demented:PRT ..
'Millions of Cinese gone insane as a result of iodine deficiency.'

(Lasser 1997:75)
b. *Millionen Chinesen durch Jodmangel verbladet sein.

millions Chinese through iodine-deficiency demented:PRT be:INF

Since the constructions clearly expresses past information and since the perfect auxiliary is
neither necessary nor possible in such structures, it must be concluded that the past
information is imported by the participial morphology. This result is supported by
Musan's (1998) observations that the participle contains the 'boundedness' information.

Furthermore, it should be noted that the perfect construction does not necessarily
introduce an XNP interval as Von Stechow suggests. It is possible to use the perfective
infinitive, i.e., an infinitive that consists of the main verb in participial morphology and the

17auxiliary in infinitival form, to refer to a future context, as illustrated in (42).

(42) a. Hans    probiert den Artikel    um acht Uhr fertiggeschrieben zu haben.
H. tries the article at eight o'clock ready-written:PRT   to have
'Hans tries to have finished the article by eight o'clock.'

b. Hans verspricht den Artikel    um acht Uhr fertiggeschrieben zu haben.
H.       promises the article at eight o'clock ready-written:PRT   to have
'Hans promises to have finished the article by eight o'clock.'

In both examples the embedded infinitive refers to a time stretch in the future. This is
unexpected if the auxiliary is argued to introduce an XNP. However, if it is assumed that
the participle expresses boundedness or completedness, the sentences does not come as a
surprise.  The time adverbial at eight o'clock introduces a future context  and the perfect
expresses that the eventuality is completed by that time. 18

4.2.2.3 Comparing werden and the perfect construction
Let us now turn to the syntactic implications of Von Stechow's proposal. From a syntactic
point of view, we expect that the werden-construction shows similarities with the
haben/sein construction. In what follows I will argue that this expectation is not borne out.
First, I want to discuss the morphosyntactic issues of the auxiliaries and subsequently the
issue of complementation.

17 Perfective infinitives can also be used in future modal constructions, cf. footnote 29.
18 Note that such an approach, in turn, has difficulties in accounting for the U-Perfect.
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4.2.2.3.1 Morphosyntactic issues

Infinitives
It is well-known that have/be, unlike werden, can occur in infinitival form, as the contrast
between (43) and (44) shows.

(43) a. Paula wird punktlich gekommen sein.
P. will on-time come:PRT be
'Paula will have come on time.'

b. Paula versprach, ihre Koffer gepackt zu haben.
P.      promised her suitcases packed    to have
'Paula promised that she will have packed her suitcases.'

(44) a. *Paula will punktlich kommen werden.
P. wants on-time come will:INF...
'Paula intends to be on time.'

b. *Paula verspricht, ihre Koffer packen zu werden.
P.      promises her suitcases pack to will

'Paula promises that she will pack her suitcases.'

Von Stechow (1999) assumes that the 'finite-only' property of werden is a morphological
idiosyncrasy of the German future tense. There is no inherent reason to assume that the
future cannot have an infinitive form, since languages like Latin do allow a future
infinitive, which is expressed by the 'suffix' -urus esse. As a matter of fact, we do not
have to go to Latin to find an infinitival future construction. A language very closely
related to German, namely Dutch, also allows a non-finite future construction under
certain conditions. The Dutch future auxiliary zullen 'shall' can occur in infinitival form in
the complement of a control verb, as (45) shows.

(45) Zij belooft op  tijd te zullen komen.
she   promises    on time to shall    come
'She promises to come on time.'

The existence of non-finite future forms in Latin or Dutch makes it obvious that there is no
intrinsic grammatical reason for a future tense to be finite. However, it does not indicate
that the German finite-only-property of the future construction is a morphological
idiosyncrasy of the German auxiliary system. In fact, there are arguments against such a
claim. It was mentioned earlier that other uses of the verb werden do allow infinitival verb
forms, e.g., both copula werden in (46a) and the passive auxiliary werden in (46b).

(46) a. Sie soll Arztin werden.
she shall doctor become:COP:INF
'She is supposed to become a doctor.'

b. Sie will nach Hause getragen werden.

she   wants   to home carried become:PASS:INF
'She  wants to be carried home.'
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Given that the German language allows the morphological infinitive form in general, it is
rather unexpected that the future use exhibits this morphological 'accident'.  Note here that
it is even more surprising that the allegedly independent modal auxiliary werden does not
allow an infinitival verb form either. In fact, this observation is an important argument in
favor  of my analysis  in 1.3, namely that 'futuric' werden and modal werden  are  one  and
the same thing, namely an epistemic modal verb. Like with other modal verbs (Chapter 3),
I assume that the finite-only property of werden is a syntactic matter.

Past Participles

Temporal werden never allows a past participle form. It was argued before that some
auxiliaries show the Infinitivus-Pro-Participio (IPP) phenomenon, yet for werden neither
the full pal'ticipial form with ge- prefix nor the IPP form are acceptable as potential
participles, as shown in (47a). The question now arises as to whether aspectual auxiliaries
allow a participle form. This case is less obvious. Recall that only aspectual auxiliaries and
the passive auxiliary require a participial complement. Since the passive auxiliary can
never embed anything but a main verb (cf. Chapter 2), we are left with the question
whether an aspectual auxiliary can embed as aspectual auxiliary in participial form?
Strange as it sounds, it is possible. A sentence like (47b) is not part of standard German,
but it is frequently heard in colloquial German and has been described in traditional
literature as 'double perfect construction'. It is striking that the 'doubled' participle cannot
occur in IPP form, although this is usually required in verbal complexes.

(47) a. *Paula ist Flamenco tanzen [ge]worden.
P. is F. dance will:PRT/IPP

b.  Paula hat Flamenco getanzt gehabt/*haben.
P.  has F. danced had:PRT/*IPP

'Paula has danced Flamenco.'

The example in (47b) shows that the past participle form of the auxiliaries have/be in a
perfect construction is to be at least morphologically available, but whether it is
semantically active as well is yet to be clarified. It should be noted again that the 'no-
participle' property of temporal werden does not apply to main verb or passive werden,
since these uses do allow the participle, as (48) shows.

(48) a.  Sie ist Arztin geworden.
she is doctor become:COP:PRT
'She has become a doctor.'

b.  Sie ist nach Hause getragen [*ge]worden.
she   is   to home carried become:PASS:IPP
'She has been carried home.'

The fact that werden is illicit in participial verb form constitutes another parallel between
werden and epistemic modal verbs, as we will see in Section 4.3.3.3.2.
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Past Indicative

Werden has a defective morphology not only in the non-finite domain but also in the finite
paradigm. Unlike have/be, werden does not have a past indicative form in the future use
(49a), although it does exhibit a past subjunctive verb form (49b).19 For the sake of clarity,
I will give the temporal/modal paradigm of the auxiliaries discussed here in (50).

(49) a. *Gestern wurde sie punktlich kommen.
yesterday would:IND she on-time come

(Intended reading: 'Yesterday, she would come on time')
b.    Bering und Jirikow wurden sich nie mehr wiedersehen.

B.  & J. would:SUB REFL no more see-again

'Bering and Jirikov would never meet again.'

(50)    Temporal Paradigm of haben/sein/werden·.
Indicative Subjunctive

Present hat / ist / wird habe / sei / werde
Past hatte / war / *wurde hatte / ware / wurde

Like in the previous cases, this property is restricted to temporal werden and does not hold
for the other uses, as the sentences in (51) show.

(51) a. Sie wurde Arztin.
she became:COP:PST doctor
'She became a doctor.'

b. Sie wurde nach Hause getragen.
she   became:PASS:PST   to home canied

'She was carried home.'

Imperative
German auxiliaries do not show a uniform behavior concerning imperatives. The auxiliary
haben 'have' seems to allow the imperative use (52). For sein 'be' the situation is more
difficult since it interferes with the adjectival passive reading. The data in (53) suggest that
sein only allows an imperative if it is a possible adjectival construction. A true perfect

construction like (53b) is ungrammatical. In contrast, the imperative with werden is clearly
ungrammatical, as (54) shows.

(52) a. Hab das nachste Mal deine Sachen gepackt !

have the next time your things packed
'Next time, your things should be ready!'

b. Hab das nachste Mal den Artikel auch wirklich gelesen!
have the next time the article as well really read

'Next time, you should have read the article!'

19 Note that it will be shown in Chapter 6, that the non-existence of a past tense is only a morphological
property of werden. since, in fact, the past subjunctive form wiirde must be considered to be ambiguous in

mood, hence counts as a semantic past indicative.
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(53) a. Sei das nachste Mal besser vorbereitet! (adjectival passive)
be     the next time better prepared
'Next time, you should be better prepared!'

b.   *Sei das nachste Mal punktlich gekommen!
be     the next time on-time come:PRT
(Intended reading 'Be on time next time!')

(54)    a.   *Werd das nachste Mal punktlich kommen !
Will the next time on-time come
Intended reading 'Be on time next time!'

b. *Werd fur das nachste Mal den Artikel lesen!

Will for the next time the article read

Intended reading:  'For next time you  will read the article!'

In this subsection it was shown that liaben/sein 'have/be' and werden show only very
limited morphosyntactic parallels. Table 2 summarizes the results of this investigation.

Table 2: First summary: Morphosyntax
Indicative Subjunctive Imperative Present Past Infinitive Participle

Habenl sein      +            +               90             +       +        +            #
Werden            +              +                 *                +         *         *              *
Main/pass. + + + + + + +
werden
% = partially possible  # = not obvious

If Von Stechow were right in identifying the non-existence of infinitival werden as an

idiosyncrasy, this 'idiosyncratic non-existence' would have to be extended to (at least) the
participial form, the imperative and the past indicative. It seems to me that this is rather
undesirable, especially given the general morphological availability of these verb forms in
other uses of werden. Crucially, these restrictions on werden already indicate a parallel to
epistemic modal verbs discussed in Chapter 3 and, therefore, count as an important
argument in favor of the proposal in 4.3. In Section 4.3.3.3, I will make this parallel more
explicit.

4.2.2.3.2 Complementation
It was mentioned in Chapter 1 that werden does not only allow a simple infinitival
complement, but complex infinitival complements as well. The following three points
show that werden can occur with basically any infinitival complement, whereas
haben/sein are restricted in the choice of their complement.

Recall that werden allows perfective infinitival complements, as illustrated in
(55a). The question whether haben/sein allow a perfective infinitive is more difficult to
answer. The data in (55b&c) suggest that this is not the case.
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(55) a. Paula wird Flamenco getanzt haben.

P. will F. danced have

'Paula will have danced Flamenco.'
b. *Paula hat Flamenco getanzt haben.

P.  has F. danced have

c. *Paula ist verreist sein.

P. is traveled be

One might argue - as Von Stechow does - that the ungrammaticality of (55b&c) is due to
the fact that have/be select for a participle complement not for an infinitive.20 If the
infinitival form is replaced by the participle, the forms become indeed acceptable for
substandard German, cf. example (47b), repeated here as (56a).

(56) a.  Paula hat Flamenco getanzt gehabt.
P  has F. danced had:PST:PRT

'Paula has danced Flamenco.'
b.  Paula ist verreist gewesen.

P.  is traveled been:PST:PRT

'Paula was on a trip.'

This correction leads Von Stechow to the assumption that both werden and haben/sein do
not differ substantially with respect to their complements.21 Two issues are at order here.
First, it can be shown that the syntactic accessibility of perfect 'infinitival' complements
for have/be is only apparent. In order to do so, we have to look at some other complements
first before we come back to this point.

All the auxiliaries under discussion here allow a simple passive infinitive (i.e., a
passive participle construction in the case of have/be), as the sentences in (57) show. Note
that the passive auxiliary in German is werden again, which requires the auxiliary be in a
perfect construction. For this reason (57c) with the auxiliary have is ungrammatical.

(57) a. Die Kekse werden gegessen werden.

the cookies will eaten become:PASS:INF

'The cookies will be eaten.'
b. Die Kekse sind gegessen [*ge]worden.

the cookies are eaten become:PASS'.IPP

'The cookies have been eaten.'
c. *Die Kekse haben gegessen [ge]worden.

the cookies have eaten become:PASS.IPP

The argument now goes at follows. If it is indeed the case that both werden and have/be
allow a perfective infinitival complement (as Von Stechow assumes) and both allow a
passive infinitive, as was shown in (57a&b), it is expected that both auxiliaries also allow

20 Yet, replacing the infinitive by the participle raises another question: How come that in this case the verb
cluster doe not trigger IPP as in corresponding sentences e.g., with root modals in (i)?
(i) Sie hat tanzen mussen.

She has dance must:IPP

2' Here I ignore possible differences between infinitives and participles and grant Von Stechow the point.



A Modal Approach to Werden + Infinitive 151

the complex perfect passive infinitive. This prediction, however, is not borne out, as can
be seen in (58). Sentence (58a) shows that werden is indeed grammatical with a perfect
passive infinitive complement, but in contrast (have»e in (58b) is not.

(58) a. Die Kekse werden gegessen [*ge]worden sein.

the cookies Will eaten become:PASS:IPP be:AUX:INF

b.   *Die Kekse sind gegessen [ge]worden gewesen.
the cookies are eaten become:PASS:IPP been:AUX:INF

These facts suggest that have/be apparently allow a perfect  'infinitive'.  We are not dealing
with a true syntactic/semantic perfective infinitive, but probably with a kind of
morphological 'matching' phenomenon. For some reasons, the morphological matching is
not acceptable in more complex auxiliary structures.22 Although I have no solution to the
problem of double perfect construction, it seems to me that in most cases the double
perfect construction is interpreted like a simple perfect, as I will show below.

This interpretation is supported by the second objection concerning interpretation
issues. Although, morphologically speaking, (56) contains at least a double perfect
construction, the interpretation of this sentence is identical to those with a simple perfect.
Both (59a) and (59b) are identical in meaning. This, however, is not the case for the
perfective infinitive complement of werden. (6Oa) is certainly not equivalent to (6Ob).

(59) a.  'Paula hat Flamenco getanzt gehabt.
P.  has F. danced had

'Paula has danced Flamenco.'
b. Paula hat Flamenco getanzt.

P.  has F. danced

(60) a. Paula wird Flamenco getanzt haben.

P.       will F. danced have

b.  Paula wird Flamenco tanzen.
P.  will F. dance

Let's simplify matters for the moment and assume that the perfect introduces a 'prior
relation to a particular reference time and the future element introduces a reference time
(RT) in the future. In (60a), we are dealing with a future perfect. Assume, for the sake of
simplicity, that werden introduces a reference time (RT) in the future and the perfect
element locates the dancing event prior to that future reference time, as the time line in
(61) shows.

(61)  .                  1          IN W dancing Flamenco Werden

RT

22 Dominique Sportiche (p.c.) has pointed out to me that other languages. too. have this sort of phenomenon.
For instance, French has forms of the so-called passt surcompost. Here. I have nothing to say about a
possible analysis of these constructions.
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In  the  case  of the 'double perfect construction',  as  in   (59a),  we are dealing  with  two
perfect elements. It is therefore expected that the first perfect auxiliary, which bears

present marking, introduces a reference time (or perfect interval) that is prior to the Speech

Time. The second perfect is consequently expected to locate the time of the dancing event
prior to that reference time. In fact, the interpretation should be the same as that of a past

perfect. This prediction, however, is not borne out. Only (62b) but not (62a) is a possible
time axis diagram for the scenario in (59a). 23

(62) a. *--4-----4----S- b. -------1---------------1----

dancing Flamenco 'gehabl' NOW dancing Aamenco NOW

Although the double perfect construction contains two morphological perfect auxiliaries as
well as two ge..-n/t markers, only one of them is interpreted.

We saw that werden and have/be constructions differ with respect to where they place the
marking of the 'prior' information. In order to shift the event time to a time preceding the
reference  time  introduced  by  the  finite  tense 'operator', have/be requires past marking on
the auxiliary itself, as shown in (63b), rather than on the complement (63c). In contrast,
werden + infinitive does not allow a 'prior' marking on the auxiliary itself (64b); instead,
only the complement can be marked (64c).

(63) a. Hans hat Paula gesehen.
H. has P. seen

b. Hans hatte Paula gesehen.
H.  had P. seen

c. *Hans hat Paula gesehen gehabt.
H.  had P. seen had

(64) a. Hans wird Paula sehen.

H. will P. see

b. *Hans wurde Paula sehen.

H.  would P. see

c. Hans wird Paula gesehen haben.
H. will P. seen have

Table 3 gives a summary of the possible complements of the respective auxiliaries
discussed in this section.

Table 3: Second summary: Possible Complements
Simple infinitive Perfective infinitive Passive infinitive pass.perf. infinitive

Habenl sein        +                     #                        +                     *
Werden                       +                                    +                                           +                                     +

# = marginally possible (substandard); 'infinitive' is dependent on the respective selectional
restrictions of the auxiliary

23   Eroms   ( 1998), however, states   that the double perfect construction in Bavarian   is   also   used   as   a
replacement for the past perfect. This is in contrast with information that I got from my informants, who
claim that it is identical in meaning to the present perfect.
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4.2.2.4 Conclusion
In the last two subsections, I investigated the implications that follow from Von Stechow's
proposal to analyze the future tense as a mirror of the perfect construction. However, it
was shown that there are striking syntactic differences between haben/sein, on the one
hand, and werden. on the other. These differences manifest themselves not only in the

morphosyntactic properties of the auxiliary but also in the issue of complementation.
Furthermore, it was shown that werden and have/be follow different strategies with respect
to the temporal marking.

4.2.3 Future as a Non-Symmetric Independent Tense

The non-symmetric view on the future tense has gained more and more popularity in
recent years. Difficulties with the symmetric approaches to the future tense have led
scholars to argue that the future is in fact a temporal category that is different in nature
from, for instance, the past tense. In fact, most authors acknowledge the fact that in many
languages a finite tense form can contain both future and past morphemes. For German,
this has been proposed by Thieroff (1992) and Zeller (1994). But also for other languages
such an approach has been advocated, among others by Cinque (1999) and Julien (2000).
Let us look at an asymmetric analysis of temporal werden.

Zeller's (1994) general goal is to apply Stowell's (1996) model of a syntactic
representation of tense to the German tense system. Concerning werden, Zeller assumes
that the future tense is semantically a true tense, just like the past tense, but that
structurally it differs from the past tense. Recall that it was the null-hypothesis of the
symmetric absolute approach that every sentence contains only one tense node and that
future and past tense compete for this position (cf. Section 4.2.1 above). Zeller gives up
this hypothesis and argues that each sentence can contain two tense nodes: one tense node
specified for past information and one specified for future information.24 Zeller follows
Stowell (1996) in assuming that 'true' tenses are dyadic predicates that take two temporal
arguments. So he assumes that the two TNS heads have different temporal properties,
hosting either past or future meaning, but the same syntactic properties, i.e., they are
temporal heads taking two temporal arguments. Moreover, he assumes that the modal
reading of werden can be derived from the temporal notion. He cites Comrie (1985) and
Fabricius-Hansen (1986), who state that the future and the modal reading of werden share

the fact that the speaker lacks evidence for her/his claim. Zeller proposes incorporating
this semantic property in the form of a feature [vague], which is localized in the head of
TNSfut. So the difference between TNSfut and TNSpast is that only the former can be
interpreted either modally or temporally, whereas the latter is always interpreted
temporally.

24 Note that Zeller classi fies the present tense as 'atemporal'.   It is there fore not represented   in the tense
structure of a sentence.
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Zeller motivates his claim by the following observation. The German present tense
can be naturally used in contexts that refer to the present or the future, but has a very
restricted use in past contexts (historic present). He suggests that this asymmetric behavior
is due to a 'competition' that exists between the present and the past, but not between the
present and the future.25 It was shown above that the future tense has clearly different
semantic and syntactic properties than the past tense. Zeller's approach might be able to do
justice to these differences, although he does not address them in detail. What is important
is that despite these differences Zeller retains a temporal analysis of werden.

The advantage of Zeller's proposal is that it inherently acknowledges differences
between werden and the past tense and, moreover, that it allows for the simultaneous
realization of past morphemes and future morphemes. This enables him to allow a
compositional analysis of wiirde + infinitive, since wiirde consists of the future auxiliary
werden plus a past morpheme and a subjunctive morpheme (cf. Chapter 6). However,
Zeller's approach leaves us with a puzzle: What rules out the past indicative form *wurde
+ infinitive? He predicts the existence of both the past indicative as well as the past
subjunctive. Yet he fails to account for the absence of the former (recall that Klein has the
opposite problem: he predicts the non-existence of such a form and has to account for the
actual existence of the past subjunctive, cf.§ 4.2.1.1).

Per definition Zeller predicts a non-symmetric behavior between any temporal
category and the werden category. So the future is a grammatical primitive in its own
right. At the same time, it is exactly this independent status which conceptually is not very
appealing. In order to account for the behavior of the future tense, Zeller needs to define
many future-specific stipulations. If, however, it is possible to derive the properties of the
future construction independently, such an approach is conceptually far more appealing. In
the next section, I will show that many of the properties that have to be stipulated in
Zeller's approach naturally fall under a modal analysis.

4.2.4 Conclusion

In this section, I have discussed three ways of analyzing werden as a temporal category. In
Section 4.2.1, I introduced two approaches that analyze werden as a mirror image of the
past tense. In Section 4.2.2, I discussed a model that takes werden to be a mirror image of
the pelfect construction and, finally, in 4.2.3, I introduced a system that attributes
independent temporal status to the future construction. It was mentioned earlier that these
models are the result of primarily semantic considerations. So the main goal of the author

15 Zeller 's precise argumentation is unfortunately a bit confusing. He states:
"Ich habe (...) dafur argumentiert, daB der Gebrauch des Prasens deshalb in Aussagen ober die
Vergangenheit restringierter ist als in Aussagen uber die Zukunft, weil im Deutschen zwar ein
Vergangenheitstempus, nicht aber ein futurisches Tempus mit den gleichen Eigenschaften
exitiert."

On the basis of Zeller's assumptions about the present tense (cf. footnote 24), this statement remains
somewhat mysterious. Zeller assumes that the present tense is not a true tense, whereas preterit and future
are tenses in the strict sense (i.e., dyadic predicates). Given this assumption it is unclear, in what way the
difference between type of tense (i.e., preterit vs. future) has an influence on the use of a non-temporal form
(i.e., the present 'tense').
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was to establish a coherent system for the German tense system in general. My goal here is
different. I have investigated these models with regard to the predictions they make about
the syntax of the future construction. It was shown that neither of these approaches is able
to deal with the idiosyncratic properties of the werden construction in a non-stipulative
way.

4.3 Why Treat Werden as a Modal and How?
So far we have seen that a temporal analysis of werden fails to do justice to the syntactic
properties of the werden construction. In this section, I will introduce a modal analysis of
the problem. So far it has not become clear yet what motivation there is to treat werden as
a modal verb. So before we start, I will briefly give some arguments that have led scholars
such as Vater (1975) to propose a modal analysis of the problem. Subsequently, we will
try to answer the question how werden fits into a classification of modal verbs as it has
been suggested in Chapter 3. In Section 4.3.3, I will present a comparison between modal
verbs and werden. More precisely, it will become clear that werden behaves just like

epistemic modal verbs. Finally in paragraph 1.3.4, I show how a modal syntax as proposed
in Chapter 3 can account for the properties of werden.

4.3.1 Setting the Scene

The modal component of werden has been noticed by many scholars (cf. Saltveit 1960,
1962), yet the first one to argue extensively for a purely modal analysis of werden was
Vater (1975). Vater's reasoning is based on one fundamental idea: If werden were a future
auxiliary, it would be expected, in one way or another, to be 'specific' for future reference.
But this cannot be shown. Rather, werden is (a) not specific for future reference and does
not differ from the present tense with respect to temporal orientation; and (b) it is excluded
in certain contexts, which clearly convey future reference. Let me briefly repeat Vater's
arguments.

By means of a comparison of the werden + infinitive construction and the simple
present tense with respect to their compatibility with time adverbials, Vater shows that
these two types do not differ in their temporal dimension. Both allow future and present
adverbials. Vater tested a series of different verbs for their compatibility with temporal
adverbials. Here I want to focus on the comparison of verbs that correspond to the
ontology of eventualities as introduced in Chapter 2. So I will look at three cases, a telic
event verb kommen   'to  come; a process verb arbeiten 'to work' and a stative verb zu
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Hause sein 'be at home'.26 I will restrict the discussion to the adverbs gerade (right now)

and spater (later on).27
The sentences in (65) show that an eventive verb is inherently able to refer to both

future and present since the combination with a present time adverbial (65a) is equally
grammatical as with a future time adverbial (65b). Compare sentence (65a) with (65c).
Both contain a present time adverbial and both have present orientation. Sentences (65b)
and (65d) contain a future time adverbial and consequently both sentences have future
orientation. Vater draws the conclusion that the presence of werden does not change the
time orientation of the construction. Rather, the only visible difference between these

sentences is that the sentence with a present time adverbial and werden has an additional
modal component. Given that the notion of future inherently has some aspect of
hypothesis, both (65b) and (65d) can interpreted as modalized.

(65) a. Peter kommt gerade. present

P. comes right now
'Peter is coming right now.'

b. Peter kommt spliter. future
c.     Peter wird gerade kommen. presentmodal

d.    Peter wird spater kommen. future

The same line of reasoning holds for the process verbs in (66).

(66) a. Fritz arbeitet gerade. present

F. works right now
'Fritz is working right now.'

b. Fritz arbeitet spater. future
c.   Fritz wird gerade arbeiten. presentmodal
d.   Fritz wird spater arbeiten. future

(Vater 1975:83-89)

Finally, also stative verbs allow werden with present and future orientation.

(67) a. Anna ist gerade zu Hause. present

P.        is   right  now  at home
'Anna is at home right now.'

b.    Anna ist spater (wieder) zu Hause. future
c.     Anna wird gerade zu Hause sein. presentmodal

d.    Peter wird spater (wieder) zu Hause sein. future

The comparison in (65) to (66) shows that werden does not necessarily introduce a
temporal dimension 'future', which would otherwise be absent. The possibility of referring

26 Vater originally discusses the verb bleiben 'to stay' as a 'continuative' verb. Although stay is probably a
stative verb, too, it differs from most other stative verbs in that it expresses an inherent notion of futurity.
This notion is absent in a stative predicate such as  be at home.
27 It has been suggested to me that the adverbial gerade is doubtful for some speaker as a marker of the
immediate present. Rather, the speaker prefers the adverbial momentan or im Moment (at this moment).
However, it seems to me that the adverb at the mommu enforces an imperfective reading, which need not be
the intended reading above.
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to the future is already inherent in simple present tense predicates.28 The only clear
difference is that werden necessarily introduces a modal component, which is absent from
present tense forms.

The same effect can be shown for the future perfect. All sentences in (68) to (69)
express past orientation. Without adverbials, the future perfect makes a modal statement
about a past eventuality, whereas the present perfect makes a neutral statement about the
past, as the following sentences illustrate.

(68) a. Paul hat das Haus verkauft. past orientation
P. has the house sold

'Paul sold the house.'
b.    Paul wird das Haus verkauft haben. past orientationmodal

P.     will the house sold have

'Paul might have sold the house.

(69) a. Fritz hat geschlafen past orientation
F.  has slept
'Fritz slept.'

b.  Fritz wird geschlafen haben past Orientationmodal
F. will slept have

'Fritz might have slept.'
Vater (1975:96f.)

Again, werden only adds a modal component to the perfect sentence.29 However, in
combination with a future time adverbial such as nachste Woche  'next  week', all sentences
in (68) and (69) obtain a future perfect reading - again independently of the
presence/absence of werden.

28 It should be noted that that the German present tense form is even more flexible, since it can also be found
in context with a past time adverbial in so-called historical present contexts: Gestern tre#e   ich  den  Hans,.
(Yesterday, I meet Hans, ...). The temporal flexibility of present tense has led many scholars to assume that it
is not a tense in the strict sense (Grewendorf 1995, Zeller 1994).
29 Note that a temporal interpretation of the construction is possible in the appropriate context. Both
sentences in (i) contain a future time adverbial to enforce future interpretation. Werden in combination with
a perfective VP and a future time adverb can receive a temporal interpretation (i.a). In contrast, a future
perfect reading is hardly available with a stative verb (i.b), despite the presence of a future time adverbial.
(i)a. Er  wird das Haus  bis zum nachsten Sommer verkauft haben.

he will the house by to-the next summer sold have

'He will have sold the house by next summer.'
b.       ??Sie wird bis um sechs Uhr geschlafen haben.

she will until at six o'clock slept have

'Until six o'clock, she will have slept.'
These data support the claim that werden has a primarily modal meaning. In my view, these data also show
that the semantic type of the complement plays an important role in the evaluation, a conclusion that is
denied by Vater. Note that modals also allow either a simple infinitive or a perfective infinitive complement.
(i).a. Gerda muB ihre Hausaufgaben machen.

G.      must her homework      do
b.       Gerda muB ihre Hausaufgaben gemacht haben.

G.     must her homework done have
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(70) a. Paulhat das Haus na:chste Woche verkauft. future orientation

P. has the house next week sold.

'Paul will have sold the house by next week.'
b.    Paul  wird  das Haus nlichste Woche verkauft haben. future orientationmodal

P.    will the house next week sold have

'Paul will have sold the house.

Note that like the simple infinitive construction, the werden + perfective infinitive
construction is ambiguous, expressing either a guess about a past situation or a future
perfect, i.e., the completion of an event by a particular time in the future. Despite the
ambiguity, the werden + perfective infinitive construction is giving rise to far less debate
in the literature. In traditional grammars, this construction is always associated with a
modal use as the most prominent use and the temporal use as the marked one (Heidolph et
al. 1981, Engel 1988, Duden).

So far we have seen that werden is not specific for future orientation. According to Vater,
the only clear effect is the addition of a modal dimension. 30

A second argument against a 'futuric' nature of werden concerns its compatibility
with certain sentence types. Vater shows that several sentences, although clearly future-
oriented from a semantic point of view, do not allow the presence of werden. As already
mentioned above, main clauses expressing 'scheduled' events do not easily allow the

31

presence of werden. I repeat examples (3) above as (71).

(71)     a. ??/*Am Wochenende wird Katharina dreiBig Jahre alt sein.

in-the weekend will K. thirty years    old    be
'In the weekend, Katharina will be thirty.'

b. *Morgen wird Donnerstag sein.
tomorrow will Thursday be

c.   ??Am Mittwoch werde ich Geburtstag haben.

on Wednesday will I birthday have

'On Wednesday, it'11 be my birthday.'

Vater also shows that in certain subordinate clauses the use of werden is excluded.
Embedded temporal clauses, purpose clauses and clauses of wishing/order inherently
express future orientation, yet in none of these constructions is the presence of werden

30 It should be stressed again that we are only talking about the temporal orientation. The similarity between
the present tense and the future 'tense' is well-known in the literature. In fact, Bauerle & Von Stechow
(1980:399) claim: 'The German present  [...] can always replace the future". This sentence has caused
Thieroff (1992) to argue at length against the equivalence of present and future. I think, however. that there
is a misconception. The fact that the present can always replace the werden + infinitive in clearly future
contexts does not mean that the two constructions are equivalent. So Thieroff adduces sentences like (i) and
argues that here present and werden + infinitive are not equivalent in meaning (Thieroff 1992: 126). Clearly,
there is a difference in meaning: whereas the former is a modalized sentence, the latter is not.
(i)a. Das ganze Atombusiness wird uns schaden

the whole atomic business  will  us   harm
b.   Das ganze Atombusiness schadet uns

the whole atomic business harms US
31 Note that it is in these contexts that English exceptionally allows the use of simple present instead or
future tense.
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acceptable, as the following sentences show. The examples in (72) illustrate embedded
temporal sentences. These sentences are introduced by the complementizer sobald 'as
soon as', which is associated with a notion of futurity. Here the presence of werdeii is not
allowed, as the contrast between (72a) and (72b) shows. However, a temporal element like
the past tense is perfectly acceptable, as (72c) illustrates.

(72) a. Sobald der Vater heimkommt, essen wir Abendbrot.

as soon as the father home-comes eat we dinner

b. *Sobald der Vater heimkommen wird, essen wir Abendbrot.

as soon as the father home-come Will, eat we dinner

'As soon as the father come home, we have dinner.'
c. Sobald der Vater heimkam, aBen wir Abendbrot.

as soon as the father home-came:PST ate we dinner

(Vater 1975:101)

If the future tense were a tense in the same way, the contrast between (72b) and (72c)
would be surprising, since there is nothing that excludes the presence of a true tense in
these contexts.32

Also in embedded purpose clauses, werden is not tolerated. These clauses express
the expected result of the event in the matrix clause. Consequently, the 'result' state has to
hold in the future.

A ain, it is surprising that the 'future' element is not allowed in this
clearly future context.

32 In fact, Comrie  ( 1989) notes  that it seems  to  be a universal property of temporal subordinate clauses  that
they do not allow the presence of a future marker. But the generalization seems to be stronger, since any
kind of (epistemic) modality is unacceptable in these contexts, as (i) shows.
(i) a. ??Sobald der Vater nach Hause kommen  kann / muB, essen wir Abendbrot.

as soon as the father   at home come can  / must eat we dinner
b.          ??Bis  der Chef kommen soll, spielen  wir  noch eine Runde Skat.

until  the boss come shall play  we yet one game of skat
33 Hans Broekhuis notes that the Dutch translation of (73) is possible, if not preferred.
(i)a. ?Jan werkt keihard, waardoor hij het examen haalt.

J. works very-hard by-which-means he  the exam passes
b.   -  Jan werkt keihard, waardoor hij het examen (wel) zal halen.

J. works very-hard by-which-means  he  the exam (probably)  will  pass
The effect, however, also holds for German. as (ii) shows.
(ii) Peter arbeitet Tag und Nacht, wodurch er das Examen doch noch bestehen  wird.

P.     works   day and night by-which-means he  the exam yet pass Will

The reason is that waardoor is not the counterpart of damit. Rather, the Dutch conjunction opdat is the exact

counterpart. If waardoor in (i) is replaced by opdat, Broekhuis prefers the use of the simple present instead
of the future construction zulten. Hence the sentences are judges in the same way as the example (73) in the
main text. This shows that there is a difference between a causal interpretation (with waardoor) and a goal
interpretation (with opdat). The goal interpretation, though inherently 'futuric', does not favor the use of the
'future' auxiliary.
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(73) a. Peter arbeitet    Tag und Nacht, damit er das Examen besteht.

P. works day and night so that he  the exam passes
b. *Peter arbeitet   Tag und Nacht, damit er das Examen bestehen wird.

P. works day and night so that he  the exam pass Will

'Peter is working day and night so that he will pass the exam.'
(Vater 1975: 102)

Finally, the presence of werden is prohibited in sentences that express an order or a wish,
which have to hold in the future.

(74) a. Ich will, daB Hans zu Hause bleibt.

I want that Hans at home stays

b. *Ich will, daB Hans zu Hause bleiben wird.
I want that Hans at home stay Will

The line of argumentation is the same in all three cases: The subordinate clauses introduce
a notion of futurity. If the future were a true tense, its presence would be expected in this
semantic environment, since nothing prohibits the use of a tense in its appropriate
semantic context. However, the data show that the alleged future construction is
ungrammatical. Vater concludes that this data can be explained easily if it is assumed that
werden is modal rather than temporal in nature. Vater assumes that werden expresses a
modal component 'probability' (cf § 4.3.2.1), which conflicts with contexts of definite
future in (73) and (74).

In this section, I have given a brief introduction to a general motivation for a modal

analysis of werden. It was argued that werden not only allows a present-oriented reading,
but additionally does not seem to be very specific as a future auxiliary. Although the
different points of Vater's argumentation require some more refinement, I do not want to
go into that here. For now, this should be enough to convince the reader that there are          
compelling arguments to pursue a modal approach in the first place. In the following

sections, I will present more similarities between modal verbs and werden. A modal

approach to werden should clarify three points:
(1)      What is its modal meaning?                                                                                    '
(2)        What is the source of the temporal orientation?
(3)       What is the reason for its specific syntactic behavior?

In the following section, we will see in which way werden fits into a classification of
modal verbs, as introduced in Chapter 2. In this connection, I will discuss the first two
questions. Only in Section 4.3.3, do I provide a comparison between modal verbs and
werden with respect to their syntactic behavior.
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4.3.2 Classifying werden

4.3.2.1 Werden as an epistemic modal

In Chapter 3, Section 3.2, it was argued that modal verbs show a number of characteristic
properties. They have a deviant inflectional paradigm and trigger IPP in verb clusters.
Werden clearly does not belong to this group; a fact that has sometimes been adduced as a
criticism of a modal approach.34 So the modal component can only be established in the
semantic and syntactic behavior of werden. So far, the modal reading of werden was
paraphrased with it is possible and Vater (1975) assumes that werden expresses a modal
component 'probability'.  Yet we should  have a closer  look  at the meaning of werden. In
Chapter 3, Section 3.2, I introduced a classification of modal verbs and already anticipated
that werden is analyzed as a non-inferential epistemic modal. This class of verbs is
characterized by the fact that they do not require objective justification for the claim, such
as perceivable circumstances in the world. Rather, the speaker utters her very own ideas
about what the world looks like. Since this kind of modality is purely based on the
speaker's system of beliefs, such a modal verb is called a doxastic modal verb.35 That
werden is a doxastic modal verb is supported by the following definitions of werden.
Comrie (1989) and Fabricius-Hansen (1999a,b) suggest a negative definition for werden
and  state  that it expresses  that the speaker  has no direct evidence (Comrie   1989)  or  no
verification (Fabricius-Hansen 1999b) for her claim. According to Fabricius-Hansen, the
speaker lacks evidence to recognize the proposition  as  part  of the 'world of facts', which
comprises what according to the speaker is actual past and present. This definition
excludes any future situations, since the speaker has no way of logically accessing these as
factual. So Fabricius-Hansen (1999b) deviates from her earlier temporal account (see
above) and adopts the rather traditional view that the future is inherently 'non-factual' and
that the speaker indicates    that   she   has no verification    of the truth   of the proposition.
Although I think that Comrie and Fabricius-Hansen are right in pointing out that werden

34 It should be noted that, nevertheless, werden has some morphological peculiarities in comparison to other
verbs. Like modal verbs, it lacks the third person ending -(e)t, which is characteristic of the present tense
paradigm. Compare the (weak) verb erden 'to earth' to the (strong) verb werden. The third person of erden is
erlsie erdet, whereas for werden it is wird. Note that this does not pattern with other strong verbs either.
There is no other strong verb whose stem ends in -rd; however, other strong verbs with the stem ending in -
d do show the -et ending for third person: senden (to send) - er/sie sendet, schneiden - er/sie schneidet.

Werden erden (weak) senden / schneiden (strone)
1Sg. Ich werde ich erde ich sende / schneide
2Sg. Du wirst du erdest du sendest / schneidest

3Sg. Sie/er wird sie / er erdet sie / er sendet / schneidet
1Pl. Wir werden wir erden wir senden / schneiden
2Pl. Ihr werdet ihr erdet ihr sendet / schneidet
3PI. Sie werden sie erden sie senden / schneiden
Note that the change in the stem vowel within one tense paradigm is quite a common property of strong
verbs. This holds for many verbs with the stem vowel e (befehlen, essen, geben, helfen. sehen etc), but also
for verbs with the stem vowel a (fahren, laden, schlagen. etc.) and the modal verbs. Interestingly, werden is
the only verb that ends in -d in the third person. Laden, another verb whose stem ends in -d has the third
person form ladt; moreover, the second person of laden does not omit the -d: du Mdst, whereas werden has
du wirst but not du *wirdst.
35 In Plato's system, doxa refers to the beliefas the concept between knowing and not-knowing.



162 Chapter 4

indicates   a   'lack   of   direct   evidence',   I   believe   that   the   definition of werden rnust be

stronger. It seems to me that the positive commitment to the proposition is as important as
indicating that there is no evidence for the claim. The strength of the commitment can vary

(see below), but even if it is a relatively weak commitment, it is still the case most likely
to hold according to the speaker's system of beliefs. Evidence for this claim comes from
sentences such as (5).

(75) Ich   werde  es  ja wohl wissen!

I will it probably know
'I should know it!'

It is not the intention of the speaker who utters (5) to signal that there is no verification for
the claim, but rather to highlight the speaker's confidence in the truth of the proposition.
That of course does not imply the truth of the proposition, since it is expressed relative to
the speaker's beliefs, which can certainly be wrong. I therefore believe that the most
appropriate way of capturing the meaning of werden is by assuminj:, following Heidolph
et al. (1981), that it expresses expectation.36 Defining expectation3  as the basic meaning

of werden has the advantage that it implies the notion of 'lack of evidence' mentioned by
Comrie and Fabricius-Hansen. Obviously, if a speaker expects the truth of the proposition,
it is implied that she is lacking evidence to confidently state the truth of the proposition. 38

So expectation combines two aspects of werden: (a) it is highly subjective, since
the speaker has no evidence (not even circumstantial to infer from it); and (b) the speaker
is making a commitment on the basis of her beliefs. Crucially, an approach that treats

werden as an element expressing expectation has no problem explaining the different
temporal readings, since an expectation can refer to the present, the future or even the past,
as we will see below.

36 These authors comment: "Futur I [werden + inf.] und FuturII [werden + perf. inf.] charakterisieren das
durch  das Verb bezeichnete Geschehen als vorausgesagt, angekundigt, erwartet ('pradikativ'). Erwartung
und Voraussage betreffen sowohl Kunftiges als auch Gegnwartiges. Auf Vergangenes kann nur mit Hilfe des
Fut. II bezug genommen werden." (1981:51Of.).
37 Although I personally prefer the term 'expectation', nothing hinges on the precise choice of this term.
Some authors prefer the term prediction (En  1996) or something similar.
38 This assumption enables us to reject an often cited statement by Matzel & Ulvestad (1982). These authors

want to show that werden in future reference has no features of uncertainty, and they adduce the notorious

example (i)
(i)            In wenigen Minuten werden wir auf dem Rhein-Main-Flughafen landen.

'In a few minutes we will arrive at Rhein-Main airport.'
According to Matzel & Ulvestad, the steward who utters (i) does not want to express an uncertainty (or lack

of evidence), but rather wants to be very explicit about the certainty of the event. Surely that is so. However,
this sentence does not constitute a counterexample to my suggestion here. In fact, what the steward does is to
project a future, which he thinks - due to his possibly long-time experience as a steward - is most likely to
happen. So, depending on the speaker's system of beliefs and knowledge given at a certain time, the
forthcoming landing is what he expects to be the most likely future.
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4.3.2.2 Context-sensitivity
Above, I assigned a modal meaning to werden. In this section, I show that werden shares
another important feature with other modal verbs: it is highly context-sensitive, a property
that is not very common in temporal elements.

That modal verbs are highly context-sensitive elements has been pointed out by
Kratzer (1978, 1981, 1991). This insight led Kratzer to assume a complex system of
semantic interpretation, which I will not discuss in detail here. Yet some aspects of context
sensitivity can be discussed without elaborate semantic tools. Here I will show how
context sensitivity manifests itself in the interpretation of werden. I will first show that the
temporal orientation of the werden-construction is a result of the aktionsan of the main
verb and/or of the temporal reference of a time adverbial. Moreover, it will be shown how
the grammatical subject of the sentence influences the interpretation of werden.

4.3.2.2.1 Temporal orientation
In the discussion about the temporal orientation of modal constructions (cf. Chapter 3,
Section 3.2.3), it was argued that modals have particular 'default' readings. They are the
more natural ones, although other readings can be forced by the linguistic or extra-
linguistic context. Let us look at the origin of these default readings.

Aktionsan

Saltveit (1962) already observed an interesting shift in the interpretation of werden.
When the main verb is telic, as in (76a), werden is preferably taken in a temporal sense,
but when the main verb is stative, as in (76b), the modal reading is the most prominent
one. Non-telic process verbs, on the other hand, remain ambiguous (76c).

(76) a. Er wird kommen. -* preferred temporal
he will come

b.  Es wird wahr sein. 0 preferred modal
it will true be

c.  Sie wird sich argern. -9 no preferences
she  will REFL annoy
'She will be annoyed.'

Saltveit concluded from this that the aktionsan of the main verb influences the
interpretation of werden: telicity = future reading, stativity = modal reading. Although the
pattern is correct, it must be stressed that the readings in (76) are not strict readings; rather,
they are 'first-glance' or 'default' readings. Without any problem, we can construct a
context that forces a different interpretation. Vater (1975) therefore rejects Saltveit' s
hypothesis and claims that werden is stable in its meaning and not dependent on the
aktionsart. By using time adverbials, he shows that a telic verb can have both a future and
a present reading, cf. (65) to (67) above. So who is right? I think that both authors are right
and wrong at the same time. The problem is that the authors mix up two different things:
the rneaning of werden and its temporal orientation. This is a common error in modal

syntax/semantics. Recall the discussion about Barbiers' (1995) concept of 'polarity
transition' in Chapter 3. I argued that it is not tenable to connect deontic modality
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exclusively with a temporal transition path, although this is indeed the most common
realization of deontic modality. I showed that it is necessary to divorce the temporal

orientation from the modal reading and argued that each modal meaning can come with
two possible orientations, leading to the pattern in (77), where the 'default' interpretation

is given in bolds.

(77) epistemic deontic root

present future present future present future

Crucially, the context can change the default time orientation, but the meaning remains
stable. In the case of werden, we observe exactly the same: its meaning is stable, namely
'expectation', but the temporal orientation (present or future) depends on the
(extra)linguistic context.

It is well-known that the aktionsart of a verb restricts the temporal orientation of verbs
also in the simple present. Telic verbs usually imply some notion of futurity. In contrast,
stative verbs are associated with a speech time related reading. Only process verbs seem to

39
have no preference for either temporal orientation.

(78) a. Peter gewinnt. -# follows Speech Time
P.     wins

'Peter is winning.'
b. Peter ist zu Hause. -4 overlaps with Speech Time

P.        is   at home
'Peter is at home.'

c. Peter schwimmt. 4 overlaps or follows Speech Time
P.    swims
'Peter is swimming.'

If we compare (76) with (78), it becomes obvious that - concerning the temporal

interpretation - werden strictly follows the standard interpretation of the German present
tense. And we can state the following generalization:

(79) Default interpretation 'rules' for werden:
40

werden + Vpevent -4 future interpretation
werden + VPst,ove   + modal interpretation (present-oriented)
werden + VP -# ambigucusprocess

Note that the pattern in (79) also explains why werden with a perfective infinitival
complement is usually given a modal reading. The perfect transformation has the effect
that the eventuality turns into a stative predicate. A present perfect indicates that the

39 I cannot go into detail as to why the aktionsart determines the temporal behavior in this particular way.
Iatridou (1998) points out the same pattern in English. She seems to assume that this behavior results from
the fact that in English a progressive and a non-progressive form compete (cf. Iatridou 1998:21, fn24).
However, I am about this explanation, since it cannot account for the German pattern.
40 Note that these default orientations are also valid for the simple present tense.
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subject is in the state of having done something; for instance, in (80c), she is in the state of
having been annoyed, or, in Klein's (1994) terminology, 'She is in the post-state of being
annoyed.' So the stative character of the perfect gives rise to the 'default' modal
interpretation, according to the interpretation 'rules' in (79).

(80) a. Er wird gekommen sein. + preferred modal
he will come  be

b.   Es   wird wahr gewesen sein. -* preferred modal
it will true been  be

c.  Sie wird sich geargert haben. + preferred modal
she  will REFL annoyed have
'She might have been annoyed.'

For the sake of completeness, let me remind the reader of the fact that neither the past
tense nor the present perfect shows a similar variability with respect to aktionsart.

(81) a. Sie kam plinktlich. -* past
she came on-time

b. Sie wuBte es. + past
she knew it

c. Sie schwamm. + past
she swann

(82) a. Sie ist pilnktlich gekommen. -* past
she is on-time come:PRT
'She came on time.'

b. Sie hat es gewuBt. -* past
she has it known
'She knew it.'

c. Sie ist geschwommen. + past
she is swum
'She swam.'

So  far  we have explored Saltveit's observation  that the interpretation of werden is
influenced by the aktionsart of the main verb. At the same time it was pointed out that
there are more natural interpretations, although other interpretations are possible, too. Let
us therefore now come to a point implicit in Vater's approach: linguistic context, for
instance, temporal adverbials, can override the temporal orientation that is most natural
according to the aktionsart.

Adverbials

The most obvious way to manipulate the temporal interpretation of the werden-
construction is by inserting a temporal adverb. Temporal adverbs introduce a reference
time, which is absolute and therefore determines the temporal orientation of the
construction, independently of the aktionsart of the (main) predicate. In other words, time
adverbials override the default orientation of the aktionsan. Consider the following
examples, where the default interpretation has changed. Sentence (83a) contains a stative
verb wissen 'to know'. According to (79), the default interpretation is a present-oriented



166 Chapter 4

reading. Yet the time adverbial gleich has future reference and hence the construction as a
whole obtains future reference. Similarly, the eventive predicate in (83b) is forced into a
present-oriented reading by the time adverbial gerade 'right now'. Process readings are

fine with either present or future adverbials (83c&d).

(83) a. Der Prasident    wird gleich alles uber den Skandal wissen. future

the president     will soon everything about the scandal know
'Soon, the president will know everything about the scandal.'

b.     Der Zug wird gerade ankommen. modal
the train will right-now arrive
'The train must be arriving right now.'

c.      Der Triathlet wird gerade schwimmen. modal

the triathlete will right now    swim

'The triathlete must be swimming right now.'
d.     Der Triathlet wird morgen wieder schwimmen. future

the triathlete Will tomorrow again swim

'The triathlete will swim again tomorrow.'

The  data  in  (83)  support  Vater' s  observation  that  both  the  present  tense  and the werden-
construction of all types of aktionsart are compatible with present and with future-oriented
readings. What Vater fails to account for is the 'default pattern' observed by Saltveit.

We can therefore conclude that the temporal interpretation of werde,1 is dependent
on (a) the semantic type of the embedded eventuality and (b) adverbials. A look at
adverbials of duration supports this hypothesis. These adverbs do not genuinely express
future or present orientation, but measure out the time interval for which the eventuality is
to hold. It has been observed that the adverbial phrase of duration for x time can only
modify a process predicate (84a), that is, it is incompatible with an eventive predicate
(84b). Rather, the eventive VP requires the adverbial in x time (84c).

(84) a. She is swimming for three hours.

b.   *She drew a circle for three hours.
c.     She drew a circle in three hours.

However, it has also been observed that the adverbial for x time introduces a notion of
boundedness that resembles eventive predicates ('imperfectivity paradox' cf. De Swart

1998a:356). It is obvious that the implication of (85a) is correct. However, the implication
does not hold in (85b), since it might have been the case that Andrew swam longer than
three hours. Similarly, the implication does not hold in a case with a telic predicate (85c),
since it might have been the case that Eve never finished the circle. So the durational time
adverb functions as a kind of 'perfectivizer' of the construction.

(85) a. Andrew was swimming implies: Andrew swam
b.     Andrew was swimming for three hours does not imply:

Andrew swam for three hours
c.     Eve was drawing a circle does not imply: Eve drew a circle

De Swart (1998a) offers an interesting solution to this problem. She assumes that the
durational adverb is the syntactic realization of a general abstract coercion operator that
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forces the reinterpretation of the aktionsart of the main predicate. She assumes that
coercion operators are functions that map eventualities onto eventualities. In the particular
example of (85b), the adverb for x time takes a process predicate was swimming as its
input and yields an eventive predicate was swimming for three hours as output.

Given what has been said so far, it is expected that werden in combination with a state
or a process predicate and the time adverbial for x time yields a default future
interpretation due to the eventive output of the durational time adverbial. This prediction is
borne out, as the sentences in (86) show.

(86) a. Judith wird drei Jahre lang in Paris wohnen. future

J. will three years long in Paris   live
'Judith will live in Paris for three years.'

b. Erika wird zwei Wochen lang krank sein. future
E. will two weeks long      ill        be
'Erika will be ill for two weeks.'

c.      Der Triathlet wird drei Stunden lang schwimmen. future

The triathlete will three hours long swim
'The triathlete will swim for three hours.'

In (86a) and (86b), the stative predicate has been combined with a durational adverb drei

Jahre lang/ zwei  Wochen lang  'for three  years' /  'for two weeks'. The eventive output of
the durational adverbial is responsible for the future interpretation of the sentence, despite
the original default modal interpretation of the embedded stative predicate. The same
holds for the combination of a process VP and the durational adverb in (86c). The test
cannot be applied to eventive predicates, since the durational adverb for x time is
inherently incompatible with eventive predicates (cf. 84b). The reader should bear in mind
that we are dealing with default interpretations resulting from the properties of the VP,
which can be overridden by linguistic and non-linguistic contexts.

It can be concluded that it is possible to retain a temporal analysis of werden that is strictly
based on the aktionsart, provided we keep in mind possible shifts in lexical aspect
(aktionsan) and the absolute nature of time adverbials, which introduce an independent
reference time. So by divorcing the 'meaning' of werden from its temporal orientation,
both Saltveit's and Vater's observation can be accounted for.

4.3.2.2.2 The grammatical subject
Up to now, I have exclusively discussed sentences whose grammatical subject was a third-
person noun. This fact is not insignificant, since we will see immediately that the
interpretation of the construction seems to change with the choice of the grammatical
subject. This concerns especially the present-oriented reading of werden. With a third-
person subject, the sentence clearly functions as a doxastic epistemic element expressing
the speaker's expectation, cf. (87c). In contrast, with a first-person subject, the sentence
reads as an expression of the speaker's intention: in (87a) her plan to be at home. With a
second-person subject, the construction is most naturally interpreted as an imperative,
expressing the speaker's order to the addressee to be at home (for instance at a particular
time), cf. (87b). Both (87a) and (87b) convey future rather than present orientation.
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(87) a. Ich   werde zu Hause sein. 'intention'

I will at home   be

b. Du wirst zu Hause sein. 'order'

you will at home   be
c. Sie wird zu Hause sein. epistemic

she will at home   be

These observations have led Vater (1975) to assume that werden, like other modal verbs,
comes in duals: an epistemic meaning in (87c) and a root modal meaning in (87a&b).

Two objections are in order here. First of all, Vater's set-up must appear strange,
since it is not usually the case that the epistemic-root divide manifests itself in the choice
of the subject. Second, this conclusion ignores the fact that other epistemic modal verbs
show a similar behavior. Although sentence (88c) with a third-person subject is most
naturally interpreted as an epistemic modal, this interpretation is far less obvious for
(88a&b). Again in (88b), the preferred reading is a deontic reading. (88a) is harder to

interpret since a deontic interpretation of 'obligation' or a strong intention seems most
natural.41

(88) a. Ich muB zu Hause sein. ?'order'/strong intention

I nnust at home   be

'It is necessarily the case that I am at home.'
b. Du must zu Hause sein. 'order'

you must at home   be
'It is necessarily the case that you are at home.'

c. Sie muB ZU Hause sein. modal
she must at home  be
'It is necessarily the case that she is at home.'

The origin for the patterns in (87) and (88) is not mysterious, though. Epistemic modal
verbs express the speaker's knowledge or belief concerning the truth of the proposition. If
the proposition contains a third-person subject, this person might be absent or non-visible
and the speaker can utter a hypothesis about the situation. In contrast, first- and second-
person subjects are per definition involved in the discourse. It is very unlikely, then, that
the speaker can utter expectations or an inference about what speaker and/or hearer are
perceiving at the moment. If the meaning of werden is 'expectation' as defined above, it
does not make much sense to utter 'I expect I am at home' talking about the present. In the
normal course of events, either I know that I am at home or I know that I am not at home.
The only possible way to make sense of such a sentence is to interpret it as a future-
oriented 'intention' and hence as a future statement: 'I expect I('11) be at home [at six

41 In combination with telic verbs, not much happens, since the construction always receives a 'simple'
future interpretation.
(i)a. Ich werde punktlich kommen. future

I will on-time come
b.     Du wirst punktlich kommen. future

you will on-time come
c.  Sie/Er wird piinktlich kommen. future

she/He will on-time come
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tonight]'.42 The same line of reasoning holds for the second-person subjects. 'You are
expected to be at home' most naturally comes close to an order. Yet it is possible to
enforce a true inferential meaning, as the following example indicates:

(89) Wenn alles gut geht, wirst du heute abend zu Hause sein.

If   everything well goes, will you tonight at home     be
'If everything goes well, you'll be at home tonight.'
-4 If everything goes well, it is to be expected that you are at home tonight.

In (89) the 'order' reading is canceled, since the context allows the 'normal' epistemic
reading. So first- and second-person subject are compatible with a present-oriented
reading, but require more context information to make this interpretation more readily
available.

One final note to support the hypothesis presented here. The wavering in the
interpretation of epistemic modals observed in (87) and (88) is cancelled if the
complement is replaced by a perfective infinitive. As noted before, an expectation can
concern a past situation. In this case, the complement is a perfective infinitive and hence
the eventuality is stative. Yet this does not lead to the problems of subject-dependency,
since it is perfectly acceptable to express an epistemic statement about the past -
irrespective of whether I am talking about myself or other persons. Imagine an inspector
investigating a crime and asking for my alibi; it is perfectly acceptable to answer (90a),
conveying something like 'I expect I was at home that day.'

(90) a. Ich werde / muB zu Hause gewesen sein.

I        will   / must   at home been      be

b. Du wirst /muBt zu Hause gewesen sein.

you    will /must at home been      be

c. Sie wird /muS zu Hause gewesen sein.

she will /must at home been      be

So werde,1 behaves just like other epistemic modals verbs, which allow the epistemic
reading easily only if the subject is a third-person subject. Otherwise, other readings often
seem more natural. To complete the comparison, note that neither the past tense nor the
present perfect shows a similar vagueness. All examples in (91) and (92) have the same
interpretation with past orientation.

42 As usual with modals, the appropriate context can easily establish a present-oriented reading: imagine
somebody has a partial loss of memory. This person is in his home, but is not sure yet. Looking at some
photographs of herself, she might utter /ch werde woht zu Hause sein 7 expect I am at home'. What that
means, then, is that werden is always interpreted on the basis of 'the normal course of events'. This insight
has led Dietrich  ( 1992)  to the assumption that any sentence with werden is an implicit conditional, where the
antecedent of the conditional can be paraphrased 'i f everything is as usual, I will....'.
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(91) 1.P.Sg. ich wuBte es -4 past

I knew it
2.P.Sg. du wuBtest es -* past
3.P.Sg. sie/er wuBte es 4 past

(92) 1.P.Sg. ich habe es gewuBt 4 past
I have it known

2.P.Sg. du hast es gewuBt -4 past

3.P.Sg. er hat es gewuBt 9 past

4.3.2.2.3 Summary
In this subsection, I have shown that ,verden is a highly context-sensitive element. Both
the aktionsart and the grammatical subject of the sentence influence the default

interpretation of werden. Moreover, it was shown that linguistic contexts such as time
adverbial or even durational adverbials can influence the meaning of the sentence. Not all
effects discussed may be equally strong. Nevertheless, we clearly saw that the meaning of
werden is stable; it is only the temporal interpretation that changes according to the
context.

4.3.2.3 Conclusion
In this section, I argued that werden must be classified as an epistemic modal verb.
Although morphologically speaking, werden does not belong to the group of modal verbs,
from a semantic perspective such an association is certainly justified.

Werden must be regarded as a doxastic epistemic modal, expressing the speaker's
expectation. This meaning is available even if the temporal orientation of the construction
as a whole changes, since expectations can concern present and future as well as past
situations. As with modal verbs, expectations about the present and the future are encoded
in modal + simple infinitives, whereas past reference is encoded by means of a perfective
infinitive. It was shown that werden, just like other (epistemic) modal verbs, is extremely
context-sensitive. Its interpretation is not only influenced by the aktionsart of the main

verbs but also by the grammatical subject. Note that although these shifts influence the
interpretation, the meaning of werden as 'expectation' is not affected by them.

4.3.3 A syntactic comparison between werden and modals verbs

4.3.3.1 Introduction
So far, we have seen that from a semantic perspective, an analysis of werden as an

epistemic modal verb is well-motivated. In this section, I will show that such an approach
is also justified by syntactic considerations, since werden syntactically patterns with
epistemic modal verbs.
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Fabricius-Hansen (1986) argues that a correlation between modal verbs and
werde,1 is implausible since they have different morphosyntactic properties. Yet we have
seen in Chapter 3 that not all modal verbs have the same morphosyntactic properties. The
question is therefore whether werden has the same morphosyntactic properties as
epistemic modal verbs. Table 4 repeats the morphosyntactic properties of epistemic
modals, which was given in Section 3.5.2 in Chapter 3.

Table 4: Morphosyntax of epistemic modals

epistemic epistemic
Present Indicative ok Infinitive                  *
Present Subjunctive ok Past Participle */#

Past Indicative 4# Complement no variation

Past Subjunctive ok Subject theta-role no

Imperative              *
where # stands for 'only under certain (syntactic & pragmatic) conditions'.

4.3.3.2 Theta-properties
4.3.3.2.1 The subject of werden

In Chapter 3, it was argued that epistemic modal verbs never assign a theta-role to the
subject of the clause. I adduced the following syntactic tests in order to show this: (a)
compatibility with subject-less construction, (b) occurrence in pseudo-clefts, and (c)
passivization. In all three respects, werden shows the behavior that we expect of an
epistemic modal verb: it can occur in impersonal passive constructions, as indicated in
(93), and it is not acceptable in pseudo-cleft structures, cf. (94).

43(93) a. Es wird wahrscheinlich getanzt (werden).
it Will probably danced (be:PASS)
'There will probably be dancing.'

(94) a. *Was sie wird ist zu Hause sein.

what she will is   at home     be

'What she will do is being at home.'
b.   *Was     sie     wird ist niichstes Jahr in die Karibik fahren.

what    she    will   is   next year in the Caribbean     go
'What she will do is go to the Caribbean next year.'

Moreover, it cannot be passivized, but allows the active/passive correlation observed by
Reinwein (1977). As Reinwein noted, the truth-conditions for both sentences in (95) are
rather similar, indicated by -.

43 This sentence is grammatically perfectly acceptable, yet speakers usually prefer to avoid double-werden in
the cases of future and passive werden and often drop the second werden. Wird as finite passive auxiliary
suffices to convey the intended meaning.
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(95) a. Peter wird Paul gesehen haben.
P. will P. seen have

'Peter will have seen Paul.'
b. -Paul wird von Peter gesehen worden   sein.

P. will by P. seen been     be

'Paul might have been seen by Peter.'

According to the tests from Section 3.3.1 in Chapter 3, werden clearly does not assign a
theta-role to the subject and hence behaves like other modal verbs.

4.3.3.2.2 The Complement
A brief look at the possible complements shows that werden does not allow any variability
with respect to complementation, as (96) shows. So the behavior is again identical to
episternic modals discussed  in  1.4.2 in Chapter 3.  Note that examples marked with  #  are

perfectly fine if the verb werden is interpreted not as the modal auxiliary meaning

expectation but as a copula meaning become.

(96) a. Peter     wird [vp krank     sein].
P.        will         ill         be
It is expected that Peter is ill.'

b. *Es wird, [cp daB Peter im Krankenhaus   ist].
It will that P. in-the hospital     is

'It is expected that Peter is in the hospital.'
c.   #Peter   wird [Ap krank].

P.        will         ill

Intended reading: 'It is expected that Peter is ill.'
d.   *Peter    wird  [pp im Krankenhaus].

P. will in-the hospital
Intended reading:  'It is expected that Peter is in hospital.'

e.      #Peter       wird    [Np   Arzt  ].
P. must doctor

Intended reading: 'It is expected that Peter is a doctor.'
f. #Peter wird hier   [Dp ein Patient].

P. will here a patient

Intended reading:   'It is expected that Peter is a patient  here.'

So werden, too, can only embed an (extended) verbal category. As in the case of other

epistemics, all other complements such as CP, but also PP, AP, DP, or NP, are not
acceptable.

4.3.3.3 The morphosyntax of werden + infinitive
4.3.3.3.1 The finite paradigm
It was already mentioned at the very beginning of this chapter, that werden has a deviant
finite paradigm. Just like other modals, werden is impossible in imperative verb form, as
illustrated in (97), which can be accounted for by taking recourse to the non-agentive
nature of the modals. This, however, is not a morphological idiosyncrasy of the verb
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werden, since the copula werden does have an imperative form, cf. (98), where the
imperative expresses a wish. In this case, it is assumed that the addressee is in the44

process of getting better, and the active component allows for the imperative.

(97) a. *Werde punktlich kommen!
Will on time come

b. *Werde punktlich zu Hause       sein !
will on-time at home     be

(98) Werde bald gesund !

become soon healthy
'Get  better  soon !'

Moreover, werden lacks the existence of a past indicative, whereas other mood/tense
forms do exist. Here I repeat sentences (5). Again, it was argued that this property does not
hold for copula or passive werden, cf. (6b) repeated here as (99a).

(5) a. Es wird schneien.

it will.PRS.IND snow
b. *Es wurde schneien.

it would:PST.IND snow
c.  Sie sagt, es werde schneien.

she says it will:PRS.SUB snow
d. Es wiirde schneien.

it would:PST.SUB snow

(99) a. Sie wurde rot und verschwand.
she became:psT red and disappeared
'She blushed and disappeared.'

b. Sie wurde oft betrogen.
She was:PASS:PST often cheated

'She was often cheated on.'

So far, we have seen that, also with respect to its finite paradigm, werden is comparable to
other epistemic modal verbs. However, we should address one question. It was shown for
other epistemic modal verbs that they do allow a past indicative form in embedded
sentences and in narrative contexts. Does that hold for werden, too? This is a more
complicated question, which I will postpone to Chapter 6, where I discuss the wiirde +
infinitive construction. I will argue that werden, can in fact occur with past marking, but
that it must then also be marked for subjunctive.

44 Note that also passive werden is not really acceptable in imperative verb form, as (i) shows, which does
not come as a surprise, since the passive is per definition non-agentive. Rather, the imperative is formulated
by means of a causative structure (ii).
(i)  ??Werde fein massiert!

be:PASS nicely massaged                 'Have a nice massage !'
(ii)    Lass dich fein massieren.

let REFL nicely massage 'Have a nice massage !'
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To summarize, Table 5 gives an overview of the complete finite paradigm of werden in
comparison to the paradigm of other epistemic modals.

Table 5: The finite paradigm of werden and epistemic modals.
epistemics werden

Present Indicative        ok                 ok
Present Subjunctive     ok                ok
Past Indicative 4# */#

Past Subjunctive         ok                ok
*               *Imperative

4.3.3.3.2 The non-finite paradigm
Fabricius-Hansen (1986) objects to a modal treatment of wer(len. She states that werden,
in contrast to other modal verbs, allows neither an infinitival nor a participial verb form, as
illustrated in (4), repeated here as (100). Yet recall that it was shown in Chapter 3 that only
root modals but not epistemic modals allow non-finite verb forms. Therefore, the deviant
behavior of werden is actually expected when it is analyzed as an epistemic modal verb.

(100)   a. *Julia soll punktlich kommen werden.
J. shall on-time come Will
J.  shall come on time.'

b.   *Julia ist punktlich kommen geworden.
J.   is on time come would
'J. would come on time.'

Again, it must be noted that the finite-only property of werden only holds for werden +

infinitive. Both passive and copula werden allow infinitival forms, as (101) shows.

(101) a. Sie will getragen werden.

she wants carried be:PASS
'She wants to be carried.'

b.  Sie ist rot geworden und verschwand.
she is red become and disappeared
'She blushed and disappeared.'

So we can safely conclude that, also with respect to non-finite verb forms, werden behaves

exactly as predicted under an epistemic modal analysis: it allows neither infinitive nor
participle.

4.3.3.3.3 Embedding and double modal constructions

Since werden has no non-finite verb forms, it automatically follows that it can never be
embedded in double modal constructions or in other infinitival structures such as control
structures. This is illustrated in (102).
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(102) a. *Katharina muB jeden Tag kochen werden.

K. must every day cook will
'Katharina has to cook every day.'

b. Katharina hat versprochen, jeden Tag kochen zu werden.
K.    has promised every day cook to will
'Katharina has promised to cook every day.'

4.3.3.4 Summary
In this section, I have presented a syntactic comparison between wer£len and epistem c
modal verbs. It was shown that werden has the same properties as epistemic modal verbs
both with respect to its thematic as well as its morphosyntactic properties.

It was shown that werden does not assign a theta-role to the subject. It does not
show any variability concerning the complement and only allows extended VP
complements. Moreover, werden shows the same restricted finite and non-finite paradigm
as the epistemic modal verbs. Finally, like epistemic modals, werden can under no

circumstances be embedded. So, in short, the properties of werden are identical to the
properties of epistemic modals as they are listed in Table 4 in the Introduction, § 4.3.3.1.
Table 6 summarizes the findings of this section and contrasts them with the properties of
modals discussed in Chapter 3. The conclusion to be drawn from this discussion is that
werden can be analyzed as syntactically analogous to epistemic modal verbs, as will be
executed in the next section.

Table 6: The properties of werden in comparison to modal verbs.
Werden epistemic modals

Present Indicative       ok                     ok
Present Subiunctive    ok                     ok
Past Indicative *                   */#

Past Subjunctive         ok                       ok
Imperative                *                       *
Infinitive                     *                            *
Past Participle            *                         */#
Complement no variation no variation
Subiect-theta role no no

where # stands for 'only under certain (syntactic & pragmatic) conditions'.

4.3.4 A syntax ofwerden

In this section, I will show what the syntactic representation of werden looks like. It
should be pointed out once again: clearly, werde,1 is used to express future reference and it
is also correct to speak of werden as a 'future' auxiliary. Yet it is not the case that, from a
formal perspective, werden is on a par with temporal expressions. So there is no way of
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analyzing werden straightforwardly analogous to either the past or the present perfect from
a formal point of view.

Like all modal verbs, werden is inserted in modal position in M , outside tense, as outlined
in Chapter 3. Modal verbs invariably select a zero-tense in the sense of Kratzer (1998).
Due to the deictic nature of tense, the empty tense normally denotes the speaker's here-
and-now, i.e., the Speech Time. Only in certain pragmatic situations can the zero-tense
pick up the reference of a pragmatically salient time interval; we will come back to this in
Chapter 6. The combination of a process VP and a first-person subject indicates a future-
oriented 'intention' reading of the construction. Crucially, there is no other grammatical
component in the sentences that is responsible for the default future orientation of the
sentence. From this, it follows that the syntactic representation of a sentence like (103a) is
approximately as indicated in (104a). A different setting occurs in sentences that contain a
temporal adverb, as in (103b). In this case, the temporal adverb introduces an index, which
is picked up by the zero-tense, cf. (104b). So these cases constitute normal cases of
anaphoric binding, as already illustrated by Partee (1973). Apart from this minor
difference, the sentences are identical.

(103) a. Ich   werde   in die Karibik fahren.

I will in the Caribbean   go.

'I will go to the Caribbean.'
b.      Ich werde nachstes Jahr in die Karibik fahren.

I will next year in the Caribbean go.

'I will go to the Caribbean next year.'

(104) a. CP

Ich         C'

werde MP

t'ich M'

TP           Mo
twerden

VoiceP                 To
[0i]

tia             Voice'

VP Voiceo
[+activel

in die Karibik fahren
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b.                               CP

Ich         C'

werde MP

t'ich M'

TP           Mo
twerden

niichstes Jahri                   T'

Voicep                  To
[01]

tich             Voice'

VP Voice'

/-3 (+active]

in die Karibik fahren

Let me finally also give one example of werden in combination with a perfective
infinitive. As pointed out in Chapter 3, I adopt Musan's (1998, 2000) approach to the
perfect construction, stating that the perfect meaning arises as a combination of the
participial morphology ge...t/n  and  the past participle. These elements together  form  a
complex Asp-head. The main verb has to move into the head to check the perfect features.
Again werden occupies Mod' and selects for a zero-tense, which requires default binding
by the here and now. Since the AspP denotes the 'posttime' state and hence a stative
eventuality, the default interpretation is an epistemic interpretation. The structure of a
sentence with a perfective infinitive like (105a) is represented by (105b).

(105) a. Sie wird die Kekse gegessen haben.

She will the cookies eaten have

'She might have eaten the cookies.'



178 Chapter 4

b.                          CP

Sie        C'

wird MP

t'sie M'

TP           Ef
twerden

Aspp                     f
[01]

VoiceP Aspo

Lk Voice' gegessen haben

VP Voiceo

--% [+active]

die Kekse t„,en

4.3.5 Summary
In this section, I have argued that from both a syntactic and a semantic perspective,
werden is best analyzed as a modal verb. First, I justified a modal approach in general by
repeating Vater's (1975) arguments for a modal approach to werden. It was shown that the
strict association between werden and the concept of future is arbitrary, since werden is

not required in future contexts and, moreover, does not invariably introduce future
reference. Subsequently, I showed that a modal approach is also justified if we consider
more semantic and syntactic environments. In Section 4.3.2.2, it was argued that werden
shifts its temporal orientation in the same way as modal verbs do. Moreover, it was
illustrated that also the status of the subject influences the default reading of werden, a fact

that is common for modal verbs in general. In Section 4.3.3, I was able to show that
werden has exactly the same morphosyntactic properties as the epistemic modal verbs
discussed in Chapter 3. I finished this section by showing that the syntactic representation
of werden does not require any additional mechanisms - the interpretation suggested for
modal verbs in Chapter 3 can account for the syntax of werden.

4.4 Conclusion
In this chapter, I have argued at length for a modal analysis of the German 'future'
construction werden + infinitive. In the first part of the chapter, I showed that the common

temporal analyses have a number of shortcomings. I discussed approaches that considered
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the future a mirror image of the past tense, an approach that treated werden as the mirror
image of the perfect construction and, finally, briefly discussed approaches that assume an
'independent' temporal status of the future. I argued that often the syntactic side of the
future construction is not sufficiently considered. It should be mentioned that often the
goal of temporal analyses of werden is not primarily to do justice to (all) properties of
werden, but rather to develop a coherent system to describe the German temporal system.
Clearly, werden is used to make statements about future events. So, conceptually
speaking, werden can be associated with future. A problem arises if it is assumed that
werden is the grammatical means to express futurity.

I have argued that the future interpretation is just one interpretation of a number of
different possible interpretations, which are determined by the linguistic and extra-
linguistic context. So a problem arises if it is assumed that the German tense system is a
symmetric tense system. It was argued that a modal analysis enables us to give a unified
account of different possible readings of werden. Moreover, it was shown that a modal
analysis is supported by a variety of syntactic considerations, since the syntactic behavior
of werden is identical to that of other epistemic modal verbs. So, in fact, the deficiencies
that arose with the temporal analyses presented in the first part of this study were
overcome by assuming that werden is a modal verb.



5  The Tun-Periphrasis

auf des Valgi nichtswurdiges thun
du thust der deutschen noth, du thust den krieg beschreiben,

du thust die lange zeit mit lesen oft vertreiben,
und was du dichten thust, thust du den freunden weisen,

die thun, was du gethan, mit langen reimen preisen,
die sagen, das du thust berilhmte bucher machen.

wenn wir die lesen thun, thun wir unmaszig lachen,
warum? dieweil dein thun, wenn wir es recht betrachten,

ob du gleich alles thust, vor ungethan zu achten.
(Andreas Gryphius 1616-1664)

5.1  Introduction
Do-support in English is a very well known and well-documented phenomenon. It is,
however, less known that a similar construction, referred to as the tun-periphrasis, exists in
colloquial German as well as in German dialects. Like its English counterpart, the
construction consists of a finite form of the verb do and the main verb in the form of a bare
infinitive. But unlike in English, the construction is possible in simple positive sentences,
as illustrated in (1). It is generally accepted that the construction is equivalent to a
construction with a simple synthetic verb, as illustrated in (2).

(1) a. Ich tue schreiben.

I do write

'I write.' U 'I am writing.' (Eroms 1984)
b.   Da  hab  ich sie gefragt,  wie  ihr denn Karnten SO gefallen tut.

then have I her asked how  she PART Carinthia PART like:INF   does

'Then I asked her how she liked K8rnten.' (Bech 1955)

(2) a. Ich schreibe.
I write
'I write.' U 'I am writing.'

b.   Da  hab  ich sie gefragt,  wie  ihr denn Karnten SO gefallt.

then have I her asked how  she PART Carinthia PART likes:3P.SG

'Then I asked her how she liked Carinthia.'

In this chapter I will discuss the properties of this construction. I propose an analysis that
treats mn as a functional auxiliary analogous to epistemic modals and werden. In contrast
to these elements, tun seems to have a weaker semantics. It does not directly qualify the
speaker's attitude towards the proposition; rather it functions as the spell-out of the
inflectional domain.
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In Section 5.2., I will introduce the data. I will discuss some problems that arise in

studying a substandard phenomenon such as tun. I will give an overview of the possible
syntactic contexts in which tun can occur. Subsequently, I will briefly discuss differences
between the dialects and, finally, I will present the most common interpretations given for
this construction. In Section 5.3, I will discuss the morphosyntactic properties of the
construction. I will compare the properties of tun to the properties of other functional
elements discussed in Chapter 3 and 4. A problem that will need closer investigation -
also from a diachronic perspective - is the non-finite paradigm of tun. Section 5.4
compares English do and German tun, arguing that both elements fulfill the same syntactic
function, namely being the spell-out of an independently existing feature in the syntactic
representation. Finally, in Section 5.5, I will propose an analysis of the tun construction in
modern German.

5.2 The Data

5.2.1 Some introductory remarks

5.2.1.1 The problems of substandard phenomena
Before we look at the data it is necessary to mention some facts about the data presented
here. The major problem that the tun-construction poses is that it is not (or only partially)
part of Standard German. This results in a vagueness concerning the grammatical
judgments. The tun-periphrasis is primarily associated with spoken language and dialects.
The latter might be seen as a consequence of the former, since dialects nowadays exist
more as a spoken rather than a written phenomenon. The prestige of this construction is
rather low and is often attributed to low register (just like dialects). The German translator
of T.C. Boyles' book 'Watermusic' chose to translate the language of a 'simple' character
speaking with an English working class accent in the original into a strong German
substandard language - strikingly, this character uses the tun-periphrasis extensively.
Often the construction is associated with child language and often children using the tun-
periphrasis are corrected in primary school. Moreover, although I have no empirical proof
for this claim, it seems to me that the tun-periphrasis is often found in motherese. It is

necessary to keep in mind that the normative pressure against the tun-periphrasis is very
strong; it is unclear, though, to what extent this fact affects its occurrence in spoken
German.

5.2.1.2 Why study the tun-construction?
The most striking property of the tun-periphrasis is that it is not a regional phenomenon.
Rather it is found in every German dialect that I looked at, in total covering all German
dialect areas. (The map in Figure 1 illustrates geographically those dialect areas).
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Occasionally it is argued that the mil-periphrasis only appears to compete with the
standard synthetic finite verb. It is suggested that the construction is in fact part of an
independent grammar, such as a dialect grammar. So speakers who use the tun-periphrasis
are argued to be bilingual speakers (dialect and Standard German) and instances of the
tun-periphrasis must hence be looked at as code-switching. Such a view tries to
marginalize the role of the tun-periphrasis in the grammar of standard German. Moreover,
it is not very plausible. If the construction were a purely dialectal phenomenon, then why
do we find it in all German dialects? Usually, typical dialectal phenomena are restricted to

particular areas. This is clearly the case with Bavarian complementizer-agreement (cf.
Bayer 1984) or verb-doubling in Swiss German (cf. Lotscher 1991b, Schonenberger &
Penner 1995). In contrast, the tun-periphrasis is found in all German-speaking areas. Even
in German enclaves that have been separated from the German speaking community for
several centuries, such as the Pennsylvania Dutch in the USA or the German dialect of
Bosco-Gurin in Tessin (Switzerland), the tun-periphrasis still exists. Moreover, all these

dialects are, after all, German dialects and share most parts of their verbal grammar with
the grammar of Standard German - especially the property of being a V2 language. All
German dialects also have synthetic finite verbs, which compete with the tun-periphrasis,
since obviously, tun is not the only way to express a finite verb in the dialects. Hence, we
do not gain much by attributing the tun-periphrasis to a phenomenon of dialect grammar
and hence reducing the tun-periphrasis to a phenomenon of code-switching. Despite its
substandard prestige, the tun-periphrasis is part of the German grammar and must be
explained within a synchronic approach, too.

5.2.1.3 The source of the data
Very few articles have been written on the syntactic and semantic status of the tult-

periphrasis. However, in the descriptive literature, especially in the area of dialectology,
the construction is widely represented. I collected most of the data presented here from
dialect dictionaries and dialect grammars. Furthermore, I used data that I came across in

real life, such as constructions I found in literature, for instance the translation of T. C.
Boyle's 'Watermusic'.1 Also the incidental use of tun-constructions by friends has been
written down and used here. Despite the fact that the tun-periphrasis is a stigmatized
construction everywhere, and explicitly banned by normative grammar, speakers have
rather clear intuitions about the grammaticality of the construction. So in order to get
information about specific constructions, I asked native speakers to give judgments on

specific problems. Unfortunately, most of these speakers are from the High- and Middle
German regions, a factor that plays a role, as we will see below.

5.2.2 Short overview of the data

The tun-periphrasis consists of a finite verb tun and a main verb in bare infinitival verb
form, as illustrated in (3). Standard German, as normalized by the 'German Institute for

' I did not use examples from poetry, although there are innumerable examples in the so-called Volkslieder

'folk songs'.



The Tun-Periphrasis 185

Lan uage', only allows this construction in the context of VP fronting, indicated in (4) and
(5).

(3)    a. Sie tut ein Buch lesen.

she   does  a book read

'She reads a book.' U 'She is reading a book.'
b. Sie tut waschen.

she does wash
'She is doing the laundry.'

(4) a. Bucher lesen tut sie gerne.

books read does she gladly
'She likes to read books.'

b. Waschen tut sie.

wash does she

'Washing, that's what she is doing.'

(5) a. Beunruhigen tat ihn     nur der Gedanke daran,   daB...
disturb did    him   only the thought on that
'Only the thought that... disturbed him.' (Bech 1955:98)

b. Denn trinken ttiten sie alle,  Freunde und Feinde.

because drink did:SUB they all friends and enemies

'Because they would all drink, friends and enemies.' (Bech 1955:98)

As shown in (6), the finite verb tun can appear in the complete finite paradigm.

(6)        The finite paradigm of tun 'do'i

PRS. IND. PST.IND PST.SUB

Sg. Pl.  Sg. Pl.   Sg. Pl.
1P. tue tun tat taten tiite t*en

2P. tust tut tatst tatet tatest tatet

3P. tut tun tat taten tate taten

Unlike its English counterpart, the German tun + infinitive construction is not restricted to
particular syntactic constructions. Hausmann (1974) comments on the construction as
follows (where the 'standard form' refers to the synthetic, the 'dialect form' to the
periphrastic construction):

All native speakers of German with whom I have been in contact
(speakers from Hamburg, Vienna and Bavaria) can use the standard
German forms or the dialect forms at will. They report that they often

2 The use of mn is also found in pseudo-cleft structures such as (i). I do not consider these constructions
here, since they must be analyzed as bi-clausal structures.
(i)          Was sie am liebsten tut ist Bucher lesen

'What she likes to do most is reading books.'
3 Here, I do not discuss the paradigm of the present subjunctive, since it hardly plays a role in spoken
language. Yet there are two examples in (14), which show that it is in principle a possible form for tun.
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used the periphrastic tun when they were children and learned the
standard forms in school.

Below, we will see that the tun-periphrasis in German, unlike its English counterpart, is

compatible with any sentence type. When possible, the examples will be given in dialect
spelling with German and English gloss. I indicate the source of the data in brackets.4

(7) Positive declarative root clauses
a.     Isch  dun im Garde schaffe.

Ich tue im Garten arbeiten.

I do in the garden    work

'I work in the garden.' U I am working in the garden.' [Southern Hessian]
b. Mei Frau duad bigln.

Meine Frau tut bugen.
my wife does iron

'My wife is ironing.' (Bavaria, Eroms 1998)
c. Ech don schrive net lese.

Ich tue schreiben nicht lessen.

I do write not read

'I am writing, not reading.' [Rhineland]

(8) Embedded clauses
a. as  ik em ropen dee, keem he ni.

als ich ihn rufen tat, kam er nicht.

when I him call did,  carne  he   not

'When I called him, he didn't come.' [Schleswig Holstein]

b. Denn I hab's glei kennt, daB       I         ihm n8t schlecht g' fallen    tu.

Denn ich habe's gleich gemerkt, daB   ich ihm nicht schlecht gefallen tue.

Since I have-it L soon noticed  that I  him not badly please do

'I noticed immediately that he liked me.' (Southern Tyrol, Erben 1969)

(9) Questions
a. Tuesch' iez bald mdchen?

Tust du jetzt bald melken?
do you now soon milk
'Are you going to milk the cows soon?' [Sch.Schl, Switzerland]

b. Wer tutt sich hier firchten?

Wer tut sich hier furchten?

who does REFL here be-afraid

'Who is afraid here?' (Schlesien, Hausmann 1974)

4 References in square brackets refer to data from dialect dictionaries listed in the references, data from other

sources are cited as usual in normal brackets.
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(10) Imperative
a. Tut euch nicht bekleckern!

do  you:PL not Soil
'Do not make yourselves dirty!' (Upper Saxonian, Erben 1969)

b. Du dich nor nedd schnerre!

Tu dich nur nicht tauschen!

do you just not be-mistaken
'Don't be mistaken!' [Southern Hessian]

(11) Negative contexts
a. Ich du net strige.

Ich tue nicht stricken.

I do not knit

'I do not knit.' (Pennsylvania German, Van Ness 1995)
b. Er dhut's net glitawe.

Er tut's nicht glauben.
He does'itc:L not believe

'He doesn't believe it.' [Frankfurt/Main]

Examples (7) to (11) show that the sentence type does not impose any restriction on the
distribution of tim. Moreover, the construction appears in all different absolute tenses, i.e.,
the present and the past indicative, but also in the subjunctive paradigm, as (12) to (15)
illustrate.

(12) Present Indicative

a. Er dut sterwe.
Er tut sterben.

he does die

'He is dying.' [Palatinate]
b. Ich w weba.

Ich tue weben.

I do weave
'I am weaving.' (Glarus, Switzerland, Erben 1969)

c. De wait ook noch, wo wi wohnen daut.
Der weiss auch noch, wo wir wohnen tun.
he  knows also yet where we live          do
'He still knows, where we live.' (Mecklenburg, Keseling 1968)

(13) Past Indicative

a. Ich tat sprechen.
I    did speak (Vorerzgebirge, Erben 1969)

b. As de Buur nae Stadt komen dee,...

Als der Bauer nach der Stadt kornmen tat,...

When the farmer to the city come did,...

'When the farmer came to to the city,...' (Mecklenburg, Keseling 1968)
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(14) Present Subjunctive
a. All Lut het       er g' meint, tuegen von im b'richten.

Alle Leute, hat er gemeint, tuen von ihm berichten.

all  people has he meant do:PRS:SUB of him report
'He said, all people talked about him.' [Sant Gallen, Switzerland]

b. Sie thileihe dart der Guet so liebe.

Sie tuen dort den Guten so lieben.

they do:SUB there the Guten   so  love

'They love to drink Guten.' [I guess that Guten is wine] [Baden]

(15) Past Subjunctive
a.        Es   rejend    als   wann' s       midd Amer erunergeschidd ded werrn.

Es   regnet     als   wenn' s mit Eimern runtergeschuttet tat werden.
it rains as if-itCL with buckets poured down did: psT:suB be:PASS

'It is raining cats and dogs.' [Southern Hessian]
b. wen I Wost as du khumst nau teit I a hingein.

wenn ich wOBte, daB du kommst dann tate ich auch hingehen.
if  I  knew that you come, then would I also go-there

'If I knew that you are coming I would got here too.'
(Numberg, Schirmunski 1962)

So far we have seen that all types of sentences as well as all finite tenses can co-occur with
tun. Another possible restriction on the occurrence of tun is the semantic type of main
verb. Several authors have, in fact, argued that the type of the main verb does influence the
distribution of tun, either in a strict sense, e.g., Schonenberger & Penner (1994), Stein

(1990, 1992), or in a wider sense, see Eroms (1984). My data, however, do not support
such a view. It is possible that not all types of verbs co-occur with tun in the same
frequency, but my data indicate that there is no general ban on a particular type of
eventuality.

It is not surprising that agentive process verbs such as schreiben 'to write',
fu#ballspielen 'to play soccer', arbeiten 'to work' etc. are compatible with tun. But also
eventive or telic verbs are compatible with the tun-periphrasis, e.g., gewinnen   'to  win',
sterben 'to die', sinken 'to sink' etc. Moreover, tun can also co-occur with non-agentive

verbs such as psych-verbs or stative verbs. In my data I found combinations with the
following verbs among others:

(16) gefallen 'to please', magen  'to like', woh,ten  'to live', wissen  'to know', gehoren  'to

belong', sich anfassen 'to feel', lieb haben 'to be fond of, etc.

The list in (16) shows, that the semantics of tun must be 'bleached'. Obviously,  the  verb

has lost its original agentive nature implicit in the 'proto-activity' main verb do and hence

is compatible with non-agentive and stative verbs.
A last question is whether tun can co-occur with other auxiliaries. It is difficult to

give a clear answer to this question. There are very few examples that show a co-
occurrence of tun and aspectual or passive auxiliaries. Example (15) illustrates a case of
tull with a passive auxiliary. Note, however, that not all speakers accept such a
construction. In my data, I did not find a single co-occurrence of tun and aspectual
auxiliaries have/be, in the style of (17). The judgments of the speakers on these sentences
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vary: some accept them, others do not. It seems reasonable to conclude that the
combination of tun and aspectual or passive auxiliaries is not productive.

(17)  a.  ??/*Ich tue es gesehen haben.
I do it seen have

'I have seen it.'
b. ??/*Du tust dort gewesen sein.

you there been     bedo

'You have been there.'

I did, however, find data exhibiting tun in combination with modal verbs or copula
have/be. Although some speakers reject these examples, my informants usually judged

these examples to be better than those in (17).

(18) a. Ich weiB genau, was filr'n Abschaum dich zum Freund haben tut.
I know exactly what for'act. scum you to-the friend have does

'I know exactly, what sort of scum takes you as a friend.' (Boyles: 30)
b. Das tut Cardamine pratensis sein.

that does C. p.                    be
'This is Cardamine pratensis [Cuckoo Flower].' [Baden]

c.  daB er mir nicht sagen konnen  tut.
that he me not say can does

'that he cannot tell me.' [Mecklenburg]

The data suggests that we cannot really speak of a general ban on the use of tun in
combination with other auxiliaries. An interesting observation was made by Keseling
(1968). He states (for Low German) that indicative tun normally does not occur with
copula verbs like have/be. as (19) shows. However, if tun occurs in past subjunctive, the

same sentences become perfectly acceptable. Keseling states thus that the tun-version of
sentence (19a) in (19b) is ungrammatical since tun is in the indicative mood. However, the
tun-counterpart of (2Oa) in (2Ob) is acceptable, since the auxiliary tun bears past
subjunctive marking.

(19) a. dat de Planten all groot siind.

daB die Pflanzen  alle   groB  sind.
that the plants   all   big  are
'That all the plants are big.'

b. "dat de Planten all groot   ween   daut.
daB die Pflanzen  alle groB sein tun.
that the plants      all     big      be     do

(20) a. Hei   dee sau,   as wenn   hei min Frund weer.
Er   tut so, als wenn  er mein Freund  wUre.

he    does so as if he  my friend was:SUB
'He acted as if he were my friend.'

b.    Hei   dee sau,   as wenn   hei min Frond ween dee.

Er   tut so, als wenn  er mein Freund sein tiite.

he    does so as if he  my friend be         does:SUB
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Since data exist that show tun in combination with auxiliaries, copula and modal verbs, it
must be stated that these elements are not categorically excluded from combining with mn.

However, these sentences have a marginal status, speakers vary in whether they accept the

constructions or not. What, then, can we conclude from this data? Most likely there is no

grammatical restriction at work, but rather a pragmatic one (see below). In fact, I believe
that the status of the verb plays a role here. It should be noted that the verbs under

discussion here, i.e., auxiliaries, are high-frequency verbs. Since these verbs are used

extensively in daily language, their verbal paradigm is easily accessible and is therefore

unlikely to be replaced by other forms. If that sounds too stipulative, remember that these

high-frequent auxiliaries have been proven to be very stable in the course of time: these

are the verbs that have kept the preterit in the dialects which have otherwise lost the
preterit. These are the verbs that have kept strongly irregular verbal morphology for many

centuries. I believe that it is this exceptional status that 'protects' auxiliaries from
occurring as a complement of tun. Note, moreover, that in English, we also find a
difference between auxiliaries and main verbs with respect to their compatibility with tim..

We need distinguish between two questions: (1) what is the grammatical status of

the tun-construction and hence its syntactic representation? (2) What is pragmatic status of

the construction? In which contexts is the construction actually used or more/less
preferred to the synthetic competitor? The first question will be dealt with in the next
section. So far no clear answers have been given for the second question. Yet different
ideas about the possible motivations for using tun circulate in the literature. Let me just
briefly mention some of them. (a) Tun establishes a kind of 'economy of thinking' (Erben

1969), since the language user needs to learn only one finite paradigm instead of many
different paradigms. (b) The insertion of tun has important consequences for the theme-

rheme structure, since the verb does not move out of the rheme, the information-structure
of the sentence changes; a factor which is important for interface properties, such as

prosody or stress, cf. Eroms (1998). (c) Tun can be used in order to circumvent heavy or

unusual verbal inflection, for example with poly-syllabic verbs, as pointed out by Suter

(1992) but also by many authors of dictionaries. Finally Kroch (1989b) has pointed out for
English do that the insertion of a pleonastic element in a V2 language has the effect that

the VP remains a complex unit, a fact which is argued to facilitate processing.
I believe that all these factors play a role in the choice whether or not to use tun.

The idea that tun iS inserted in order to avoid unusual inflections finds specific support in

the high occurrence of tun as a replacement of the synthetic past subjunctive, as will be
shown in Chapter 6. Yet these factors do not provide sufficient explanation for the use of

tull, since common, short, intransitive verbs also occur as complements of tun. Moreover,

if simplification of processing, 'economy of thinking' or more obvious theme-rheme

structure were the main advantage of tun-insertion, then why did the construction not gain
more popularity than it did (even before normative grammar)? Clearly, more research on

the pragmatics of tun is needed. Here I do not want to speculate any further.

Concluding this section, it was shown that the tun-periphrasis as a whole shows virtually
no restrictions with respect to the sentence type and to the tense and mood paradigm. It
was also excluded that the type of eventuality plays a role for the grammaticality of tun,

although auxiliaries and high-frequency verbs do not usually occur with tun. It was shown
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that non-agentive verbs co-occur with tiin, which indicates that tun as an auxiliary has lost
its specific agentive character. So we must speak of an instance of 'semantic bleaching'.

5.2.3 Dialectal variation
In the previous section it was shown that the tun-periphrasis occurs in various syntactic
environments and with different types of eventualities. There is, however, dialectal
variation with respect to the actual use of the construction. Accordingly, a number of
specific analyses for the tun-periphrasis have been suggested, for instance by Keseling
(1968) for Northern German dialects, by Eroms (1984) for Bavarian and by
SchOnenberger & Penner (1994) for Bernese Swiss German.

Eroms (1984) contrasts his data of the tun-periphrasis in Bavarian with Keseling's
(1969) data for Low German and concludes that the construction shows 'complementary
distribution' in these two regions. I have shown elsewhere (Erb 1995) that such a
statement cannot be maintained and in fact Eroms himself (1998) also rejects such a strong
conclusion. In the following paragraphs, I will show that the distribution of tun i S far more
homogeneous than most authors assume. The differences between dialects are tendencies
rather than hard grammatical restrictions. Consequently, highly specific analyses of tun
miss the most interesting point of the construction, its general nature.

Usually, the restrictions discussed in the literature are of two sorts, concerning
either the distinction between main and embedded clauses or the type of eventuality of the
complement.

5.2.3.1 Clause types
Does tun show restrictions with respect to main and embedded clauses? Abraham (1995)

states that the tun construction in German is a root clause phenomenon. This position
clearly lacks empirical support and has to be rejected in its general form, cf. (lb) above.
Moreover, Low German dialects provide many counterexamples. It is well-documented
that in these dialects tun only occurs in embedded clauses and not in root clauses. This
observation was made by Keseling (1968), but the authors of the [Mecklenburg] and the
[Schleswig-Holstein] dictionary come to the same conclusion. There are two minor
objections however: all three sources state that the restriction to embedded clauses is a
rather recent development, i.e., a twentieth century development. Moreover, it is
mentioned that dialect authors such as, for instance, Ernst Reuter 'aberrantly' use the tun-

periphrasis also in main clauses. Therefore, we should be careful in concluding that the
tun-periphrasis is an 'embedded-clause'-only phenomenon in Northern German, although
the tendency clearly exists.

Eroms states that in Bavarian tun is far more common in main clauses than in
embedded clauses. In his data, though, the use of tun in embedded sentences is considered
'deviant' only by 24-35% of his informants, so more than half of his informants accept the
use of tun in embedded sentences. In fact, Eroms (1998:150) clearly argues for a more
neutral position: "There are only very few restrictions on the use of the doa[tun]-
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periphrasis in other constructions. In contrast to our expectations we found numerous
examples of all types of subordinate clauses, including relative clauses."

Finally, Schdnenberger & Penner (1994, 1995) also state that the tun-construction
is a root clause phenomenon in Bern Swiss German. I have no counter-evidence for such a
claim, but it should be noted that the Swiss dialect dictionary, the Schweizerisches

Idiotikon, does not mention any restriction with respect to clause types.5
It is interesting to note that middle German sources do not mention restrictions

according to clause types at all.

To summarize, although the position held in the literature is that the distribution of tun is
sensitive to the type of clause, I could not find any clear-cut evidence for this claim.

Rather, in most dialects both main and embedded clauses are possible environments for
the tun-periphrasis. There is, however, a tendency in Low German dialects to use tun only

in embedded clauses, but here, too, counterevidence could be found. Finally, Bavarian
arguably tends to prefer the use of ttln in main clauses, though 'numerous' examples of its
use in embedded clauses are also documented.

5.2.3.2 Type of eventuality
Much debate has been devoted to the question of whether the type of embedded

eventuality imposes restrictions on the distribution of tun. The most radical position has
been advocated by Schanenberger & Penner (1994, 1995). They state that tun is only
compatible with atelic verbs and not with inherently telic verbs such as give or blush nor
with derived telic verbs such aS to write a letter etc. In my data I did not find a similar

restriction, as several of the examples above show.
Eroms (1984) claims that Northern dialects prefer non-agentive or stative verbs in

combination with tun, whereas the Bavarian prefers the combination with agentive process
verbs. His statement is undermined both by Low German as well as by Bavarian data.
Although it is true that we find non-agentive verbs such as glauben 'believe' or wohnen

'live' combined with mn in Low German, agentive process verbs and events are also
found with the tun-periphrasis: das Kleid anziehen 'to dress', eine Geschichte erzahlen 'to
tell  a story', einschlafen 'to fall  sleep', etc.  On  the other side, Bavarian  is  not restricted to

process verbs. Eroms adduces numerous examples of agentive process verbs with tun in
Bavarian, such as bugeln 'to iron', fiBballspielen 'to play soccer', arbeiten 'to work' and
argues that durative verbs such as schiaten 'to sleep' or sitzen 'to sit' etc. are not
acceptable. In his data, though, only 12-25% of the informants reject these verbs as
complements in the tun-periphrasis.

So far we have seen that the type of eventuality certainly does not restrict the use of tun.

Although all types of verbs can occur as tun-periphrasis, some verbs are more preferred

than others. At this moment, we lack systematic research on this issue.6

5 Van Riemsdijk (p.c.), also a speaker of (Zurich) Swiss German, accepts tun in embedded clauses. but only
if tun precedes the infinitive. and not if it follows it, as is the normal order in standard German.
6 Trying to find an answer to the question of which verbs occur with mn and which ones do not, Keseling
makes a rather vague generalization: "Je anschaulicher der Inhalt des Verbalbegriffs ist, um so haufiger wird
dieses Verb umschrieben." (Keseling 1968:150). [The more vivid the content of a verb, the more it is used in
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5.2.3.3 Summary
It was shown that the German dialects show no clear-cut restrictions for the use of the tun-
periphrasis, neither with respect to the clause type nor with respect to the eventuality of
the complement (Bernese Swiss German probably forms a strange exception). If we see
differences at all, they are only tendencies:
• Northern German dialects tend to prefer using tuit in embedded clauses, whereas

Southern German dialects show a slight preference for tun in main clauses, though
embedded clauses are acceptable, too. There is no systematic study of the Middle
German area, but in my data taken from dialect dictionaries I found both main and
embedded clauses.

• Northern German allows non-agentive and durative verbs in combination with tun, but
certainly not exclusively. In contrast, Bavarian seems to exhibit a preference for
process verbs or events in combination with the tun-periphrasis, but again not
exclusively. For the Middle German region, I found all types of verb classes.

We might conclude then, that there are no clear-cut grammatical restrictions on the
distribution of tun. Eroms (1984) comes to the conclusion that the two dialectal variants,
Bavarian and Low German, constitute two 'grammatical subtypes' of a more general and
latent tun-periphrasis in German. This idea is supported by data from the Middle German
dialects, which show virtually no restrictions.7 Highly specific analyses as proposed, for
instance, by Schonenberger & Penner, seem to miss important generalizations. I assume,
therefore, that the German grammar in general allows the tun-periphrasis. In different
dialectal areas we find different ways of realizing the construction, yet so far we can not
find hard grammatical principles which rule these realizations. Certain dialects possibly
develop a highly specific use, but this seems to be a pragmatic rather than a grammatical
phenomenon. Certainly, more inter-dialectal research is necessary, especially on the
pragmatics of the construction.

5.2.4 Semantic and syntactic function
In the previous paragraph I gave a survey of different types of data that I found in my
material. The data suggest that there are hardly any grammatical restrictions on the use of
tun, although dialects may show different patterns of use. Usually, the descriptive
grammar books or dialect dictionaries hint at possible semantic or syntactic functions of
the construction. The most heterogeneous interpretations are found in the literature. I will

the periphrasis.]. So he states that to come and to go hardly occur with tun, in contrast to jump, to run and to

fall frequently occur with tun.

The fact that a cognate of dummy tun is found in other West-Germanic languages, too, suggests that this
phenomenon is latent not only in German, but in the whole West-Germania.
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give a brief overview of the most frequent functions here, to show how diverse the
possible interpretations of the periphrasis are.

We can divide the authors of dialect dictionaries and grammars into two camps: the
first group claims that tun is devoid of meaning and only has the function of carrying the
functional inflectional morphemes. These authors usually point out that tun can combine
with any type of eventuality and hence only indicates a general trend towards periphrastic
constructions (cf. i.a. Bech 1955, Hausmann 1974, Merkle 1975). The other group of
authors assumes a specific semantic function of tun. These authors claim that tun has
primarily a temporal or an aspectual function (Eroms 1984, Van Ness 1995, Stein 1990,
1992, Schonenberger & Penner 1994, 1995). Especially in the latter case, the authors point
out restrictions on co-occurrences. It should be noted that these positions are independent
of particular dialects.8

In order to determine which position is correct, let me start with the null-
hypothesis: tun has no exclusive function in the temporal, modal or aspectual domain,
rather it is semantically (almost) empty and functions as a stylistic variant of a simple
synthetic verb that bears finite morphology. If this assumption is incorrect, we expect that
the presence of tun Will lead to ungrammaticality in particular temporal/, modal/ aspectual
constructions, but not in others. If, however, the minimal assumption is correct, we expect
to find tun in all usual tense and mood forms of the particular dialect. This is exactly what
we see in the data.

5.2.4.1 Tun as a temporal/modal category
Keseling has pointed out that tun in Northern German dialects occurs both in the present
and in the preterit without difference in frequency. Eroms objects stating that tun in
Bavarian occurs only in the present tense. The Middle German dictionaries adduce both

present and preterit forms of tun. So, in fact, only the Southern German dialects (Bavarian
and also Swabian) show restrictions with respect to the temporal paradigm of tun. This
finding is not surprising, since the High German area is the area that has lost the preterit in
general, cf. Lindgren (1957).' As mentioned above, only high-frequency verbs still occur
in past tense form as this form is not productive anymore. The fact that tun is not found in
the past tense in Bavarian is thus independent of the grammar of tun. Rather it is due to

general tendencies in the dialect area. So it can be observed that tun occurs with all

absolute tenses, which are 'normal' in the dialectal area, i.e., present and preterit in Middle
and Low German, only the present in High German.

All authors agree on the special status of the tun-construction for the periphrastic past
subjunctive mood (or 'conditional' mood). In fact, in Southern German dialects, the tate +
infinitive construction has been described as 'quasi-obligatory' (Eroms 1984). But also in
the Northern German dialects, the tun-periphrasis is most often used as a periphrastic past

8  Also  for the Dutch doen-periphrasis,  we find contradictory statements. Cornips  ( 1994. 1998) suggests  a

specific analysis of doen, whereas Giesbers (1983/84) suggests that doen is without a specific function.

As mentioned briefly above, Southern German dialects do not have a productive past indicative paradigm
at their disposal. Rather the present perfect has replaced the simple indicative preterit. Only very frequent
verbs   such as haben/sein 'have/be'   etc. are still found   in past indicative. This phenomenon   has  been
described as 'Oberdeutscher Prateritumschwund'
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subjunctive, cf. Keseling (1968). Furthermore, the Schweizerisches Idiotikon points out
that the use of tun in present and past subjunctive is "more or less regular, but at least very
frequent". 8 Especially in the use of tu,1 in past subjunctive, the run-periphrasis is close in
function to the periphrastic werden-construction, which is the source of another common
periphrastic    subjuncti ve    construction, the wiirde + infinitive construction. These two
constructions will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 6.

So tun is attested in the complete mood paradigm, yet there is no doubt that it is
favored in past subjunctive, i.e., conditional mood, in all dialects. In fact, Keseling
suggests that the past subjunctive tun falls into the category Modal together with other
modal verbs such as wollen, sollen, magen, wurde, which can express counterfactuality.
Eroms (1998) goes even further and suggests that (indicative) tun is an indicator of
'neutral' modality.

So far we have seen that tun can occur in any tense form and in any mood form which is
commonly used in the dialect in question. That implies that tun is not specific to any of
these notions, rather tun combines with 'what it finds' in the grammar. A more complex

question is whether tun bears aspectual information.

5.2.4.2 Tun as an 6aspectual' category
The list of 'aspectual' functions of tun is very long. The quotation marks are used because
of the fact that many different phenomena have been discussed under the notion of
'aspect', a well-known problem for those who work on aspect. The alleged aspectual
functions of tun comprise marking of progressive, perfective, habitual, iterative, durative,
and telic 'aspect'. "  Here  I cannot discuss all possibilities  (cf.  Erb  1995).  In this paragraph
I will pick out the most frequent interpretations.

Several authors state that tun expresses imperfective aspect, which means that it
must be considered a kind of progressive form, cf. Schirmunski (1962). In this function,
the tun-periphrasis is compared to the so-called 'Rheinische Verlaufsform' ich bin am
Arbeiten (lit. I am at working) a complex construction equivalent to he English be + -ing
form   'I am working'.  One  look  at  the data above shows  that  such an interpretation  is  a
possible, but not a necessary, interpretation of tun. For instance, in imperatives like in
(10), but also in other examples, such an interpretation does not make sense. On the other
hand, unlike English verbs, any German finite verb can be associated with a progressive
interpretation. So the three sentences in (21) are equivalent in expressing progressive
aspect.

I0 Note that the Swiss German dictionary is the only dictionary that explicitly mentions the use of tun in
present subjunctive. In most other studies, this verb form is ignored. The reason might be that the present
subjunctive hardly plays a role in German grammar anymore. Especially in spoken language, it is used only
in very restricted contexts (cf. Chapter 6). I will therefore concentrate on the use of mn in past subjunctive,
i.e., the conditional, here.
"  I  follow  Klein  (1994) in assuming that there  are only three types of grammatical aspect: perfective,
imperfective and prospective, although the last is not realized in German.
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(21) a. Ich spiele (gerade).
I play (right-now)

b. Ich tue (gerade) spielen.
I do (right-now) play

c. Ich bin (gerade) am Spielen.
I      am    (right-now)   at the playing

'I am playing.'

We can safely conclude that tun is not specifically a marker of imperfective aspect.
Habitual 'aspect' is also often discussed in connection with tun is (Grimm 1935,

Stein 1990, 1992, van Ness 1995):2 Again, several data from the list above show that this

is only one of a number of different interpretations. Consider for instance a sentence like

(7c), (8b) or (9a) repeated here as (22). These sentences can hardly be interpreted on a
habitual reading.

(22) a. Ich tu'S machen. = (7c)

I do-itcL nnake

'I do it.'
b.  Ich habe gleich gemerkt, daB  ich ihm nicht schlecht gefallen tu. = (8b)

I    have soon noticed that I him not bad please do
'I noticed immediately that he liked me.'

c.  Tust du jetzt bald melken? = (9a)

do  you now soon milk
'Are you going to milk the cows soon?'

Again, the habitual information can be expressed in any sentence with a finite verb such as

ich sclilafe genie '1 like  to  sleep'.  There  is  no  reason  to  analyze  tun  in  German  as  an

intrinsic marker of habituality, as Van Ness (1995) suggests or, in a generative framework,

as Cornips (1998) does for Heerlen Dutch.
Finally, I would like to mention one factor that repeatedly occurs in many analyses.

Authors state that tun fulfills the function of an intensifier, i.e., an emphatic element, in

questions as well as in positive/negative declaratives (cf. Erben 1969, and many
dictionaries). At the same time, authors claim that tun weakens the strength of an

imperative (Merkle 1975, Eroms 1998). The fact that contradictory characteristics are
ascribed to the tun-periphrasis illustrates that the construction has hardly any specific

function at all, rather it can be associated with virtually any category of verbal semantics.

5.2.4.3 Summary
In the last section I have given a brief overview of the different interpretations of the tun-

periphrasis in German. It is striking that scholars have brought virtually every aspect of
German verbal semantics into play; from tense to mood to aspect as well as several other,
less formal categories, such as a habitual or an intensifying or weakening function.

12 An association of habituality and a cognate of do is also common in other languages. Cornips (1994,1998)
argues that doen 'do' functions as a marker of habituality in Heerlen Dutch, a dialect in the south of The
Netherlands. Southwest English dialects also show do-insertion in positive declarative sentences and it has

been argued that do conveys habitual meaning here. for a discussion see. Klemola (1994, 1998)
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Although all of these categories can indeed be related to the tun-periphrasis, not a single
one has proven to be specific to the use of tun. The only grammatical function of tun that
has proven to be shared by all authors, is the special role of tun as a periphrastic past
subjunctive. We will see in Chapter 6 that this again is not a specific property of tun or
tate, since wiirde + infinitive is also a common replacement for the synthetic past

subjunctive. We must conclude therefore that tun is highly unspecific in its grammatical
nature and hence allows a variety of different interpretations. A specific analysis of tun in
terms of telicity, habituality, progressive aspect etc. is not supported by empirical
evidence.

5.3 Morphosyntactic Properties

5.3.1 Tun as a finite-only auxiliary
In Chapters 3 and 4, I discussed several properties of functional auxiliaries. If tun is a
functional auxiliary, as I stated in the introduction, it is expected that it should show at
least partially the same properties as other functional auxiliaries. Table 1 summarizes the
finite and non-finite morphosyntactic properties of epistemic modals and werden, which
were discussed in Chapter 3 and 4.

Table 1: Morphosyntactic properties of epistemic modal verbs and werden in German.

epistemic modals werden
Present Indicative       ok                      ok
Present Subjunctive     ok                        ok
Past Indicative */#                 *

Past Subjunctive          ok                        ok
Imperative                *                        *
Infinitive                      *                            *
Past Participle */#                 *

(where # stands for 'only under certain conditions')

The  properties of finite  tun have already been discussed in paragraph   1.2.2  and  we  saw
that tun can indeed occur in all tenses and moods such as present and past indicative as
well as present and past subjunctive, cf. (12) - (15). It was also shown in (10) that tun can
occur in imperative form. So unlike other functional auxiliaries, tun allows the complete
finite verbal paradigm.

The question that now arises is how tun behaves with respect to the non-finite

properties. Gunnar Bech (1955) states that the auxiliary tun can only occur in finite
constructions. This view is implicitly shared by a number of authors of dialect grammars,
since they never hint at the possibility of allowing infinitival tun (the only exceptions are
found in the Rhineland dictionary and in Grimm's Deutsches W8rterbuch). So, unlike
main verb tun, or tun as a verb with anaphoric or cataphoric function, the dummy auxiliary
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does not appear as an infinitive or a past participle, as the contrast between (23) and (24)
shows.

(23)    Dummy tun 'do'
a. *Sie will heute nichts arbeiten tun. Infinitive

she wants-to today nothing work do:INF
'She doesn't want to work today.'

b. *Sie hat heute nichts arbeiten getan. Participle
she has today nothing work done:PRT
'She hasn't done any work today.'

(24) Main verb tun 'do'

a. Ich will heute nichts tun. Infinitive
I want-to today nothing do
'I don't want to do anything today.'

b. Ich habe heute nichts getan. Participle

I have today nothing done
'I haven't done anything today.'

(25)    Anaphoric / Cataphoric tun 'do'
a.   Sie ihn umgebracht?   Nein, das hatte sie nicht getan.

she him murdered? No, that   had   she not done

'She murdered him? No she didn't do that.'
b. Dann hatte sie getan, was sie besser nicht hatte tun sollen:

then had she done what she better not had:SUB do should:

Sie griff in die Kasse.
she   grabbed   in the cashbox
'Then she did what she had better not done: She dipped into the cashbox.'

The observation that dummy tu/1 cannot be non-finite is confirmed by my informants as

well as by the corpus data. If dialect grammars refer to non-finite tun at all, it is judged as
'very unusual'. Therefore I conclude that modern German dummy tun can never occur as a

non-finite verb form, cf. (Erb 1995). There has, however, been some discussion as to
whether such a conclusion is really justified. In the following paragraph I will look at
some more details of this problem.

5.3.2 The problem of the non-finite constructions

There have been objections against the assumption that tun is a finite-only verb in modem
German. One speaker has pointed out to me that to her non-finite tun is acceptable both in
infinitival as well as in participial form. 13 This speaker is from a Southern German area,

13 EromS (1998:151, fn7) also remarks that the participial tun was "usually not rejected by our informants",
though he did not find spontaneous instances of participial mn.
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Swabian, whereas most of my informants are from the Middle German area. The
informant gave the following examples:

i 4

(26) a. Swabian: dann hod' r raucha dau.

High German: dann hat'r rauchen getan.

then has'heCL smoke:INF done:PRT
'Then he smoked.'

b. Swabian: dui hod abr ned   's Buach leasa dau.

High German: die hat aber  nicht das Buch lesen getan.
she has but not the book read:INF done:PRT

'But she hasn't read the book.'

Eroms (1998) tested tun in participial form in Bavarian and found that 64-88% of speaker
rejects the use of tun in this form, leaving only 12-26% of speakers who still find it
acceptable. In my data of Modern German (which means that of the last two centuries), I
found only three instances of non-finite tult, both with participial form:

(27) a. So  hat er rauchen gethan. (Immermann 1839, Grimm)
Thus has he smoke done

b.  Ich habe lernen getan. [Kleve, Rhineland]
I    have learn done

'I studied.'
c. si[e] wollen den wein tun trinken.

they want the wine do drink

'They want to drink the wine.' (Uhland 1844, Grimm)

These examples were commented on with the words "rarely" (Grimm), or "what is
otherwise unusual" (Rhineland dictionary). Also the Mecklenburg dictionary lists an
instance of a double-tun construction.

(28) dat  du  mi nich seggen kanen dauhn deist.

daB du mir nicht sagen konnen tun tust.

that you me not say can do:INF do
'that you cannot tell me.' [Mecklenburg]

Finally, in older stages of German the use of dummy tun in non-finite verb form is also
attested. I did not make a quantitative analysis, but clearly, there are very few examples. In
Weiss' (1956) corpus on Middle High German there are very few examples of periphrastic
tun in non-finite form: 5 Grimm (1935) lists in total only seven instances of non-finite tun.

I4 It should also be mentioned that this informant stated that in her dialect also the auxiliary werden  in
temporal/modal use can occur in finite verb form, in 'double future'-construction which reminds of the
double perfect constructions (cf. Chapter 4). This possibility is unacceptable for most speakers of German
(cf. Chapter 3).
(i) Swabian: Der wird kommen werden.

He will come Will:INF 'He will come.'
Whereas to me, a non-dialect speaker, the double perfect construction sounds at least familiar from
colloquial German, I am not at all familiar with a double future construction. I do not know what exactly
happens in this Swabian dialect. Clearly a study in the verbal properties of this area would be very insightful.
t 5

To give a temporal orientation:
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Fischer (1998) also presents a corpus study on Early New High German, which also
contains only few instances of non-finite tun. In (29) to (31) I list (almost all) available
non-finite data from different stages of German. The Middle High German data in (29) are
taken from Weiss (1956), and in (30) from Grimm (1935), the Early New High German

data in (31) are taken from Fischer (1998).
16

(29)    Middle High German
a. einen hof wil ich tuon schrigen.

a    farm want  I do build
'I want to build a farm.' (ca. 1250)

b. Ey wir getUnd schaiden.
before we done separate

'Before we separated.' (ca. 1325)

(30) a. darumb Wil ich ietz sterben thon.

therefore want I now die   do
'Therefore I now want to die.' (MHG, no date)

(31)    Early New High German
a.   daz  sull ich verschreiben tu(0)n under meinem insigel.

that shall I write do under my seal

'I shall write that under my seal.' (Privatbriefe, no date)
b.  Ich will es dir wohl sagen thun.

I  will it you well tell  do
'I want to tell you.' (Badiker 1709)

c.     gott  wird  all euer Obel entweder abwenden   oder zum besseren kehren thun.

god   will   all your evil either avert or to-the better turn do:INF

(Schuppius, 1684)

Gottsched (1762) states in his 'Sprachkunst' that the tun-infinitive construction can be
conjugated through all tenses.

(32) ich thue essen - ich that  essen

I do eat - I did eat: INF

- ich habe essen gethan -  ich werde essen thun
-  I         have    eat: INF done:PRT - I will eat: INF do:INF

(cited in Fischer 1998)

So far, we have seen several instances of non-finite tun. But what is the status of these

constructions? In Erb (1995) I came to the conclusion that tun did exist in non-finite verb
form in older stages, but was reanalyzed as a finite-only auxiliary in Modern German. I

basically followed Roberts' (1993) analysis of the development of English do-support,
since do, too, is attested in non-finite form in Middle English. Following this

17

Middle High German: 1050-1350; Early New High German: 1350-1650; New High German: 1650-today.
16 Several people have commented that for some of these sentences a causative interpretation is possible (cf.
footnote 23 below). In principle, that is so. However, the sources classify the sentences as periphrastic rather
than as causative do. Since I did not conduct a primary source study I have to rely on the classification in the
sources.
17

The development of periphrastic tun is very similar to that of English dummy do, see Section 5.4.
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assumption, it could be argued that speakers of Modern German who still accept non-finite
tun have retained an older grammar for German. That is to say, in their grammar tun did
not undergo this process of reanalysis. It is well-known that dialects often conserve older
constructions longer than the standard language. For instance, the Rhineland dialects have
retained a use of causative tun as it existed in Middle High German. Modern Standard
German does not allow causative do anymore.

i 8

Although that is not an implausible suggestion, I doubt whether it really does
justice to the data. If non-finite tun was really fully acceptable in older stages of German,
then why do we find so few examples? Note that although the tun-periphrasis in general
has always been a stigmatized construction, the existence of finite tun in the literature is
very well attested. Fischer (1998) also doubts that non-finite tun was really productive in
Early New High German. Her comment on Gottsched' statement in (32) is: "the
grammarian probably let himself get carried away to assemble a partially non-existing
paradigm rather than describing the real usage of his time. His contemporary Aichinger
(1745), at least, knows only present and past tense occurrences." (Fischer 1998:125). I
think that Fischer touches on the heart of the problem - it is unclear to what extent the use
of tun in non-finite verb form is really a natural use and to what extent it is 'made up' by
the authors. My doubts boil down to the question of whether non-finite tun really is a
productive construction in the German grammar. For instance, Eroms argued that 12-26%
of his informants "accepted" the construction, but he also points out that there were no
spontaneous instances of tun in a perfect construction (Eroms 1998:151, fn.7). Consider
the statement of Bech (1955), who writes:

Wo tim supinisch sein worde, besteht immer die mOglichkeit. die einfache
konstruktion ohne tun zu verwenden; es heiBt deshalb nicht (*)tachen wird er
nicht tun, sondern lachen wird er nicht, nicht (*)lac/ten wagt er nicht zu tun,
sondern zu lachen hat er nicht gewagt, und nicht (*)lachen hat er nicht getan,
sondern gelacht hat er nicht.

(Bech 1955:98f.)

As mentioned above, this quote represents the opinion of my informants, who deny the use
of non-finite tun. Moreover, what strikes me most is that in Boyles' translation, not a
single instance of non-finite tun is found, although the translator certainly produces some
very unusual tuil-constructions. Given these considerations, I assume that non-finite tun is
not a productive construction in the German grammar, and, even stronger, I doubt that it
ever was, although several data might suggest otherwise (contra Erb 1995). However, only
a quantitative analysis is capable of determining the factual status of these constructions.

Remember that the question of whether tun can be used exclusively in finite form
or, in fact, both in finite and non-finite form is essential for the syntactic analysis of that
auxiliary. It was argued in the previous chapters that the finite-only property is
characteristic for functional auxiliaries, whereas semi-lexical and lexical auxiliaries allow

18 Eroms (1998) points out that some dialects retain certain constructions longer than others and points out
that in Bavarian inchoative sein/werden as in Er wird helfende 'he starts helping' is still found. This
construction was common until the fifteenth century (cf. Oubouzar 1974), but is not part of standard German
anymore.
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both finite and non-finite forms. I assume therefore that tun, just like epistemic modals and

werden, is an instance of a functional auxiliary.

5.3.3 Summary
In this section I discussed the morphosyntactic properties of tun. It was shown that tun

shows no restrictions with respect to the finite paradigm, all moods and (absolute) tenses

are perfectly acceptable. However, I argued that tun is indeed a finite-only auxiliary in
Modern German, following the intuition of the majority of my informants. Although the
existence of non-finite forms in both older stages and contemporary German cannot be

denied, their status as a productive construction of the German grammar is doubtful.
Table 2 summarizes the findings for the verbal paradigm of tun in Modern German

in comparison to other functional, finite-only auxiliaries.

Table 2: Morphosyntactic properties of functional auxiliaries in Modern German

epistemic modals werden tun

Present Indicative         ok                          ok            ok
Present Subjunctive     ok                        ok           ok
Past Indicative */#                       *             ok
Past Subjunctive          ok                        ok           ok
Imperative                *                        *            ok
Infinitive                      *                            *              *

Past Participle */#                           *                *

(where # stands for 'only under certain conditions' and */"k for dialectal variation)

Before I turn to the syntactic representation of tun, let me first show that German tun is in
fact similar in function to English do, despite the obvious differences in distribution.

5.4 Tun versus Do
So far I have discussed the distribution, the possible functions and the morphosyntactic
properties of tun. Let me now turn to a question that obviously arises within a generative

framework, namely the relation between tun + infinitive and the English do + infinitive.
These two constructions are suspiciously similar, although they differ in two important

aspects:
(1) Whereas tun-insertion is always optional, do is grammaticalized for particular

constructions only.
(2) The pattern of English do-support can be derived on the basis of grammatical factors
only, whereas the existence of tun is superfluous from a syntactic perspective (if not

problematic under an economy approach).
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Despite these differences, the two constructions share a number of characteristics which
suggest that they are more closely related than one might expect. In the previous section, I
discussed the morphosyntactic properties of tun, arguing that tun only allows non-finite

verb forms. This property is also an important characteristic of English dummy do. Also
from a diachronic perspective, the constructions are clearly related. Elsewhere, I have
argued that the development of tun and do in the history of English and German is very
similar (Erb 1995,1997). I will come back to this point below.

In the following, I will show that despite differences in the distribution, both mn
and do are the same syntactic objects. First, I will briefly discuss standard ideas about the
nature of do-support in English. I will show that the 'last-resort' view on do, which is
standardly adopted in the literature (cf. Chomsky 1991), does not allow maintenance of a
parallel between tim and do. Rather, it is necessary to look at do from a different
perspective, namely as a spell-out of independently existing grammatical features (cf. also
Arnold 1995, Hollebrandse & Roeper 1996).

5.4.1 The problems with a 6 last resort' analysis of do

Much has been written about do-support in recent years. In all pre-minimalist approaches,
do is usually regarded as a semantically empty supportive element (Chomsky 1957, 1981,
1991). The presence of a syntactic operator, such as negation, a wh-element or emphasis,
disturbs the normal mechanism that conjoins the verb and its inflection (either the overt
syntactic movement in early frameworks or the covert LF movement in the early
minimalist framework). In this case, do can be inserted as a 'last resort' mechanism
(Chomsky   1991) in order  to   save the derivation that would crash otherwise. 19 Recall
Chomsky's (1991) analysis of do-support. Chomsky assumes that the inflectional
morphemes are generated in INFL and need to be lowered to the VP-internal verb, as the
verb cannot leave the VP (for theta-theoretic reasons). Since such a process leaves behind
an unbound trace, the derivation leads to an ECPm violation.

(33) a.    *John not ate cookies

19 It should be noted that the alternative approach to do is to assume that do is always generated, but deleted
i in positive sentences. Such a position was advocated in the seventies by i.a. Emonds (1976) and also later by

Pollock (1989). but did not gain the same popularity in the generative field as the insertion approach. Yet it
' comes closer to the view advocated here.

20 The Empty Category Principle (ECP) states that each 'empty category' or trace needs to be properly
governed (locally c-commanded) by its antecedent (Chomsky 1981).



204 Chapter 5

b..            AgrsP

Spec Agrs'
John

Agrs' TP

[3p.sg]
f             Negp
St]

Nego VP
not

eat cookies
t

The only way to save the structure is by assuming that the complete complex is raised at
LF to a position high in the sentence, Agrs, from where it can c-command the traces. The
problem now is that the LF movement is restricted by the Head Movement Constraint

(HMC),21 which requires that a head is moved successive cyclically. At LF, the
intervening negative head blocks this movement and the inflected verb cannot reach Agrs
and hence cannot bind the traces. The sentence crashes due to an ECP violation. The only
way to save this derivation is to insert do in a position above NegP, i.e., TP. Do is inserted
in TP and picks up the tense morphology, subsequently it is moved to Agrs in order to pick

up agreement morphology. No ECP violations arise.

(34) a. John did not eat cookies

b..             AgrsP

Spec AgrS'

John   -
Agro TP

[3p.sg]
did To NegP

T Ips,1 -t 
Nego VP
not

eat cookies

Do is an element that has no semantic import. Therefore its presence in the syntax should
violate interpretative constraints such as the Principle of Full Interpretation, as in
Chomsky (1991) or Grimshaw (1995). Thus the presence of dummy do in syntax is only
acceptable as a non-ideal solution. Chomsky assumes that this language-particular
mechanism is more costly than simple UG principles, such as verb movement. It also

21 The Head Movement Constraint (HMC) states that a head has to move successive cyclically to each
intervening head position on its  way  to the target position. cf. Travis (1984). Incidentally, note that this
constraint suggests that negation is not a head in German, since German, unlike English, generally allows
head movement across negation and does not trigger do-support. Moreover. only English negation shows a
clitic-like behavior.
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follows that the presence of do in positive declarative sentences is excluded, since here
'cheap' UG principles are sufficient to derive the grammatical representation.

This view, though very popular in generative grammar, has met with a
considerable amount of criticism. First of all, a 'last resort' perspective on do predicts that
a similar such element cannot exist in languages like German or Dutch, which always
allow verb movement.22 The unmotivated presence of an uninterpretable element would
lead to a crash at LF. I have shown above that this prediction does not hold. As mentioned
before, it could be argued that tim is not uninterpretable but associated with particular
semantic features that trigger its presence in the sentences. However, in the previous
sections I argued at length against such a view. So tun is as much a 'dummy' element as
the English do.

Second, a 'last resort' view on do cannot account for the rise of the element do -
neither in English nor in German. As mentioned earlier, the rise of the two constructions is
similar in both languages. As argued by EllegArd (1953) for English and by Weiss (1956)
for German, the first instances of periphrastic do/tun are documented in the thirteenth
century.23 At this time, both English and German had an extensive inflectional paradigm
and were Verb Second languages (cf. Roberts 1993, Erb 1995). Crucially, dummy do/tun
started out as a phenomenon that is also attested in positive declarative constructions. It is
only after 1575 that English looses its V2 status, loses the inflectional morphemes and
develops the pattern of do-insertion characteristic for Modern English, as Kroch (1989a,b),
Roberts (1993) and many more have shown. The period 1550-1575, therefore, leads to a
rather dramatic and extraordinary change in the English grammatical system. It has
frequently been pointed out that the sixteenth century is also a time of change for the
German verbal system, see Oubouzar (1974), Schmidt (1996). However, these changes are
far less drastic than in English. Basically, we observe a considerable rise of periphrastic
construction during this century. Yet German has maintained (more or less) the status quo
of the sixteenth century: it still has strong inflectional morphemes, it still shows the V2
phenomenon and it still allows (free) tun-insertion. Therefore I conclude that tun and do
are essentially variants of the same phenomenon (cf. also Erb 1995, 1997). These
diachronic facts especially cast doubt on the contemporary standard analyses of do (cf.
also Arnold 1995).

22 The status of dummy do in Dutch is still not completely clear to me. Especially the Southern and Western
dialects allow doe,1 + infinitive as a free alternative to the synthetic verbs, yet the construction seems to be
less 'acceptable' than in German. Whereas each German speaker admits that tun + infinitive does actually
exist in spoken German, Dutch speakers show a lot of disagreement in this respect. However, Hollebrandse
& Roeper (1996) have shown that free doen-insertion is found in Dutch child language.
23 Already before the thirteenth century, both English and German already had two types of tun/do +
infinitive constructions at their disposal - both causative in meaning (where tun/do can be roughly compared
to 'make' or 'let'). Until the sixteenth century the use of dummy tunhio increases constantly in both
languages, whereas the use of causative tun/do decreases until the construction dies out completely in both

languages around the fifteenth century (although Weiss 1956 states that the construction died out in the
fourteenth century and existed only as a fossil afterwards). Roberts (1993) argues that periphrastic do
developed from causative do. Although it might have been the case that the decrease in use of causative do
supported the spread of periphrastic do, an independent origin of periphrastic do seems more plausible.
There are several dialects that still use both periphrastic and causative do, such as the dialects of the
Rhineland, or of Bosco Gurin, but also in Dutch dialects both forms co-exist. Eroms (1998) also points out
that the run + infinitive construction is much older than its first instance in written texts, cf. also Tieken-
Boon van Ostade (1990).
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Third, in the literature on Child English, the occurrence of do in positive
declarative sentences is attested. This is unexpected if do-insertion is indeed a very
'expensive' grammatical operation.

Summing up, a 'last resort' approach to do/tun can neither account for English
(and German) historical data nor for English child language. Last but not least it cannot
accommodate cases of run/doen-periphrasis in contemporary German and Dutch.

5.4.2 Do in minimalist theories

In recent developments in minimalist theory, Chomsky (1995) marginalizes the problem
of do-support. He points out that sentences like John ate cookies and John did not eat
cookies are not compatible from a syntactic perspective. According to Chomsky the only
derivations which are compatible are those based on the same set of lexical elements, the
numeration. Chomsky assumes that the numeration contains fully inflected verbs, whose
features need to be checked in the course of the derivation. The numeration of a sentence
like John ate cookies looks like in (35a) (details omitted), while the numeration of John
did not eat cookies looks like in (35b). Clearly, these numerations are not identical.

(35) a. { John,  cookies,  ate }

b.     { John, cookies, did, eat, not}

In fact, Chomsky (1995) denies the theoretical relevance of do-support. Such a view on
do/tun is unsatisfactory, since intuitively the numerations in (35) are more closely related
than the numerations of John ate cookies and John is eating cookies. Chomsky's view is
based on an important assumption: namely that the numeration is a 'lexical' array, i.e., a
collection of lexical elements such as fully inflected verbs etc. In recent years, such a
position has been frequently criticized, cf. Halle & Marantz (1993), Borer (1988) and
many others. The introduction of PF as an independent syntactic level allows a view
according to which core syntactic operations do not affect 'lexical' elements. Rather, it is
assumed that the numeration only consists of bundles of features that undergo syntactic

operations. Lexical elements enter the derivation only at the level of 'spell-out' and are
regarded as the surface realization of complex lexical or syntactically formed feature
matrices.

(36) The model of syntactic levels  ....

lexicon { numeration)

SYNTAX

spell-out

Phonological Form (PF) Logica Form (LF)
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Such a 'post-lexicalist' view on morphology makes it possible to regard different
phonological surface forms as the spell-out of one underlying feature matrix. As Arnold
(1995) has pointed out, this mechanism allows the similarity between different types of
comparative forms to be retained, as illustrated in (37).

(37) a. Joan is smarter than John.

b.   *Joan is more smart than John.
c.   *Joan is intelligenter than John.
d.    Joan is more intelligent than John. (Arnold 1995:129)

Arnold suggests that the comparative suffix -er as well as the comparative adjective More
24are surface realizations of the same underlying feature [+compar]. The actual realization

of [+compar] is dependent on whether the adjective has adjoined syntactically to
[+compar] or not. In the former case the complex is realized in a synthetic structure,
whereas the latter case leads to an analytic realization.

Arnold suggests that a similar mechanism is responsible for the contrast between
do-insertion and the synthetic finite realization of the main verb. What this means is that
do must be considered the spell-out of an independently existing feature. A similar
approach has been advocated by Hollebrandse & Roeper (1996) in their study on Child
English and Child Dutch. Both Arnold and Hollebrandse & Roeper suggest that do-
support is in fact a 'first resort' spell-out of the inflectional features (Arnold) or tense
features (Hollebrandse & Roeper). Crucially, for both authors, no extraordinary insertion-
operation is needed to obtain the presence of do. Note that this is also Eroms' (1998:140)
opinion. He states that "periphrastic tun is latent in a) a typological and in b) a genetic
sense: the conditions of the language type of West Germania have been the basis for the
use of this construction since the beginning of the tendency towards periphrasation."

So far we have seen that a 'first resort' approach to do denies the special status of
do serving as an altruistic rescuer for an otherwise crashing derivation. Rather, just like
synthetic and analytic comparative, do-support is nothing more than a surface realization
that is not reflected in the core syntactic operations. This view on do comes about as a
result of looking at the distribution of do in Middle English (cf. Arnold) and at do in Child
English and Dutch (cf. Hollebrandse & Roeper), i.e., grammars that allow free use of do in
positive declarative sentences. The assumption that do is in fact the surface realization of a
more abstract underlying grammatical feature, allows maintenance of the parallel between
English do and German tun. The difference in the distribution of tun/do is not the
consequence of an inherent difference in the nature of tun versus do, but is due rather to

other grammatical conditions. 25

24 He concludes that a "general cross-linguistic tendency for synthetic forms [blocks] periphrastic forms."
(Arnold 1995:130). Clearly. the existence of such a 'general tendency" is doubtful, since it seems to be the
case that German often tends to prefer an analytic structure to a synthetic structure, cf. Chapter 6.
Incidentally, this holds not only in the verbal domain, but also in a way in the nominal domain, where

Benitive and dative case are often replaced by prepositional constructions.
-5 Such a view on do includes the possibility of allowing do in positive declarative sentences (contra Roberts
1993). This was supported by English child data, but it is well-known that there are Southern English
dialects which do allow free do-insertion (cf. Klemola 1994, 1998). The question is therefore whether the
loss of inflection really played a crucial role for the development of the characteristic pattern of do in
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5.4.3 Summary
In this section, I have shown that tun is compatible with the English do, not only from a
diachronic point of view, but also under a synchronic approach to the problem. A look at
older stages of English and other languages like German or Dutch shows that the existence

of dummy do is not as extraordinary as Chomsky suggests. A 'last resort' view on do in
English fails to account for those languages that allow free insertion of tun/doen.

Moreover, it also fails to account for English child language and English dialects, which
also exhibit free do-insertion. It was therefore argued that it is necessary to turn the
perspective around and to look at do/tun/doen as a general phenomenon of the West
Germanic languages (a 'first resort' element in the sense of Hollebrandse & Roeper) rather

than a language-particular operation. It was proposed that tun do/doen must be considered

the spell-out of an independently existing feature. It is a purely optional operation,

regulated by style rather than by grammar.

5.5 The Syntax of Tun
So far we have seen that tun is characterized by the following properties:
•    it can only occur as a finite auxiliary
•  it has no specific function and hence cannot be associated with particular semantic

features
•  it functions as a spell out of independently existing features in the sentence (hence

giving rise to an optional construction)

What is the syntactic representation of the tun-construction? It seems necessary to

investigate the last point of the list above. If tin functions as the spell-out of independently

existing features in the sentence, the question must arise: what are these features?

Hollebrandse & Roeper (1996) suggest that they are the tense features. Their analysis is

based on a study of English and Dutch, i.e., languages that have hardly any inflectional
paradigm, apart from tense. So tense is the obvious choice. For German, however, that
choice is not so clear. As I have argued in Chapter 2, the functional domain of the sentence

consists of at least three features: tense, mood and ASSERTION. It could be argued that tun iS

the spell-out of one specific features, for instance tense, which happens to pick up the
other features as well, but it seems to me that this conclusion is not really justified from an
empirical point of view. It was argued above that tun is not specifically associated with

either tense or mood. In Erb (1995) I argued that tun is a semantically empty functional

auxiliary, which serves only as a placeholder. However, Von Fintel (1995:186) has
pointed out that functional elements are not necessarily meaningless. He argues that

'grammaticalization' from a content to a function element comprises two factors. The

English. Note, moreover, that the factors ruling the difference between main verb and auxiliaries with
respect to distribution of do must be defined.
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content element, i.e., a verb, undergoes a process of semantic bleaching and is
-subsequently attached to "the simple assertoric meaning of an empty functional category.

So Von Fintel states that a process of grammaticalization can be described as the process
of attaching a semantically bleached main verb to an indej)endently existing functional
category expressing "assertion operator meaning [ASS]".2 In Chapter 2, I argued for
independent reasons for the existence of a feature ASSERTION. Could it then be that
mil/do/doen is the spell-out of the feature ASSERTION? I.£t me try out a 'Gedankenspiel'
that tun is indeed the same as ASSERTION. There are several arguments that would support

such a view. First of all, it has been argued by several authors that tun functions as an

'intensifier'. Erben (1969) states that the tun + infinitive construction functions as medium
level concerning 'intensity', but what he refers to is actually a kind of 'asset-tiveness'. He
adduces the following dialogue (given in Standard German).

(38) A:     Wo ist Maria? (Where is Mary) 'Where is Mary?'
B:    Sie wascht. (She washes) 'She is doing the laundry.'
A: Was? (What?) 'What did you say?'
B:        Sie tut waschen      (She does wash)     'She is doing the laundry.'
A: Was? (What) 'What did you say?'
B:     Waschen tut Sie   (Wash does she) 'Doing the laundry, that's what she does.'

So according to Erben, the tun-construction has a more assertive character than the simple
synthetic verb form; the strongest assertive force is expressed by means of a VP-fronting
construction. So it could be argued that tun is indeed associated with ASSERTION. Yet SinCe
ASSERTION in itself is a fairly general semantic feature, we expect the effect obtained by
Spelling OUt ASSERTION aS tun to be rather subtle. However, there might be additional
observations which support an association of tun and assertion. It is striking that in those
West-Germanic languages that allow tuil/do/doen insertion, the root do functions as the
source for assertive or 'evidential' modal adverbs: indeed in English, tatstichlich or in der
Tat in German, inderdaad in Dutch. These adverbs express the 'actuality' of the event
from the perspective of the speaker.27 Let us assume for the moment that the root  'do' can
be partially connected to the notion of 'actualness' and that tun expresses something like
'it is actually the case that'. In this function, tun comes suspiciously close to the notion of
ASSERTION as it was defined in Chapter 2. Assume now that tun can be considered a
variant of the AST element in the Mood head.

26 Although I think that Von Fintel's point is correct, it is not necessarily the case that all auxiliaries are
associated with an 'assertoric' category of the sentence. Other sentential categories such as tense and mood
are equally possible as 'host' category in the grammaticalization process.
27 Clearly, in these cases the root of do is bleached as well, since it is not expressed that somebody is 'doing
something' in the sense of acting.
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(39) Internal structure of Moodo

MOOD

AST IND

ZTUN11SUB*1

As mentioned before, inserting tun as an ASSERTION-element has hardly any effect on the

representation of the sentence. The mood features remain responsible for the tense

selection, so both tense and mood are interpreted as they normally are, independently of

whether AST iS realized as an abstract feature or as a lexicalized item. Note that tun is
inserted in the same position as the epistemic modals, with the only difference being that it

does not explicitly bear modal features. Rather, the relation between tun and epistemic
28

modal verbs is similar to the relation between ASSERTION and mood.

On the basis of this assumption, the syntactic representation of an embedded clause

in (8a), repeated here as (40a) would look like indicated in (4Ob). The Mood head is
specified for ASSERTION and indicative, but here tun is lexicalized ASSERTION. The Mood

head selects for a Tense Phrase, which bears past tense features. These features have to

move to Mf and form a complex unit with the features of Mo. Since the main verb has not

moved up to join the functional complex, the feature matrix in Nf is realized at PF as the

past indicative form mt.

(40)  a.   als    ich ihn rufen tat, kam er nicht.

when I him call did, came he not

'when I called him, he didn't come.' [Schleswig-Holstein]

28 Note that in generative approaches to English auxiliaries the assumption that tun functions as a modal

auxiliary is often implicit, since it is generated in the same position as English modals (INFL), and some
people even explicitly say this, for instance Schutze (1997). Now we see that this assumption is not

unjustified from a semantic perspective. Moreover, associating do with ASSERTION is plausible in English,
since do is grammaticalized as an emphatic marker in constructions as He DID read the book.
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b.                     CP

C'

als MP

ich M'

TP  Cx- Mo
< [ + IND ] [PST]i + tat

VoiceP T, -
 /»\        t,

te ihn rufen

That was my 'Gedankenspiel'. Although this situation is not implausible, I am not sure
whether this is really the correct analysis. The important question is: what does it mean to
lexicalize a feature? Or in other words: What is 'Spell-out' and when does it apply? I
mentioned above that I am assuming a post-lexicalist hypothesis, assuming that syntactic
operations only deal with bundles of features, which are spelled out at the PF level. So
lexical insertion always takes place at PF. In Chapter 2 and 3, it was mentioned that the
inflectional complex consists of two independent categories, Tense and Mood Phrase, but
that these categories are spelled out as one complex at PF. We must assume that before
spell-out, the tense features move up to MoodP to form one complex feature matrix, which
is subsequently spelled out as a unit (cf. also Chapter 6).

(41) Syntactic representation of the functional domain before spell-out

MP

TP               Mo

VoiceP To       [AST, +IND] [+TNS]

ti             
The complex M-head is spelled out as one morphological complex. If tun is inserted to
spell out this complex feature matrix in MI, is it then necessary or even possible to connect
tun specifically to the notion of ASSERTION? In fact, it is not. SinCe ASSERTION - aS all other
features - is lexicalized at PF, tun will always spell out a complex matrix comprising
ASSERTION, tense and mood features, since these can never be realized independently. So
whether we state that tun spells out the functional complex or we state that tun spells out
assertion this question can not be decided on empirical grounds. Note that, in contrast to
tun, other functional auxiliaries arguably have specific semantic content and hence add
semantic features to the matrix in Mo before PF. Clearly they are not simply the spell-out
of the functional domain.

Let me now look at the syntactic realization of a concrete example. Consider again
sentence (408). The Mo head is specified for ASSERTION and indicative features and selects
for a Tense Phrase specified for past tense. The interpretation is straightforward. Before
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spell-out the tense features have to adjoin to Moodo, giving rise to a complex feature
matrix. Since the verb has not moved up, the complex as a whole is lexicalized by tun,
which according to the feature specification surfaces as the finite form mt.

In the case of a main clause, the derivation requires one additional step. Consider
example (7a), repeated here as (42a). The Mood head is specified for ASSERTION and

indicative mood, selecting for a Tense Phrase specified for present tense. Again the tense
features move up to Mo leading to the complex feature matrix in Mo. Since the mood
features have the function of determining the clause-type of the sentence, as contended in
Chapter 2, the whole complex in Mo is required to move up to C, where, at PF, it is spelled
out by tun. In accordance with the complex feature specification in Co, tu/1 surfaces as the
finite form tue. So before spell-out, the syntactic representation of (42a) appears as

illustrated in (42b).

(42) a. Ich tue im Garten arbeiten.

I do in the garden    work

'I am working in the garden.' U 'I work in the garden.'

b.                   CP

Ich               C'

Co                    MP
[[AST, +IND] PRSj ]i

t'ich M'

TP        Mo
-- t,

VoiceP                To
tj

tich im Garten arbeiten

Summing up, since tun is not in any obvious sense associated with a specific semantic
function, it is implausible to assume that it plays a role in syntax at all. Rather, tun
functions as a PF element that spells out the feature matrix in Mo, which would have
exactly the same form if it was not spelled out by tun but by the main verb.29 So the real

problem that an element like tun pt,ses is the optionality of the construction. Why does
the verb have the option of moving syntactically to the functional domain leading to a
synthetic representation of main verb or of staying in situ and requiring insertion of tun as
spell out of the functional features? From a syntactic perspective, we would need to say

29 If it can be shown that non-finite tun is indeed a productive construction in the German grammar (or in
older stages of German), it must be assumed that tun is, in fact, a semi-lexical rather than a functional
auxiliary. In this case, the syntactic representation is rather similar to that of have/be or deontic modal verbs
than to epistemic elements. As far as I can see, there is no evidence that shows that tun in Middle High
German or Early New High German has considerably more semantic import than in Modern German,
although I have not investigated in detail whether tun shows any restriction with respect to aktionsart etc. So
in this case, it must be concluded that tull functions as the spell-out of an semi-lexical node AuxP.
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that this option exists. In order to determine what regulates the actual realization, we
probably need to look at extra-grammatical or interface conditions, such as information
structure, prosody etc.

30

At the moment we lack a good theory of optionality with modern generative
grammar. A possible solution is offered by Emonds' (1987, 1994) hypothesis of
'Alternative realization'. Unfortunately, I cannot work out the solution here.

5.6 Conclusion
In this chapter, I have discussed the tun-periphrasis in German. I showed that the
construction is used in all areas where German dialects are spoken. Obviously, I did not
look  at all German dialects,  but at dialects  from all dialect-families  (cf.  map in Figure  1,
Section 5.2.1.2). It was argued that there is dialectal variance concerning the preferences
for and the frequency of the tun+ infinitive construction. At the same time, it could be
shown that these preferences are tendencies rather than the result of grammatical
restrictions. I discussed the question of whether tun can occur as both finite and non-finite
in Modern German. Since the number of non-finite constructions is extremely low - and
has always been very low - I came to the conclusion that tun in Modern German must be
considered a finite-only construction. A quantitative study might defeat this hypothesis;
this point must be left for further research.

Concerning the syntactic analysis of tun I suggested treating tun analogous to the
epistemic auxiliaries discussed in Chapter 3 and 4. I briefly discussed the question of
whether tun Can be associated with ASSERTION aS it was defined in Chapter 2. Although the
association  of tun with ASSERTION or, alternatively,  with an 'evidential' modal  verb  is  not
implausible, I came to the conclusion that there is no definite evidence for such a claim.
Yet such an assumption could explain why tun in English is always treated like a modal
verb. Having pointed out the motivation for such a claim I do not want to commit myself
to  a strict correlation. Rather,  I  assume  that tun functions  as  the PF realization  of  the
functional feature matrix, which comprises not only the ASSERTION feature but also mood
and tense features.

30 Remember that Arnolds' examples of English comparative clauses give rise to a similar assumption. The
syntactic rules must provide both options, yet it is non-syntactic factors that determine whether the adjective
is realized as a synthetic or an analytic comparative form.



6 Finite auxiliaries and Mood

6.1 Introduction
In the previous chapters, I have argued that there are several auxiliaries that are base
generated in a Mood Phrase above TP. In Chapter 2, I proposed the following internal
structure for the functional domain of a German clause.

(1)                                          MoodP

TP Moodo

VoiceP                   f         [AST. Mood]

It was argued that epistemic modals (including werden) as well as the pleonastic auxiliary
tun are directly inserted in the head of the Mood Phrase. Also the mood morphemes
themselves are assumed to be checked in the head of the mood phrase. So MoodP has a
complex function.

In this chapter, I investigate the interplay between the feature specification in
Mood and the respective auxiliaries. The main focus lies on the 'conditional construction',
the so-called wurde + infinitive construction and its relation to the werden + infinitive

construction. The wiirde-construction is not well understood and is hence not really
integrated in the German tense/mood system. In this chapter, I will show that a modal
analysis of werden, as proposed in Chapter 4, can incorporate the wiirde-construction
without ascribing an extraordinary status to this construction. I will also briefly look at the
tate + infinitive construction, which in several dialects serves as a replacement for the

wiirde-construction.

(2)    a. Sie wurde in Ferien fahren, wenn  sie Zeit hatte.

she   would:SUB in holiday  go,      if        she time had:SUB
b. Sie tate in Ferien fahren, wenn sie Zeit hatte.

she   did:SUB in holiday  go,      if she time had:SUB

Whereas tate + infinitive is nothing more than a periphrastic subjunctive construction, the
wiirde-construction can only be partially be described as such, as will become clear below.
I will also look at the combination of epistemic modal verbs and mood morphology. In
contrast to the other two constructions, epistemic constructions do not usually retain the
counterfactual status characteristic to the former constructions.

(3) Sie miume in Ferien sein.

she must:PST:SUB in holiday  be

'She must be on holiday.'
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From a morphological point of view, the constructions in this chapter have the same
internal structure (4). From an interpretative point of view, on the other hand, these

constructions do not behave uniformly.

(4) {lexical element} + past marking + subjunctive marking

The pattern in (4) raises two questions concerning compositionality. First, is it possible to
analyze the past marking and the subjunctive marking in a compositional way? Second, is
it possible to relate the lexical element in a compositional way to the output of the past
subjunctive marking? These two questions will receive, at least partially, a negative
answer. It will be argued that the past subjunctive must be analyzed as one complex
grammatical category, unlike the present subjunctive and the indicative. Moreover, it will
be shown that the lexical elements relate in different ways to this grammatical
information; whereas warde and Wte indeed allow a compositional analysis, this is
impossible for epistemic modals.

The chapter is organized as follows. In Section 6.2, I will give a brief introduction
to the mood system of German, starting with a brief overview of the distribution of the two
subjunctive moods in German. This is followed by a discussion of the subjunctive in
general and the specific functions associated with the two moods. Subsequently, I will
introduce a syntactic model for representing mood. Finally, in Section 6.3, I will discuss
the relation between the finite auxiliaries discussed in the previous chapter and the
function of mood marking.

6.2 An Introduction to the German Subjunctive
There are two types of subjunctive in German: a present and a past subjunctive. The terms
'present' and 'past' subjunctive refer to the morphological shape of these moods rather
than to their temporal import. Unlike the indicative verb forms, the present and the past
subjunctive do not differ with respect to the temporal dimension. In order to avoid the
association with true temporal interpretation, the German literature refers to the present

subjunctive as Konjunktiv I, while the past subjunctive is referred to as Konjunktiv II.
Although this might be a less misleading terminology, I retain the terms present and past
subjunctive here. After I have introduced the most important contexts that allow a
subjunctive verb form, I will discuss the particular function of the moods. Since most of
the literature on mood is designed to account for the mood distribution in the Romance
languages, I will at times compare the German subjunctive to the Romance subjunctive.
The aim is to show that the Romance and the German subjunctive fulfill the same basic
function: it indicates a shift in the evaluation model for the proposition.

6.2.1 The distribution
A look at the distribution of the particular subjunctive verb forms in German suggests that
a 'division of labor' exists between the two subjunctive forms. A detailed description of
the distribution of the subjunctive would be beyond the scope of this dissertation. For a



Finite Auxiliaries and Mood 217

detailed overview the reader is referred to German reference grammars such as the
DUDEN, but also Heidolph et al. (1981), Zifonun et al. (1997) or Fabricius-Hansen
(1997).

Present Subjunctive

Before I introduce some contexts which typically allow the present subjunctive, it should
be said that the German present subjunctive is not a truly productive mood anymore.
Certainly, it does exist and is still used, but it has lost ground considerably in the German
language. In most contexts that allow the present subjunctive, it freely alternates with the
indicative (occasionally also with the past subjunctive). Farkas (1992) suggests that the
free variation in the mood choice indicates an ongoing change in the grammatical system.
She notes that Modern Romanian allows both indicative and subjunctive in the
complement of factive-emotive verbs such as regret. However, in older stages of the
languages, only the indicative was acceptable. A similar observation holds for German. A
look at older reference grammars of German shows that at the beginning of the twentieth
century far more contexts allowed the use of the subjunctive, many of which sound odd if
not ungrammatical to speakers of Modern German, cf. Paul (1920). Moreover, it might be
argued that the ongoing change manifests itself also in the difference between written and
spoken German. The present subjunctive is primarily a phenomenon of written language            i
or high register; in spoken language it plays only a marginal role.

The most common context for the present subjunctive is the context of indirect (or
reported) speech, hence the complement of verba dicendi, cf. (5a). But other verbs also
allow the use of the subjunctive e.g., verbs that express a mental state such as think,
believe etc., as illustrated in (5ab&c). In all cases in (5), the present subjunctive is
preferred by normative grammar, but other moods are also possible. Note that a
subjunctive clause can also be embedded under a noun rather than a verb, as (6) shows.                     2

.-

(5)  a.  Paul sagt, er sei /ist /ware verruckt.

P.  says er is:PRS:SUB/PRS:IND/PST:SUB mad
'Paul says he is mad.'

b. Er denkt, er habe / hat / hiitte immer recht.

he thinks he has: PRS.SUB/PRS:IND/PST: SUB always right
'He thinks, he is always right.'

b. Sie glaubte, sie traume / tritumt   /traumte.
she believes she dreams:PRS:SUB/PRS:IND/ PST:SUB
'She believes she is dreaming.'

(6)             Die Vorstellung, alle Menschen seien /sind /waren Genies,
the idea all people are:PRS:SUB/PRS:IND/PST:SUB geniuses

ist unertraglich.
is unbearable
'The idea that all people are geniuses is unbearable.'

Unlike the Romance languages, fiction verbs also allow subjunctive complements.
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(7)     a. Sie traumt, ein Infinitiv musse /muB /muBte in den Kuhlschrank.

she   dreams an infinitive must:PRS:SUB/PRS:IND/PST:SUB in the fridge
'She dreams that an infinitive should be put into the fridge.'

b. Er stellt sich vor,   er sei / ist / ware aktiv im Widerstand.
he imagines he is:PRS:SUB/PRS: IND/PST: SUB active in-the resistance

'He  imagines,  he  is  part  of the resistance.'

Verbs of wishing also allow present subjunctive sometimes, but by no means does this
hold for all verbs that express a wish, as the contrast between (8a) and (8b) shows:

(8)   a.  Er bat Gott, Er mOge /*mag ihn und seine Familie beschutzen.

he asked   God He may:PRs. SUB/*PST: IND  him   and his family protect

'He prayed to God that He may protect him and his family.'
b. Paul wunscht, daB du kommst /*kommest/*kamst.

P. wishes that you come:PRS:IND/*PRS:SUB /*PST:SUB
'Paul wishes that you are coming.'

Apart from the use of the subjunctive in embedded contexts, the present subjunctive also
occurs in main clauses, for instance, in main clauses that express a wish like (9a).
Moreover, subjunctive mood is possible in main clauses that are part of a longer reported
contexts. In that case it is not necessary to introduce each sentence with a verbum dicendi.
Rather, the occurrence of the subjunctive indicates that the sentence is still part of the
reported conversation or the specific context, as shown in (9b). Note that in these contexts,
the use of the subjunctive is obligatory.

(9)   Hoch lebe /#lebt /#lebte die Republik!
high live:PRS:SUB/#PRS: IND /#PST: SUB/IND the republic !

'Long live the republic!'
b.  Sie sagt, er sei krank. Er habe die Grippe.

she   says he is: SUB  ill he has:SUB   the flu
'She says that he was ill. He had the flu.'

Finally, it should be noted that German, like most Romance languages, also allows the
present subjunctive in adjunct clauses. Here, too the subjunctive can usually not be
replaced by the indicative. The use of the present subjunctive in concessive clauses is
common (108), but interestingly also in (irrealis) comparative/modal relative clauses as in
(1Ob), and in (irrealis) consecutive clauses as in (10c), introduced by the complementizer
als 'as'.2

i Contrary to fact, Giorgi & Pianesi (1997) state that German desiderative verbs in general allow subjunctive
complements. Moreover they claim that subjunctive is possible in directive contexts and adduce the sentence

Gehe Paul weg! (lit. Go:SUB Paul away) with the translation 'Let Paul go away.' I do not want to leave this

sentence uncommented. (a) The sentence is not grammatical, unless it is intended as a very archaic way of
expressing an imperative. (b) It is by no means possible to express a causative imperative by means of a verb
in subjunctive mood.
2 Note that in this context mood alternation with the indicative is not easily possible, yet mood alternation
with the past subjunctive is possible as will be shown in the next section.
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(10) a. Kornme was da wolle /*Will, wir halten zusammen.

come what there wants:SUB/*IND we keep together

'Whatever happens, we stay together.'
b.    Der Stoff filhlt sich an als sei /*ist /ware er aus Glasfasern gewebt.

the material feels  REFL on as is:SUB/*IND/PST:SUB   it from glass fibers woven.

'This material feels as if it has been woven from glass fibers.'
c.    Das Wasser  ist  zu kalt,    als daB man darin baden konne/*kanW konnte.

the water is   too cold   as that one there-in bath can:SUB/*IND/PST:SUB
'The water is too cold to bath in.'

Past Subjunctive

Unlike the present subjunctive, the past subjunctive leads a healthy life in Modern German
- in written as well as in spoken language. The prototypical environment for the
occurrence of the past subjunctive in German is the context of what has often been called
'counterfactuality'. Counterfactuality  is not restricted  to a particular sentence  type  but  can
occur in various syntactic structures. Past subjunctive is standard in hypothetical
conditionals such as (11). Note that, unlike in English, the past subjunctive marks both the
antecedent and the consequent of a hypothetical conditional. Furthermore, past subjunctive
is found in 'circumstantial' counterfactual main clauses like (12a) or in counterfactual
wishes like (12b).3

(11) Wenn sie keine Doktorarbeit schreiben muBte, fuhre sie in Ferien.
if        she no dissertation write must:PST:SUB went:SUB she on holiday
'If she didn't have to write her dissertation, she would go on holiday.'

(12) a. Sie hatten sich schon vor Jahren ineinander verlieben konnen.

they  had:SUB REFL already years ago in-each other fall-in-love could
'They could have fallen in love years ago.'

b. Ware ich doch auf einer einsamen Insel !

was:SUB I yet on a lonely island
'If only I was on a deserted island!'

The past subjunctive occurs in counterfactual adjunct clauses such as concessive clauses

as (13a) or comparative clauses (13b).

(13) a. Er  wohnt   zu weit     weg,  als  daB    man   mal eben auf Besuch gehen konnte.
He lives too far away as  that  one just on visit go could:SUB
'He lives too far away for it to be possible to pop by for a visit.'

b. Er sieht aus, als hiitte /*hatte er die ganze Nacht durch getrunken.
He looks as if  had:SUB/*IND he the whole night through drunk

'He looks as if had drunk all night long.'

3 Henk van Riemsdijk correctly points out that the syntax of the counterfactual clause sometimes has an
influence on whether the subjunctive is realized as a synthetic or an analytic subjunctive. I will come back to
this issue below.
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So far I have followed traditional grammar and stated that the past subjunctive is primarily
used in constructions that express counterfactuality. In the next subsection, however, I will
show that 'counterfactuality' is not the most adequate term, since it falsely suggests that
the  statement is 'contrary to  fact'.  In many contexts,  the past subjunctive can replace  the

present subjunctive and hence does not express counterfactuality, cf. (5). In contrast, the

present subjunctive usually cannot replace the past subjunctive (exceptions are
comparative clauses, compare (13b) and (1Ob,c) above). Finally, it can be noted that the
past subjunctive is normally used in polite requests, as (14) shows. These contexts, too, are
clearly not counterfactual.

(14) Worden Sie mir bitte sagen, wie spat es ist?

Would:SUB you me please say how late it   is

'Could you please tell me the time?'

In this subsection, I have given a rough overview of the use of present and past
subjunctive in German. This was by no means an exhaustive and sufficient overview, but
it gives the reader an impression of how the difference between present and past
subjunctive is manifested within the German language. In the following section, I will first
discuss the function of the subjunctive in general and subsequently give rough definitions
of the functions of subtypes of mood.

6.2.2 The function of the subjunctive

6.2.2.1 The subjunctive in general
The grammatical role of the subjunctive has been discussed from various perspectives
within a generative framework. Most of these approaches were developed to account for
the Romance or the Balkan subjunctive. Usually it is assumed that the subjunctive is a

dependent mood. There are three common syntactic accounts:

(i) It is argued that the subjunctive mood is a reftex of a defective tense specification,
which is dependent on a 'complete' temporal element. The defective temporal property in
turn is dependent on selectional properties of the matrix predicate, cf. i.a. Picallo (1984) or
Von Stechow (1995).
(ii)  Tsoulas  (1994)  and  Manz ni (1996) propose an analysis that treats  the
subjunctive/indicative divide as a verbal counterpart of the definite/indefinite divide in the
nominal domain. In consequence, the subjunctive mood is regarded as an INFL element
that is licensed by a mood operator in the complementizer domain. Again, presence or
absence of the operator is dependent on the properties of the matrix verb.
(iii) A third way to look at the subjunctive is by assuming that the subjunctive functions
like a polarity item. The subjunctive needs to be licensed by a non-veridical, intensional

4 Van Riemsdijk notes that in this case, the synthetic past subjunctive sounds odd if not ungrammatical

(i) *Sagten Sie mir bitte wie spat es ist?
Said:PST:SUB you me please how late it is
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operator, i.e., a negation or a question operator etc., cf. Stowell (1993). For a discussion of
these approaches, see Quer (1998).

Common to these approaches is the assumption that the subjunctive is a
grammatical category whose presence in a sentence needs to be licensed either by a lexical
element (a verb or a complementizer) or by non-veridical operators. However, since the
subjunctive is also found in independent contexts such as main clauses or adjunct clauses,
it follows that a different explanation is needed to account for these cases: It seems
therefore more plausible to start approaching the problem of subjunctive mood from a
different angle: in what respect does the meaning of a sentence change if the finite verb
bears subjunctive mood marking rather than indicative mood? Or in other words: What is
the semantic import of subjunctive marking?

In the literature one finds a flood of different concepts that are supposed to capture the
difference between indicative and subjunctive. Common notions associated with the
distinction between indicative and subjunctive are realis - irrealis; objectivity -
subjectivity, factivity - non-factivity, or in the German literature Wirklichkeit 'reality' -
Maglichkeit 'possibility', tatsachlich 'actual' - vorgestellt

' imagined'.  It  is  interesting  to
note that across languages the dichotomy realis - irrealis is the most consistent one,
although it has been repeatedly pointed out that this distinction is too general. Before we
try to explain what these notions mean, it is necessary to clarify what the function of
morphological mood is in general. Morphological mood is considered to be the verbal
grammaticalization of modality6 (cf Palmer 1986, Lyons 1995). But which component of
modality are we talking about?

Modality can be described as a semantic field that comprises many different
phenomena such as, for example, suffixation (-able, in likable), sentence adverbs like
certainly, or probably, adjectival expressions such as to be capable, modal auxiliaries, and
syntactic constructions such as be to or have to. The definition of modality is as
heterogeneous as the types of phenomena. Many different notions have been used in order
to describe or explain modality, such as subjectivity, factuality, epistemic versus deontic
modality, and, of course, terms of possibility and necessity. Given this diversity it is clear
that morphological mood cannot be regarded as grammaticalization of 'modality'. Rather,
it seems more appropriate to define a semantic subfield that singles out particular

5 Portner (1999) seems to suggest that these different approaches to grammatical mood are competing with
each other. At least, he criticizes the fact that the temporal approaches to mood are unable to account for the
exact distribution of grammatical mood. It seems to me, however, that these different approaches deal with
different aspects of the phenomena related to grammatical mood. So instead of regarding these analyses as
competing in their explanation of grammatical mood, it seems necessary to look at them as complementing
each other. A detailed summary and discussion of these theories exceeds the scope of this dissertation. I will,
however, come back to point (i) in Subsection 6.2.3.
6 Palmer (1986) states that the relation between mood and modality resembles the relation between tense and
time or gender and sex. This is not exactly correct, since we find an extra-linguistic definition of what time
or sex is, but we will probably not find a non-linguistic definition of 'modality' that is relevant for the
linguistic discussion. It seems to be more appropriate to correlate the relation between mood and modality to
the relation between tense-morphology and tense-semantics. In fact, what we are talking about is the
difference between the semantic field of modality on the one hand and the specific verbal category of mood
on the other.



222 Chapter 6

phenomena, which are grammaticalized as morphological mood. This in-between level is
what has been referred to as 'notional mood'.

Giorgi & Pianesi (1997:210) give the most concise definition of what notional
mood is, namely "the complex of semantic factors concerning the classification and

ordering of the contexts in which the truth conditions of clauses are assessed". In other

words, notional mood comprises those factors which have to be considered in order to
evaluate the truth value of a proposition (cf. also Bybee & Fleischamnn 1995). Lyons

(1995) defines verbal mood as that category of the sentence that expresses the speaker's

attitude towards the proposition. This is clearly one aspect that needs to be considered but
it is not sufficient, as we will see below. Yet it was mentioned in the previous chapters that
it is the function of epistemic modals to indicate the speaker's attitude towards the
proposition. What we see here is the similarity between the function of mood and the
function of epistemic modal verbs. In fact, I pointed out in Chapter 3 that epistemic
modals must be viewed as the lexicalization of the grammatical category mood. Such a
view implies that mood and modality should be formally treated in the same way.

Coming back to the other factors that play a role in analyzing mood, a look at
Giorgi & Pianesi' s definition above shows that we need to clarify (a) what is a context?

and (b) which factors have an influence on assessing truth values? Since the work of
Stalnaker (1978) it is assumed that the meaning of a sentence is not static, but dependent
on the context in which it is uttered. Discourse participants are assumed to share a certain

background knowledge, referred to as the common ground. The common ground is
described as the set of propositions that is true at the time of the discourse as far as the
discourse participants are concerned. Additionally, there are a number of propositions that
are not explicitly assumed to be true but that are, in principle, compatible with the
common ground. This set of propositions is called the context set. According to Stalnaker,
the function of uttering a sentence is to update the common ground. So by asserting a
proposition, the proposition is incorporated into the common ground and hence extends or
updates the common ground. At the same time, the proposition is 'taken from' the context

set, which is hence narrowed down.
We have seen what the context of a sentence is. However, more factors need to be

considered in order to determine the truth value of a sentence. First of all, the set of
propositions that makes up the context set does not necessarily refer to the actual world.
Within possible world semantics the intuition has been formalized that we conceptualize
not only the actual world, the world of facts as we know it, but also alternative possible

worlds, which represent how the world could be. Factors such as time and variable-
assigning functions have to be considered in order to determine the truth value of a
proposition. These factors have been formalized within intensional semantics as illustrated
in (15), cf. Chierchia & McConnell-Ginet (1990), where (15b) is a paraphrase of the
formalization in (158).

(15)     a.      [p]M. w.'.g= 1
b.   A proposition p is true in a model M with respect to a world w and a time t and a

variable assignment function g.

Thus, in order to determine the truth value of a sentence, we need to consider the context
of the sentence, which is made up by the common ground and the context set, but we also
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need to consider factors such as worlds, times and variable-assignment functions. Two
modifications are required. First of all, for a modal interpretation, Kratzer (1978, 1981,
1991) has pointed out that not all worlds that are compatible with the common ground are
equally under consideration. Rather, a proposition is normally only evaluated with respect
to a certain subset of worlds.7

Farkas (1992) has incorporated a similar understanding into her analysis of the
Romance subjunctive. Farkas points out that a proposition is evaluated with respect to a
particular set of worlds. This can be the set of worlds that represents reality, but also the
set of worlds that represents somebody's beliefs, dreams or wishes etc. Farkas calls this set
of worlds the modal anchor for a proposition. The description of the modal anchor already
implies another important factor: the individual. Farkas points out that a proposition is not
only evaluated with respect to 'objective' criteria such as worlds (and times), but that the
worlds under consideration are connected to a particular individual. A proposition is true
in a world that represents the reality according to a particular individual. Farkas (1992)
therefore introduces the notion of individual     anchoring. A sentence might be true
according to the beliefs of individual X, but this belief is not necessarily shared by another
individual Y. So, the embedded proposition in example (16) is not (necessarily) true
according to what the speaker believes, but according to the matrix subject. Farkas'
formulation is given in (17).

(16) Paula believes that she is a witch.

(17)    a.     p   =T i n W B (P)
b.        The  proposition  p  [that  she  is a witch]  is  true  in a world  WB that represents Paula' s

beliefs.

Giannakidou (1997) fuses Farkas' results with the definition of a context as discussed
above in her definition of a model (where W(c) refers to the context set).

(18) A model M(x) in a context c is a set of worlds W' c W(c) associated with an

individual x. x is said to be the individual anchor.
(Giannakidou  1997: 108)

Turning to the evaluation of a proposition, we can now say that a proposition is true in a
model that represents reality according to a particular individual, as formalized in (19).

(19) a. p is true in MR (X)
c.     The proposition p is true in a model that represents reality according to the individual

X.

  Kratzer (1981, 1991) incorporates these insights by refining the notion of context set and common ground
for a modal interpretation. Kratzer uses the term modal base as referring to the set of worlds, in which the
proposition is evaluated (which might entail the common ground). Moreover, Kratzer introduces the notion
of ordering source, a function that establishes a derived context set, where certain propositions are more
compatible with the common ground than others. So not all worlds are equally under consideration and.
moreover, within the subset of worlds that is looked at there is a very particular order of being more or less
compatible with the modal base.
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This notion is also adopted by Quer (1998) for his analysis of the Subjunctive in Spanish
and Catalan. So far we have seen that the crucial aspects for evaluating a proposition are
the modal anchor, i.e., which worlds are represented, and the individual anchor of the
model. We now have the tools to describe the difference between the sentence / believe
that everything will be fine and the sentence She believes that everything will be fine, cf.
(20a). Instead of beliefs we could also represent the individual's wishes as in (2Ob).

(20) a. Speaker' s belief:         MB (SP) VS. Subject's belief MB (Su)

b.    Speaker's wish: Mw (SP) VS. Subject's wish MW (SU)

According to Quer (1998) the function of the subjunctive is to indicate a change in the
model of evaluation.

Note that until now I have mainly been talking about ideas that were developed to
account for the Romance subjunctive. Yet Zifonun et al. (1997) and Fabricius-Hansen

(1999a) have proposed an idea similar to that of Quer for the function of the German

subjunctive. It is argued that the German subjunctive also indicates a shift in the
evaluation model. Such a view on the function of the subjunctive has an important
implication: if the subjunctive expresses a change in the model of evaluation, we must
assume that there is a kind of 'default' model that usually is the basis for neutral
statements. Zifonun et al. have pointed out that the German tense/mood system is
determined by three dimensions:8 a world, a time, and a person dimension (in contrast to
Quer, they also consider the time dimension). In the unmarked case, the finite proposition
is evaluated with respect to the speaker's time, her world, and her perspective (i.e., the hic-
et-nunc of the speaker). Different elements in a sentence, lexical as well as grammatical,
can indicate a shift in one (or several) of these dimensions. For instance, temporal adverbs
like yesterday, next year or tense morphology can shift the evaluation time of the
proposition from the hic-et-nunc to some other reference time. Similarly, world-shifting
elements like sentential adverbs such as possibly, probably etc. shift the evaluation of the
proposition from the actual world to some other possible world. Finally, it is also possible
to indicate that the proposition does not belong to the speaker's personal perspective, but
to that of some other individual. This latter shift is marked in reported context, but is also
expressed by lexical expressions of distancing or hearsay such as alleged(ly) or rumor has
it....

Putting aside the temporal side of Zifonun's assumptions, we can state that in order
to be able to interpret a sentence it is necessary to be explicit about the world and the
perspective that form the basis of the evaluation of the proposition. The role of the
subjunctive is it to indicate changes in the default setting of these two factors, which I will
call - like Farkas - the modal anchor and individual anchor. In the default case, the
speaker's world (i.e., reality) and her perspective are the basis of evaluation.

We see then that the subjunctive arguably fulfills the same function in German and
in the Romance languages. This alone, however, does not explain the distribution of the
subjunctive, since obviously the distribution of the subjunctive is very different in German

8 Note that Zifonun et al. use Buhler's (1934) terminology and speak of 'origo'. With the term 'origo',
Buhler described the deictic relations, where origo marks the deictic center. So we see that the modal
component also plays a role in the deictic component of sentential interpretation. In contrast Fabricius-
Hansen (1997 , 1999a)  uses the term 'parameter'.
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than in the Romance languages.9 Nevertheless, for my limited goal it can be assumed that
the basic function is the same. Of course, we have to keep in mind that more details have
to be considered in the future in order to make tenable predictions about the occurrence of
the subjunctive in the respective languages.

6.2.2.2 The present subjunctive
Coming back to the German subjunctive, it was mentioned above that it shows a division
of labor. The present subjunctive is primarily the mood of distancing. By using the present
subjunctive the speaker expresses that she does not take immediate responsibility for the
truth of the proposition. The most obvious context that expresses this distancing is the
context of a reported conversation. Here, the proposition is ascribed to a different
individual, usually the subject of the sentence, for instance by a lexical phrase such as
'John  said' or 'allegedly' etc. Similarly,  it is possible  that the speaker distances herself
from propositions that are thought,  hoped for,  believed etc. by other individuals. In Quer's
model this is represented as follows.

(21) a. p = T MRC (J)

b.      The proposition is true in a model that represents the Reported Conversation of John.

However, it is necessary to be aware of two common misconceptions. First, the fact that
the present subjunctive expresses a kind of non-commitment to the truth of the proposition
does not necessarily imply that the use of the indicative does express a commitment to the
truth. This is the case in, for instance, Italian. Beghelli (1997) and also Portner (1999) have
argued that the indicative in Italian is a factive mood. 10 Beghelli states that this effect
accounts for the different interpretations of mood alternations in relative clauses. Consider
the sentences in (22); the relative clause in (22a) is marked for indicative, whereas the
examples in (22b) is marked for subjunctive mood. Whereas the indicative marked relative
clause in (22a) suggests that a woman who teaches linguistics in fact exists, this
presupposition is absent in (22b). So the indicative requires the commitment to the claim
that such a woman actually exists, whereas the subjunctive does not.

9 A good comparative study is still lacking. In the recent generative literature, Giorgi & Pianesi (1997) are
one among the few who try to compare the German subjunctive to the Romance subjunctive. Unfortunately,
their attempt is not convincing, since the description of the German facts is not correct. A correction is
definitely required, but for reasons of space. I cannot do this here.
10 The term 'factive' is understood in the sense of Kiparsky & Kiparsky (1971). These authors have pointed
out that the term 'factive' describes a special relation between a verb and the complement proposition. A
verb is factive if the truth of the complement is presupposed (which means it is maintained if the matrix verb
is negated or questioned, cf. Chierchia & McConnell-Ginet  1990).
(i)         He regrets that he failed the exam. + implies that he failed the exam
(ii)        He does not regret that he failed the exam -V implies that he failed the exam
For a critical discussion of using the term 'factive' for describing the function of mood, see Palmer (1986).
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(22) a. Voglio conoscere una donna che insegna linguistica.

I-want:PSR:IND know:INF a woman who teaches:PRS:IND linguistics
'I want to know a woman who teaches linguistics.'

b. Voglio conoscere una donna che insegni linguistica.

I-want:PSR:IND know:INF a woman who teaches:PRS:SUB linguistics
'I want to know any woman teacher of linguistics.'

(Beghelli 1998:289)

Beghelli states that this contrast arises as a result of the semantic of the indicative, which

functions as "an instruction to add the proposition to the set of those that are believed to be
"

true by the individual who entertains the proposition [i.e. the speaker, my addition],
Beghelli (1998:287). Although German does not easily allow the subjunctive in relative

clauses, it can be shown in reported context that the indicative in German clearly does not

have the same meaning as its Italian counterpart. As the examples in (23) show, it is
perfectly acceptable to use an indicative clause and yet continue with either a confirmation

as (23a) or a rejection as (23b). That means that the German indicative does not signal the

addition of propositions to the set of propositions which are believed to be true by the

speaker.

(23) a. Sie sagt, er ist verruckt, und das ist  er auch wirklich!

she says he is:IND mad and that is he really
'She says that he is mad and mad he is.'

b.  Sie sagt, er ist verruckt,  aber  das    glaube ich nicht!
she says he is:IND mad but that  believe I not

'She says that he is mad but I don't believe it.'

Note that the effect observed in Italian does not arise as a consequence of the function of
the subjunctive, but rather it is the function of the indicative, which leads to this pattern.

The indicative is grammaticalized as a factive mood. This does not hold for German. The

German indicative is a neutral mood, the default case, which bears no semantic

implication about the truth of the proposition.
This point leads to the second common misconception. In the same way as the

German indicative is not a factive mood, the subjunctive cannot be classified as a non-
factive mood either, as is often falsely assumed in the literature, cf. i. a. Thieroff (1992).
Thus, the presence of the present subjunctive does not imply that the speaker rejects the

truth Of the proposition. Like the indicative cases in (23), also the subjunctive cases allow

positive or negative comment, as (24) shows.

(24) a. Sie sagt, er sei verruckt,  und    das ist  er auch wirklich!

she says he is:SUB mad and that is he really
'She says that he is mad and mad he is.'

b.  Sie sagt, er sei verruckt, aber das glaube ich nicht!
she says he is:SUB mad but that believe I  not

'She says that he is mad but I don't believe it.'

Does this mean then that there is no difference between indicative and subjunctive in
German? This is not clear from the discussion so far. I argued that the subjunctive
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expresses 'distancing',  but  we  need more sophisticated means  to  show this point.  The
following two contexts show that the subjunctive, unlike the indicative, explicitly
expresses distancing. Consider the following sentences - sentence (a) with a third person
subject and sentence (b) with a first person subject. Interestingly, the acceptability of the
subjunctive in the complement of a verb of saying changes depending on the subject.

(25) a. Carl denkt, er ist /sei verruckt.

C.   thinks he is:IND/SUB mad

b.  Ich denke, er ist /*sei verriickt
I think he is:IND/*SUB mad

Why is the subjunctive unacceptable in (25b)? In this case, the speaker and the subject of
the matrix clause are identical. So while the speaker can express distancing in (25a) by
ascribing the proposition to a different person, namely 'Carl', as illustrated in (26a) this
move is impossible in sentence (25b). In (26b)

(26)    a.     p=T M·r (C)
-* p is true in a model that represents the thoughts according to Carl

b.     p=T M T (S)
+ p is true in a model that represents the thoughts according to the speaker

Since speaker and subject are the same person in (25b), the speaker cannot escape
responsibility for the proposition.11 Hence the subjunctive gives a signal that cannot be
interpreted. The result is nonsense.

A second case that clearly shows the distancing effect of the present subjunctive
comes from the following two sentences taken from a novel by Thomas Mann.

(27) a. Alle Herren verfluchten diesen Skribifax,...  von dem man wuBte,
all gentlemen cursed this Skribifax ... of whom one knew

daB      er die Menge aufgewiegelt         habe...
that   he the crowd incited has:PRS:SUB.

b. Nie hatte e r. . .s o gewuBt,    daB    Eros   im Wort sei...

never    had    h e. . . so known that Eros in-the word is:PRS:SUB . . .
'He had never known that well that Eros was in the words.'

(Thomas Mann, cited in Thieroff 1992:255)

Both sentences in (27) contain a present subjunctive in the complement of the factive verb
wissen. Normally, factive verbs never allow a subjunctive complement.12 Here, however,

"  Interestingly, the speaker can distance herself from  her own words, thoughts etc. - provided she refers  to
words, thought etc. from the past. So the embedded verb needs to be specified for past tense as in (i).
(i)   Ich dachte, er sei verruckt.

I  thought he is:SUB mad
12

Note also that the acceptability of wissen with subjunctive is dependent on the matrix verb being in past
tense. Sentence (i) with wissen in the present tense and a subjunctive complement is still unacceptable.
(i)         *Man weiB, daB Skribifax die Menge aufgewiegelt  habe.

One knows  that S. the crowd incited has:PRS:SUB
Probably, the reason is that a factive verb in the present tense necessarily requires the speakers' commitment,
whereas this is not required in the past tense. I can distance mysel f from things 1  'knew' in former times.
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the construction von dem man wuj6te 'of whom one knew' expresses what is common
thought rather than what is the actual thought. The semantics of know has slightly
changed: It is not reported what is actually true, but what is believed to be true. The
gentlemen are convinced, and hence believe to know, that Skribifax incited the crowd,
however, it could be the case that the author knows that this is a mistake. The proposition
is ascribed to the gentlemen but is not necessarily valid for the speaker himself. Similarly,
(27b) expresses a very personal knowledge, which is not shared by the speaker. In both
examples, the speaker expresses his reservations concerning the truth of the embedded

proposition.
13

Concluding this discussion, it was shown that there is good reason to assume that the
present subjunctive has the effect of indicating that a proposition is true according to a
person other than the speaker. The speaker remains non-committed. Let me follow Quer
(1998) and also Zifonun et al. (1997) as well as Fabricius-Hansen (1999a) in assuming that
it is the primary function of the subjunctive to signal a shift in the dimension of the
individual anchoring.

(28) Function of Present Subjunctive

signals speaker' s distancing -1 shift in the individual anchoring

6.2.2.3 The past subjunctive
I stated above that past subjunctive is primarily found in 'counterfactual' contexts. I also
mentioned that 'counterfactual' is not the most adequate term. Note that not all of the
contexts above are necessarily counterfactual  in the sense of 'contrary  to  fact'.  Take  for
instance the 'counterfactual' comparative clauses in (13b), repeated here as (29).

(29) Er  sieht aus, als hatte er die ganze Nacht durch getrunken.

he looks as if  had:SUB  he the whole night through drunk

'He looks as if had drunk all night long.'

Although the embedded clause introduced by als 'as if' contains a past subjunctive, which
is supposed to imply the notion of counterfactuality, it is by no means clear that the
proposition is indeed counterfactual. It is perfectly possible to continue the sentence with
'and indeed he did drink all night long.' So the past subjunctive clause certainly does not
per definition exclude the possibility of him having drunk all night. Von Fintel (1997)
argues convincingly that the evabiation of the proposition in another possible world is
independent of its status in the actual world. The past subjunctive is therefore not a non-

13 More factive verbs allow subjunctive complements provided they are marked for past tense, cf. Kaufmann
(1976) and Thieroff (1992). Note however, the Thieroff erroneously concludes that it is the non-factive
meaning of the subjunctive which has an influence on the semantics of the main verb. If that is the case, the
question arises as to why the same effect is not found in the present tense. More importantly, it is also
possible to change the meaning of know in the past tense without using the subjunctive. Sentence (i) conveys
that people 'believed to know' that the earth is flat, but nowadays, this 'knowledge'  is not shared anymore.
(i) Frither wuBte   man, daB  die Erde eine Scheibe   ist.

In former times  knew   one   that the earth a slab is:IND
'In former times, one believed to know that the earth was flat.'
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factive mood either. It simply does not make a statement about the situation in the actual
world.

The past subjunctive primarily conveys the fact that the proposition is evaluated
relative to another non-actual world - independent of its status in the real world. We can
then state that the subjunctive marks a shift in the world-dimension, i.e., the modal anchor.

(30) Function of the Past Subjunctive:
signals evaluation of the proposition in a non-actual world
+ shift in the modal anchor

6.2.2.4 Summary
Summing up, I have shown that the subjunctive in general indicates a shift in the
evaluation model (following Quer 1998). At the same time, it was argued that the German
subjunctive shows a division of labor. Whereas the present subjunctive indicates a shift in
the individual anchoring, the past subjunctive signals a shift in the world dimension from
the real world to a non-real world. It was shown that neither has to do with (non)-factivity
in the sense of Kiparsky & Kiparsky (1971). The subjunctive only indicates a change in
the evaluation model - irrespective of whether the proposition is factive or non-factive.

One last remark is necessary. Although I have associated the subjunctive form with
a particular function, this form/function mapping is not exclusive. There is a considerable
amount of overlap. That is to say, there are several constructions where the past
subjunctive, too, can signal a change in the individual anchoring and hence distancing, cf.
examples (5) to (8) above. Similarly, we find constructions where the present subjunctive
signals a shift in the modal anchor, for instance in counterfactual comparative clauses, (10)
vs. (13) above. Here I have nothing to say about the possibilities of and the restrictions on
this overlap.

6.2.3 The syntax of the subjunctive
So far I have shown that German has two types of subjunctive marking, the present and
past subjunctive, which are associated with different modal (rather than temporal)
functions. Before we look at the syntactic implementation of the subjunctive, let me
briefly discuss the relation between subjunctive mood and tense.

In embedded indicative tenses, one usually observes a Sequence of Tense effect
(cf. Chapter 4). In German, however, unlike in e.g., Spanish, there is no morphological
requirement that triggers agreement between a matrix indicative and an embedded
subjunctive verb form. So, an embedded sentence can often appear in either present or past
subjunctive, independently of the tense marking on the matrix verb, as (31) shows. The
same effect is found in adjunct contexts like (32).
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(31) a. Er glaubt, er sei /ware krank.

He believes:PRS he is:SUB / was:SUB     ill
b.  Er glaubte, er sei /ware krank.

He believed:psT he is:SUB / was:SUB     ill

(32) a. Es fiihlt sich  an als sei /ware der Stoff aus Glasfasern gewebt.
It   feels  REFL on  as is: PRS:SUB/PST:SUB the material from glass fibers woven

b.  Es fiihlte sich an als sei /ware der Stoff aus Glasfasern
It felt REFL on  as is: PRS:SUB/PST:SUB the material from glass fibers

gewebt.
woven
'It feels as if this material was woven from glass fibers.'

The sentences in (31) and (32) show that indicative matrix verbs can freely combine with
any type of subjunctive verb in the embedded/adjoined clause. Clearly, the 'past
subjunctive' does not express past orientation. If that were the case, we would expect a
difference in meaning between the two versions. So here we see that the German
subjunctive tense must also be considered defective, as already noted for other languages

(cf. Picallo 1984, Von Stechow 1995, and point (i) in Section 6.2.2. Heidolph et al. (1981)
state that the temporal system of the subjunctive resembles very much the temporal system
of the indicative with one exception: in the 'true' past tense forms preterit and plupeifect
are missing. What is actually missing is the deictic component inherent to indicative finite
tenses (cf. Chapter 2). How can this property be represented syntactically?

In Chapter 3, I introduced Kratzer's (1998) theory of referential tense, and
assumed that the German tense system consists of two indexical tenses PAST and PRESENT

and one zero-tense 0. However, one aspect of Kratzer theory was not discussed in Chapter
3. How is an indexical reading of tense achieved? Kratzer points out that indexical tenses
have the lexical property of lacking an index. If they have an index, it should be possible
to determine their reference by means of variable assignment (just like with ordinary
pronouns). Kratzer therefore assumes that deictic elements are inserted without an index,
so that in order to be interpreted they need to acquire an index. This index is achieved as a
result of a syntactic movement operation. The movement creates a binding relation
between the antecedent and the trace, which allows the element to be interpreted (cf. Heim
& Kratzer 1998). Zero-tenses, on the other hand, are lexically equipped with an index.

They are inserted with an index and can pick up their reference by binding through a local
antecedent introduced into the representation by the semantics of the matrix verb.

Coming back to the representation of deictic tenses. Kratzer proposes a syntactic
representation of a sentence like (33a) as illustrated in (33b), where the upper trace of
tense is bound by movement, whereas the lower tense is bound by the index 1, which
enters the representation as part of the meaning of think. 14

(33) a. John thinks that it is ten o'clock
b.      [·rp presenti [ 4 [John think that 1 [11' 01 [it be ten o'clock]]]]]

Kratzer (1998:12)

'4 One might wonder why the inserted index is identical to that of the main verb? Heim & Kratzer (1998)
comment this assumption with the remark: "Why not?".
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As the structure in (33b) indicates, Kratzer states that the deictic tense element is moved to
a tense position - the question then arises, in which position is it inserted?

I argued in the previous chapter that the functional structure of German looks like
in (34), where both tense and mood features project independent heads.

(34) MoodP

TP Moodo
[AST, f indicative]

vp               f

{[f PST]/[0]}

It is possible to incorporate Kratzer's insights into such a structure. In accordance with the
ideas of Kratzer, we can assume that the pure presence of temporal information is not
enough for the sentence to receive a temporal interpretation. If the temporal element is
zero, it has to look for an adequate binder (in syntax or in discourse). If, however, the
temporal element is a deictic element it needs to move in order to acquire an index.
Assume that the tense features need to raise to Moodo, or in other words, assume that
Mood-features trigger raising of the features of the next lower head, i.e., To, to Moodo. Not
all mood features, however, trigger this movement. Only the indicative, but not the
subjunctive (or the imperative for this matter15) trigger raising of the tense head.
Consequently, only the indicative tenses can receive a deictic interpretation: the deictic
element moves from To to Moodo, thereby creating an index, which makes it interpretable.
In the case of a subjunctive, the deictic tense element in T' is not triggered to move. Since
it stays in-situ it does not acquire an index and remains uninterpretable. Presumably, the
derivation crashes at LF, since the tense information cannot be interpreted. Hence, the
only way to achieve an interpretable structure is the insertion of a zero-tense, which is
lexically equipped with an index and can 'pick up' the reference from the context, so it
need not move.

The assumption that indicative but not subjunctive mood triggers movement of a
lower head is independently supported by verb movement facts in English. It is well-
known that auxiliaries need to undergo verb-movement in indicative contexts. In
subjunctive contexts, however, verb movement is not needed, cf. Schutze (1997). This can
be concluded from the fact that (subjunctive) auxiliaries never move in front of negation
as the contrast between (35a) and (35b) shows. Similarly, do-support is never triggered in
subjunctive contexts, as (35c) and (35d) show.

(35) a. (It is important that) John not have eaten.
b.   *(It is important that) John have not eaten.
c.     (It is important that) John not cry.
d.    *(It is important that) John do not cry.

I5 For the sake of completeness I will also list properties of the imperative, although it is not further
considered in this study. Note, however, that Donhauser (1986) argues that imperative is not part of the
German mood paradigm.
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Schotze (1997: 209) lists a number of elements that do or do not trigger raising of the verb
to the INFL position; some of these elements are listed in (36).

(36) Raising Non-Raising

Indicative subjunctive
Headlinese imperative
Realis MM (mad magazine) irrealis MM

Note that Schutze means to address V-to-I movement in English, whereas I am talking
about T-to-Mood movement. Yet the correlation is striking. In fact, the difference does not
come as a surprise if it is assumed that English does not have a complex I-structure. As

pointed out earlier, Bobaljik & Thrdinsson (1997) have argued that English, in contrast to
most other West-Germanic languages, has only one inflectional node. In this case, all
functions ascribed to Mood and Tense are fulfilled by this single node. Consequently,
mood information is also encoded in INFL. If the indicative triggers movement of the next
lower head, it follows that V (or the highest head of the extended VP) is attracted to INFL.

To repeat the point, the LF structure of an indicative functional structure in German differs
from that of a subjunctive functional structure in that only the former involves movement
of To to Mood: Furthermore, indicative mood allows either an indexical tense or a zero-
tense, while under a subjunctive mood head only a zero-tense leads to an interpretable
structure.16 The two possibilities are illustrated in (37).

(37) a. MoodP b. MoodP

TP Moodo TP Moodo

[AST, +IND] [AST, -IND]
Voicep To A VoiceP T'

fpszl [01]

Semantically, Mood and Tense are independent (although related). Nevertheless. from a
morphological point of view they necessarily form a unit, which has consequences for
embedded structures. As was pointed out in Chapter 3, in an embedded structure a zero-
tense is ultimately bound by the matrix tense. If the zero-tense is embedded under an
indicative head, it takes up the semantic value of the higher tense and shows

morphological agreement. When, however, zero-tense occurs under a subjunctive node its
index is bound by a higher indicative tense of the matrix clause and hence picks up the
same value, yet it does not have to agree in morphological shape with the matrix tense. We
must assume that the embedded subjunctive head is associated with independent

morphological features itself, which prohibits morphological agreement between the zero-
tense and the matrix tense. The difference between 'present' and 'past' subjunctive is
independent of the value on the zero-tense. It must be concluded that the embedded

subjunctive head bears independent morphological features for both present and past

I6 In Chapter 3, I have pointed out that epistemic modal verbs invariably select for a zero-tense. This fits the
initial assumption that epistemic modal verbs function just like subjunctive mood.
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subjunctive. But then the question arises, why we do find agreement with the matrix verb
in the indicative cases? I have argued above that the indicative mood is a default mood. It
is not associated with particular morphological forms, so we can state that the
morphological agreement with the higher matrix verb in cases of embedded indicative
verbs is an instance of the 'elsewhere'-case, too. This follows from the fact that neither the
indicative nor the zero-tense are associated with morphological features. In order to be
spelled-out, the zero-tense needs to have morphological features and hence takes up the
only morphological features available: those of the matrix tense.

What this discussion shows is that there is a clear dissociation between the
semantic representation (LF) and the phonological representation (PF). We should
probably assume that the zero-tense also moves up to MoodP on PF in order for the
feature complex to be spelled-out as a phonological unit. Yet the PF movement cannot
have an influence on the semantic interpretation.

Let me illustrate the subjunctive case with an example. It was already mentioned
that, for instance, in reported contexts, but also in all other contexts that allow the use of
the subjunctive in complement clauses, it does not matter whether the embedded verb is in
the present or past subjunctive; the two sentences in (38) are equivalent in meaning. The
syntactic representation of (38) is illustrated in (39). The feature specification in Moodo is
optional, the morphological output is indicated accordingly.

(38) a. Er sagte, daB er Marsmenschen gesehen habe.
He said:IND that he Martians seen has:SUB

b. Er sagte, daB er Marsmenschen gesehen hatte.
He said:IND that he Martians seen had:SUB
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(39) CP

Er        C'

sagte MP

t'er                 M'

TP           Mo
[IND] [ STi]   -4 t"mgte

Voicep                To
tIpsll t' sagte

ter                          Voice'

VP Voiceo

[active] control

V        CP
tsagte

Co           MP
daB

er M'

TP           Mo
{ [PRS:SUB]   + habe

AspP f           [PST.SUB] }   0 hatte

A
VoiceP Aspo [0i] t'hab-

t
ter Voice' gesehen thab·

VP Voice'
-              1+activel1-- 1--

Marsmenschen tgesehen

The perfect auxiliary moves up from its initial position in Aspo and adjoins to f,
subsequently it moves higher to check the mood features. Depending on the mood
specification it is either spelled out as present subjunctive or as past subjunctive.

The picture as sketched here implies that the notions of present and past
subjunctive are not compositional (cf also Fabricius-Hansen 1999a). They cannot be
described as a combination of the function of the subjunctive and the meaning of
'past/present'.  This  in  turn  has the consequence  that  we are losing a generalization  made
by Fleischmann (1995) and Iatridou (1998). Iatridou observed that counterfactual
statements  in all languages require the feature   'past'. She shows that languages  that
express counterfactuality by means of a subjunctive do so only if they distinguish between
a present and a past subjunctive paradigm (as German does). Languages like French, for
example, do have a subjunctive, but lack a temporally specified 'present' and 'past'
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subjunctive and do not use the subjunctive in counterfactual statements. Instead, they use a
third construction the so-called 'conditional mood', consisting  of a future  stem   and  the
inflectional paradigm of the preterit conjugation. Iatridou explicitly rejects the idea of the
conditional   as a 'third  mood', but reduces   it  to  the 'past' features implicit  in  all
constructions. Iatridou comes to the conclusion that a [PAST] feature in the tense head
cannot mean past reference in the strict temporal sense, rather it is more common way of
referring to an in fact more abstract feature [DISTANT].17

Here, however, I have shown for German that the morphological past feature of the
mood category is independent of the tense feature in To. In order to save Iatridou's
generalization let me point out that in the Middle High German period the past subjunctive
did in fact have the temporal information 'past' as well. The counterfactual 'past
subjunctive' started off as a combination of subjunctive features and 'true' temporal past
information. Yet the temporal value of the construction was lost by approximately the
fifteenth century (cf. Oubouzar 1974). The past information is morphologically still
visible, but it does not stem from the tense head of the sentence anymore.

To conclude this section, I list the properties of the mood distinctions in Moodo in (40).

(40) Properties of different moods
• [INDICATIVE]: selects T (no restrictions), triggers movement of T-features.
• [PRS:SUB]: selects Te, does not trigger movement of T-features.
• [PST:SUB]: selects T0, does not trigger movement of T-features.
•     ([IMP]: selects T0, does not trigger movement of T-features).

6.2.4 Conclusion

In this section, I have discussed the distribution, the function and the syntactic
representation of the subjunctive. I showed that the two types of subjunctive moods should
be associated with different functions. Whereas the present subjunctive indicates a shift in
the individual anchoring, the past subjunctive indicates a shift in the modal anchor. I
assumed a complex functional structure where both tense and mood project independent
heads. But I argued that only a mood head specified for indicative but not for subjunctive
attracts the features of the next lower head and hence triggers raising of the tense element
to MoodP at LF. As a consequence, only indicative tenses can be given a deictic
interpretation. In contrast, a Mood head with subjunctive features needs to select for a
zero-tense, since this is the only structure that results in an interpretable LF representation.
Because the functional domain as a whole is interpreted as one unit, it must be assumed
that the tense features can move at PF - a movement that has no influence on the semantic
representation.

17 It is a common assumption in the literature that 'past' information is not really 'past' but in fact the normal
expression for a more abstract category such as 'distance', cf. Thieroff (1992), Zeller (1994) or 'non-actual'
Janssen (1989).
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6.3 Auxiliaries and Past Subjunctive
Now that the syntax and the semantics of the subjunctive have been defined, let me turn to
the interaction between the past subjunctive and lexical elements in MoodP, epistemic

modals, werden and tun.

6.3.1 Epistemic Modal and Past Subjunctive

In Chapter 3 it was argued that epistemic modals are directly inserted in MoodP. Also, it
was shown that they fulfill a similar function to the (present) subjunctive: they qualify the
speaker's attitude towards the proposition. In Section 6.2.3, it became clear that epistemic
modals and subjunctive share another property: they select for a TP specified for zero-
tense.

Despite the fact that the subjunctive and epistemic modals have a similar function,
epistemic modal verbs can appear with subjunctive marking. While the epistemic modals
in combination with present subjunctive marking behave perfectly 'normal',18 the
combination with past subjunctive marking leads to an interesting effect as we will see
immediately. As mentioned already briefly in Chapter 3, past subjunctive marking on an
inferential epistemic modal does not lead to a counterfactual reading, which typically
arises with the past subjunctive. First consider the examples in (41), which show that
ordinary verbs and deontic modals obtain a counterfactual interpretation if the verb is
marked with past subjunctive: in a non-actual world Paula was at home (4la) or she had
an obligation to do her homework (4lb). In contrast, a counterfactual interpretation for an

epistemic modal is not available, as indicated in (41c).

(41) a. Paula ware zu Hause, wenn...
P.   was:PST:SUB at home if...

'Paula would be at home, if...'
b. Paula muBte ihre Hausaufgaben machen,   wenn...

P. must:PST:SUB her homework make if...

'Paula should do her homework, if...'
c. #Paula mume zu Hause sein, wenn...

P. must:PST:SUB at home       be          i f. . .
Intended: 'It should be necessarily the case that Paula is at home

In might be argued that inferential epistemic modals are possible in the consequent of a
hypothetical conditional like in (42a), yet here we are not dealing with an epistemic but
with a root possibility or circumstantial reading, as the 'for X' test in (42b) shows.

18 Note that in this case the epistemic modal characterizes the epistemic state of the subject of the matrix
clause rather than of the speaker. In example (i) musse qualifies the epistemic state of Paula rather than of

the speaker (cf. the discussion about embedded epistemic modals in Chapter 3/ § 3.4.1).

(i) Paula sagte, ich musse zu Hause gewesen sein.
P.     said,   I    must:SUB   at home  been       be
'She said that I must have been home.'
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(42) a. Wenn es Marsmenschen gabe, dann muBten             sie         ohne

If  it Martian gave:PST:SUB then must:PST:SUB they without
Sauerstoff leben konnen.

oxygen live:INF can:INF.

'If Martian existed, they should be able to live without oxygen.'
b.     It is necessary for Martians to be able to live without oxygen.

It is not really unexpected that inferential epistemics have this property. If we consider the
combination of meanings of the inferential epistemic modal and the past subjunctive we
see that it leads to a semantic clash. The meaning of the inferential epistemic modal must
has been described as follows: Given the evidence available it is necessarily the case that
p (cf. Chapter 3). The meaning of the past subjunctive was defined as: p is evaluated with
respect to a non-actual world. Gluing these two concepts together in a compositional way,
we would obtain the following complex meaning: Given the evidence available, it is
necessarily the case tliat in all non-actual worlds it is the case that p.  Clearly, this leads
to a clash, since the evidence available refers to the real world, whereas the past
subjunctive refers to a non-real world." So the reason for the observation that inferential
epistemic modals lead to a clash with counterfactual sentences might come from the fact
that an inference process in an actual world is incompatible with the statement about the
non-actual world. This issue clearly needs closer investigation.

Nevertheless, epistemic modals can occur with past subjunctive marking, as (43a)
shows. But what is the meaning of this verb form if it is not counterfactual (43b)? A
correct paraphrase of the meaning of (43a) is given in (43c): in most worlds compatible
with what the speaker knows, the proposition is true. So the sentence clearly receives a
normal epistemic interpretation just like (44).

(43) a. Paula mume jetzt zu Hause   sein.
P. must:PST:SUB now  at home     be
'Paula should be at home.'

b.     9 *ina non-actual world it is necessarily the case that she is at home.
C.       -4  ok in most of the worlds compatible with what I know, she is at home now.

(44) Paula muB jetzt zu Hause sein.

P. must now at home be
'Paula must be at home now.'

Many speaker feel no strong difference between sentence (43) and (44). If there is a
difference at all, it is one of weakening the modal force from 'in all worlds' to 'most
worlds, as illustrated in (45) and (46).

19 Note that a different phrasing does not resolve this problem: /n all non-actual worlds, given all evidence
available, it is necessarily the case that p
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(45) a. 0 3tl [ti = NOW & at home (P) at 4)] cf.(44)
b.     Vw 3ti [ti = NOW & at home (P) at ti)] at (w)

(46) a. weak-0 3ti [ti = NOW & at home (P) at t,)1 cf.(43a)
d.     MOSTw 34 [ti = NOW & at home (P) at ti)] at (w)

We must therefore conclude that past subjunctive marking on inferential epistemic modal
verbs is not interpreted in the usual way, namely as a counterfactual, and hence we do not
get a compositional interpretation. Rather, the construction is interpreted as one complex

and seems to be an instance of an independent grammaticalization. This is not exceptional.
The German modal dii,fen  'may', for example, only  has the root meaning (allowance) if it
appears in the indicative mood. Only with past subjunctive marking, though not with the
present subjunctive mood, does this modal also allow an epistemic interpretation.
Therefore we cannot say that the modal is epistemic and is subsequently marked by, for

instance, the past subjunctive. Rather the complex as a whole receives an epistemic
meaning and is represented in MoodP as one unit. We will see later that this is not a
general property of modal verbs. It is possible for some non-inferential epistemic modals
to obtain counterfactual reading. This is the case with werden + infinitive, as will be
discussed in Section 6.3.3.

6.3.2 Tate + Infinitive
In Chapter 5, it was mentioned that the tun + infinitive construction is most frequent with
past subjunctive marking, that is, in the tate + infinitive construction. In fact, Eroms (1984,
1998) suggests that this particular construction reaches quasi-obligatory status in certain
dialects. Other authors of dialect grammars have also pointed out that this is the most
frequent type of the tun-periphrasis. Moreover, it was shown that the tun-periphrasis with
past subjunctive marking shows even less limitations in use than its indicative counterpart.
It was argued that indicative tuit is almost devoid of meaning. Given this, it is not
surprising that the tate + infinitive construction, just like its indicative counterpart, is a
free alternation to the synthetic verb form, in this case the synthetic past subjunctive. The
distribution and interpretation is identical to that of the synthetic subjunctive. Consider
sentence (11) repeated here as (47a). The embedded subjunctive can be freely replaced by
tlite, as indicated in (47b).

(47) a. Wenn sie keine Doktorarbeit schreiben muBte, fiihre     sie in Ferien.

if          she no dissertation write must:PST:SUB went:SUB she on holiday
b. Wenn sie keine Doktorarbeit schreiben muBte,

if she no dissertation write must:PST:SUB

tiite        sie in Ferien fahren.
did:SUB  she on holiday go: INF
'If she didn't have to write her dissertation, she would go on holiday.'
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The following sentences are taken from dialect grammars - they could all be rephrased
with the synthetic past subjunctive without leading to a difference in meaning.

(48) a. Es reinet als tiite es mit Eimern runtergeschuttet werden.
it   rains as-if did:psT.SUB   it with buckets poured down be:PASS

'It  is  raining cats  and dogs.' [Southern Hessian]
b.  Es regnet als wurde es mit Eimern runtergeschUttet.

it rains as-if  was:(PASS):PST: SUB  it with buckets poured down

(49) a. wenn ich wOBte. daB du kommst dann tiite ich auch hingehen.
if        I    knew:SUB   that   you come then would:PST: SUB I also go-there.
'lf I knew that you are coming, I would got there, too.'

(NUrnberg, Schirmunski 1962)
b.   wenn ich wliBte, daB du kommst dann ginge ich auch hin.

if  I knew that you come then went:PST:SUB I also there

From a theoretical point of view, not much can be said about this construction. Like its
indicative counterpart it is a purely optional construction, whose use is certainly
determined by extra-grammatical means such as frequency of the main verb etc. Since tun

has virtually no semantics, the only interpretation the tate-construction receives is that of
the past subjunctive specified in Section 6.2.2.3, repeated here as (50).

(50) PAST SUBJUNCTIVE shifts the evaluation of the proposition to a non-actual world

(which may or may not be compatible with the actual world of facts).

So unlike the epistemic construction discussed in Section 6.3.1, the past subjunctive
marking on nin is interpreted in the usual way. From a syntactic point of view, nothing
much has changed: tun is inserted in MoodP, which is also specified for past subjunctive.
As usual, the past subjunctive features select for a zero-tense. So, given the syntax of tull

discussed in Chapter 5 and the function of the past subjunctive, the mte + infinitive
construction behaves exactly as expected and does not therefore require any further
modification.

One question is still open - that is the question of why the tate    +    infiniti ve
construction is so much more popular than its indicative counterpart. Unfortunately, I have
no answer to this question. It can be observed that the past subjunctive in general shows a
greater tendency to be expressed in a periphrastic rather than in a synthetic construction.
Obviously, that is not an explanation, but I have nothing more to add than is stated in the
standard grammar books: in the fifteenth and sixteenth century the German languages
show an enormous increase in the use of periphrastic constructions. Around the same time
also English shows an increase in peiiphrastic constructions. It is often argued that in
English the loss of verbal inflection and consequently the loss of verb-second has led to an
increase of analytic verbal constructions. Many studies have indeed empirically supported
this tendency (cf. Elleglrd 1953, Kroch 1989b, Roberts 1993). However, it is impossible
to connect the increase of German periphrastic structures to the same changes in the verbal
system, since German consistently shows a verb second phenomenon and it still has a
(more or less) rich inflection paradigm etc. It could be argued that the increase in
periphrastic construction is, like the mood alternation observed in indirect contexts, a
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signal of an ongoing change in the German grammar. Yet the periphrastic pattern we find
in modern German has been rather consistent since the sixteenth century (cf. Oubouzar
1974).

As mentioned several times already, the tate + infinitive construction is a
substandard replacement for the periphrastic subjunctive. The more common periphrastic
past subjunctive construction is the wurde + infinitive construction, which will be
discussed in the next section.

6.3.3 Wiirde + Infinitive

The wiirde + infinitive construction has attracted far less attention in the literature, and
Eisenberg  (1989: 137) concedes  that the position  of the construction within the verbal

system is not well understood. Morphologically speaking, wiirde is clearly a past
subjunctive form. Therefore the most common view is that the wiirde construction is a
kind of mood construction. Some authors assume that the construction has no meaning of
its own, but can be grouped together with the past subjunctive paradigm, hence the name

'periphrastic subjunctive'. Others analyze   it    as a 'third   mood',    what   they   call    a
'Conditional Mood'. The fact that it usually falls under the domain of verbal mood
(indicative, subjunctive, conditional) explains why the wiirde-periphrasis is hardly
discussed in modern literature on the German tense system, as noted by Thieroff (1992).
SchrOder (1959), J0rgensen (1966), and Thieroff (1992) point out that the wiirde-
construction, despite its morphological subjunctive, is also used as an indicative form (as
will be discussed below). This form usually expresses future orientation. These facts led
these authors to the conclusion that the wiirde-periphrasis also constitutes an independent
indicative temporal construction, which Thieroff labels as 'Futurepreterit'.20 Thieroff goes
even further and states that wurde is ambiguous in mood (indicative and subjunctive), but
unambiguous in its temporal behavior: allegedly it expresses invariantly future-orientation.
In contrast, Fabricius-Hansen (1999a,b) argues that wiirde + infinitive is ambiguous in its
temporal orientation, but unambiguous with respect to mood. She states that wiirde  is
always subjunctive - in morphology as well as in use. In this section, I will show that both
authors, Thieroff and Fabricius-Hansen, are right and wrong at the same time. As I have
shown elsewhere (Erb 2000), Thieroff's assumption that wiirde exclusively expresses
future-orientation cannot be maintained, since the temporal orientation of wurde is
ambiguous just as in the case of its indicative counterpart werden. Yet Fabricius-Hansen's
assumption that the construction is unambiguous in mood seems untenable as well, since it
is found in constructions, where no other subjunctive is allowed. In this section, therefore,
I will show two points.
(a) The temporal orientation of wiirde is ambiguous, just like werden. Moreover, its
temporal orientation is determined by the same factors, primarily by the aktionsan and
(extra)linguistic context. It is therefore plausible to assume that these verb forms are not

zo It should be noted that conflating FuturePreterit Tense with Conditional Mood is very common in the
Indo-European languages. This is also found in English, Swedish, Dutch, Bulgarian, French, Modern Greek

and many more (see Thieroff 1992:141).
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only morphologically but also syntactically and semantically related, contrary to what is
often argued in the literature. I defend the view that the meaning of wiirde + infinitive can
be derived by decomposing it into the basic meaning of werden and the basic function of
the past subjunctive.
(b) The wiirde-construction, despite its clear morphological shape, must be considered
ambiguous in mood representing both an indicative and a subjunctive verb form.

Being a past subjunctive verb form, the wiirde + infinitive construction is found only in
very restricted contexts such as e.g., counterfactual contexts and reported contexts.
Moreover, the construction often occurs in a special case of narrative contexts, the so-
called 'Erlebte Rede' (Interior Monologue).21 In the following, we will see that wiirde has
the same properties in all these contexts (contra Thieroff 1992).

6.3.3.1 The temporal orientation of wurde + infinitive
The temporal properties of the wUrde-construction have been discussed by several authors.
Thieroff (1992) deals at length with this construction. He argues that the wiirde
construction is a counterpart of the German future construction werden + infinitive and
hence invariably expresses future orientation (cf. Chapter 4 for discussion). In this section,
I will show that such a hypothesis cannot be maintained. Consider the consequent of the
hypothetical conditionals in (51). Both are marked with past subjunctive; however, they
differ in their temporal orientation. Sentence (5 la) is an 'irrealis' sentence, i.e. a statement
about an alternative present world: she would beat him NOW if he were here. In contrast,
sentence (5 lb) conveys a 'potentialis', i.e. a statement about a possible future world: the
patient would SOON feel better, if he took the medicine.

(51) Conditional Contexts

a. Sie wurde ihn schlagen, wenn er hier ware.
she would:SUB him beat    if   he here were
'She would beat him if he were here.' present

b.     Dem Patienten wiirde es besser gehen,   wenn er sich operieren lieBe
the patient would:SUB it better go           if      he REFL operate let:PST:SUB
'The patient would feel better if he underwent surgery.' future

So (51) shows that wurde in conditional contexts has an ambiguous temporal behavior,
just like werden. Thieroff is aware of these facts and tries to justify his strict-future
approach by asserting that conditionals are only 'peripheral' contexts. The examples in
(52), however, make it clear that the same ambiguous temporal behavior is found in
reported contexts. In (52) wiirde expresses future orientation (52a) as well as present
orientation (52b).

21 A context counts as a 'Reported Context' if the speaker presents utterances or thoughts of a person other
than the speaker.



242 Chapter 6

(52)         Reported Contexts  I:   Reported  Speech

a. Sie sagte, sie wilrde (spater) noch kommen. future
She said she would:PST:SUB (later) Still come

'She said she would come (later).'
b.  Sie sagte, sie wurde das Buch (gerade) lesen. present

She said she would:PST:SUB  the book (right now)    read
'She said she would be reading the book (at the moment).'

The first text fragment in (53a) also contains both a present and a future oriented wurde-
construction. The first use of wiirde in the sentence the workers would start... expresses a

guess about the reported NOW, whereas the second use of wiirde in the sentence would
take  a  day  off· · · expresses future orientation. The second text fragment in (53a) contains
only a present-oriented version of wiirde. Note that the use of present-oriented wUrde is
rather rare, though not ungrammatical, in this sort of context. In the appendix to Jager' s

(1971) study on the subjunctive in German, not a single instance is listed.

(53)        Reported Contexts  li.  'Erlebte  Rede'  (Interior  Monologue)
a.    Ein lautes DrOhnen machte sie wach. Die Bauarbeiter wiirden doch nicht auch am

Sonntag schon um sieben Uhr fruh beginnen. Nun gut, sie wurde sich morgen
freinehmen und den ganzen Tag schlafen.
'A loud booming woke her up. The construction workers would not possibly begin
on a Sunday morning at seven o'clock. Oh well, she would take a day off tomorrow

and sleep all day long.'
b.      So stand denn ein langeres und ruhigeres Beisammensein mit dem Generalkonsul und

Etelka bevor. Jetzt erst fiel Melzer ein, daB jener ja im gleichen Haus hier wohne. Er
wurde wohl noch schlafen.
'So a longer and calmer meeting with the consul and Etelka was imminent. Only now
Melzer remembered that the latter was living here in the same house. Probably, he
was still sleeping.'

(Heimito von Doderer, cited in Fabricius-Hansen 1999b: 10)

The Reported Contexts in (52) show that the present-oriented reading of wurde is not a
marginal phenomenon restricted to conditional contexts but far more general than Thieroff
assumes. We see, therefore, that the wurde-construction shows the same temporal

ambiguity as the werden-construction. The same point has also been made by Fabricius-
Hansen (1999b).

In Chapter 4, I argued that werde,1 + infinitive is ambiguous with respect to its
temporal orientation as it can have a present-oriented and also a future oriented reading. I
showed that the aktionsart of the main verb plays a role in detecting 'default' orientations,
but that other factors, such as the semantics of a time adverbial, can override these default
orientations. Let me first show that exactly the same factors determine the temporal
orientation of the wurde construction.

First, let us have a look at the default interpretation, which has been argued to
depend on the aktionsan of the embedded verb. In Chapter 4, I stated that the type of the
aktionsart influences the 'default' temporal orientation for werden:
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(54)    Default interpretation 'rules' for werden

werden + VP,wn + future-oriented interpretation
werden + VP,wo„ + present-oriented interpretation
werden + VP

process + ambiguous

Now consider the consequent of the following conditional sentences, where (55a) contains
a stative verbs, (55b) an eventive or telic verb and (55c) a process verb.

(55) a. Der Prasident wurde alles uber den Skandal wissen,   wenn   er
the president would everything about the scandal    know      if        he
die Zeitung gelesen hatte.
the newspaper read had:SUB

'The president would know everything about the scandal, if he had read the
newspaper.

b.     Der Zug wiirde punktlich ankommen,  wenn er punktlich abgefahren ware.
the train would  on time arrive          if     he  on time departed was: SUB
'The train would arrive on time, if it had departed on time.'

c.     Der Triathlet wiirde schwimmen, wenn er seine Badehose hatte.
the triathlete would  swim            if      he his bathing trunks had:SUB
'The triathlete would swim, if he had his bathing trunks.'

As predicted, sentence (55a) with a stative verb leads to a present oriented reading. The
president would NOW know everything about the scandal. Similarly, sentence (55b) with
a telic verb leads to a future-oriented reading and finally, sentence (55c) is ambiguous in
its temporal behavior. Again these readings are only the most salient readings, other
readings are possible. An appropriate context can make another temporal-interpretation
more salient, for instance, the inclusion of temporal adverbs. A future oriented adverb like
gleich 'soon' triggers a future oriented context, despite the stative predicate   in   (56a).
Similarly, (56b) expresses present orientation due to the presence of gerade 'right  now ',
independent of the telic aktionsan of the main predicate.22 The process predicate swim,
which lacks a temporal 'default' orientation, is compatible with either present or future
time adverbials (56c&d).

(56) a. Gleich wiirde der Prasident alles uber den Skandal wissen,
soon would:SUB the president everything about the scandal know
wenn   er die Zeitung zu Gesicht bekame.
if        he the newspaper  at face got
'If he got to see the newspaper. the president would soon know everything about the
scandal.'

b.  Unser Zug wiirde gerade ankommen,  wenn  das der richtige
our train would:SUB right-now arrive       if     this the right

Bahnsteig wfire.
track was
'Our train would be arriving right now, if this were the right track.'

22 It should be noted. though, that in this case the time adverb changes not only the default temporal
orientation, but also the aktionsart of the main predicate. Instead of interpreting arrive as a true telic verb,
we get an inchoative reading.
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c.      Der Triathlet wiirde gerade schwimmen, wenn er seine Badehose hatte.

the triathlete would:SUB right now swim             if      he his bathing trunks   had

'The triathlete would be swimming right now, if he had his bathing trunks.'
d.      Der Triathlet wurde morgen wieder schwimmen, wenn es sein

the triathlete would:SUB tomorrow again    swim                if         it    be
mume.
necessary
'The triathlete would swim again tomorrow, if it were necessary.'

So far we have seen that the wurde construction does not differ in its temporal dimension

from the werden construction. It is plausible to assume that the two constructions are
semantically related despite the difference in distribution: as mentioned briefly above,

werden is often argued to be a temporal construction, whereas wiirde is usually argued to
be a modal construction. Let me now show that a compositional approach to wiirde can

obtain the correct result. The meaning of warde can be derived on the basis of the meaning
of werden and the function of the past subjunctive. In Chapter 4, I have argued at length

for a modal analysis of werden, suggesting that werden functions as a doxastic epistemic
modal expressing that the proposition is true according to the beliefs or expectations of the

speaker. In (57) I combine the definition of werden with the definition of the past
subjunctive to obtain the composite meaning of wiirde.

(57) Werden (p): Given the beliefs of the speaker the proposition is expected to be true.

Past subjunctive (p): The proposition is evaluated in a non-actual world.
Wiirde (p): Given the beliefs of the speaker, the proposition is expected to be true in

some non-actual world.

Being a subjective epistemic modal verb, wurde does not show the clash in semantics that
arose with inferential epistemics. Here the speaker's very own system of beliefs is the
basis - which may affect non-actual worlds as well.

Warde as an amalgam of werden and past subjunctive does not convey
substantially 'more' semantic meaning than the past subjunctive in isolation (a similar
point was made by Fabricius-Hansen 1999b). This seems to be the reason for the fact that
the warde-construction can serve as a periphrastic subjunctive. Since the wurde-
construction does not convey substantially more information, it is expected that wurde and

the synthetic past subjunctive can be used interchangeably without leading to a
conspicuous difference in meaning. Consequently, a verb in synthetic past subjunctive is
expecteil to have the same temporal orientation as the wiirde-construction, which is indeed

the case. The temporal orientation in (58) is identical to that in (55).

(58) a. Der Prasident wuBte alles uber den Skandal wenn er

the president knew:SUB everything about the scandal      if        he

die Zeitung gelesen hatte.
the newspaper read had

'The president would know everything about the scandal, if he had read the

newspaper.
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b.     Der Zug kiime punktlich an, wenn er punktlich abgefahren ware.
the train arrived:SUB   on time   PART    if it on-time departed was
'The train would arrive on time if it had departed on time.'

c.      Der Triathlet schwiimme,   wenn er seine Badehose hatte.
the triathlete swam: SUB     if         he his bathing trunks   had
'The triathlete would swim, if he had his bathing trunks.'

The examples in (58) show that synthetic and analytic past subjunctive have roughly the
same meaning and do not differ with respect to the temporal orientation. However, note
that although the periphrastic and synthetic subjunctive are more or less identical in
meaning, the distribution is not necessarily identical. At least two factors seem to have an
influence: (a) the conjugation class of the verb and (b) the syntactic structure.

(ad a) The past subjunctive marking is morphologically only visible in the strong
(irregular) conjugation class. In the weak conjugation class, the past indicative and the past
subjunctive are homophonous. Therefore, the petiphrastic subjunctive is often preferred
with verbs of the weak conjugation class, since it explicitly shows the mood marking (cf.
i.a. Heidolph et al. 1981, Zifonun et al. 1997). Most likely, the indicative function of the
verb form yields a blocking effect in the sense of Aronoff (1976) or DiSciullo & Williams
(1987). This point also leads to the second observation.

(ad b) As already mentioned in Section 6.2.2.3, the syntax sometimes has an
influence on the preference for/against a synthetic construction. For instance the use of the
periphrastic construction is more favored in verb first conditionals. Note, though, that this
is not an 'absolute' preference but rather depends on the main verb of the clause. Example
(11) can be phrased as a verb first conditional as in (59) and (60). In the case of (59), both
the periphrastic construction and the synthetic construction sound natural. Yet if the main
verb is a (polysyllabic) verb of the regular (weak) conjugation class, as in (60), the
periphrastic construction is clearly preferred, the synthetic even sounds almost
ungrammatical to me.

(59) a. Mullte sie keine Doktorarbeit schreiben, fuhre      sie in Ferien.

must:PST:SUB she no dissertation write went:SUB she on holiday
'If she didn't have to write her dissertation, she would go on holiday.'

b.     Wiirde sie keine Doktorarbeit schreiben miissen, wurde sie in Ferien fahren

(60) a.   ??Verabschiedete   sie sich heute noch, hatte ich nichts Nettes zu sagen.

say good-bye she REFL today yet had:SUB  I    nothing nice to say
b. Wurde sie sich heute verabschieden, hatte ich nichts Nettes zu sagen.

would:SUB she REFL today say good-bye had:SUB  I    nothing nice  to say
'If she said good-bye today, I had nothing nice to say to her.'

The examples in (59) and (60) show that, although the meanings of the synthetic and the
periphrastic subjunctive are indeed (roughly) identical, their actual distribution is
dependent on a number of independent factors, such as syntactic structure, morphological
shape of the main verb, and probably other factors, too.

In conclusion, I would like to make one final remark on the status of conditionals. So far I
have been simplifying matters by looking at the temporal possibilities of the consequent of
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a counterfactual construction only. Iatridou (1998) discusses in detail the function of the
antecedent in determining the status of a conditional construction. As pointed out before,
there are certain types of conditionals; in the case of the hypothetical condition, e.g., we
can make a distinction between potentialis and irrealis, illustrated in (61).

23

(61) a. If he took that syrup, he would get better. potentialis
b.     If I were tall, I would be able to reach the ceiling. irrealis

(Iatridou 1998:20)

Iatridou shows in detail that it is the antecedent of a conditional that determines the

potentialis or irrealis status of a conditional. She makes clear that this distinction is not a
grammatical primitive, but rather the result of the interplay of the basic grammatical
feature 'past (subjunctive)' and the aktionsan of the predicate. Telic predicates give rise to
a potential irrealis interpretation, whereas individual level stative predicates give rise to an
absolute irrealis interpretation. Iatridou's insights disprove Thieroff's (1992:271) claim
that the potentialis/irrealis distinction depends only on the context. We see again the
connection between aktionsart and the temporal orientation. Although I will not discuss
Iatridou's study here, I want to mention it, since it independently supports the basic claim I
made for the interpretation of werden and wurde, narnely that the aktionsart of a

construction is an important factor for a variety of grammatical phenomena.
24

Summing up this section, it was shown that wiirde + infinitive construction has the same
temporal ambiguity as its indicative counterpart werden + infinitive, contra to what
Thieroff (1992) suggests. Moreover, it has been shown that the same factors that influence
the temporal orientation of the werden-construction also determine the temporal
orientation of the wurde-construction. I therefore conclude that the wiirde-construction
must not be treated as an exceptional construction within the German tense and mood
system, but can be derived by a compositional analysis of its two parts: the basic meaning
of werden and the function of the past subjunctive.

6.3.3.2 The mood of the wiirde + infinitive construction
Above, I argued that the complex meaning of the wiirde + infinitive construction does not
differ from the meaning of the synthetic past subjunctive. In this respect the wiirde
construction comes close to the tate + infinitive construction, which, it was argued, also

only conveys the meaning of the past subjunctive.
So far I have circumvented one type of example, in which it seems to be the case

that the synthetic past subjunctive cannot replace the wiirde-construction. This
construction has first been classified as 'FuturePreterit' by Herdin (1903) but later also by
Schroder (1959), J0rgensen (1966) and Thieroff (1992). Thieroff gives the following
examples.

23 Note that this is also a simplification. Iatridou does not use the distinction potentialis/irreatis. but rather
talks about Future Less Vivid (for potentialis) and Present Counterfactual (for irrealis). There are more and
finer distinctions that we do not need to take into account here.
24 So in a sense the irrealis/potentialis distinction is a grammatical epiphenomenon in the same way as the
future/modal distinction of the werden construction discussed in Chapter 4.
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(62) a. Das Theater,  das sich spater als ausverkauft erweisen wurde,
the theatre that REFL later as sold-out turn-out would
war erst halb gefilk.
was only half filled
'The theater, that would later turn out to be sold out, was only half filled.'

b.    Man spurte  es  in den Gliedern,   daB das Wetter umschlagen wurde.
one  felt      it   in the bones that the weather change would
'One can feel it in the bones that the weather would change.'

(Thieroff 1992:15Of.)

In these two sentences, a past situation is reported with reference to an event in the remote
past. Consider also my favorite example, which I heard in a radio documentary on Emil
Bering. The original piece  of data  in  (63a)  was a sentence in 'historical present'.  So  the
basic tense of the documentary was the present tense. It seems to be equally possible to
continue the introductory sentence Un the year...) with the sentence in (63b), which does
not contain werden but the simple present.

(63) a. Im Jahre 1741 geraten die beiden Schiffe vor Kamtschatka in einen Sturm.

In the year 1741 get the two ships off Kamchatka into a storm.

Bering und Jirikov werden   sich   nie mehr wiedersehen.
B.         and J. will REFL never see again
'In the year 1741 the two ships get into a storm off Kamchatka. Bering and Jirikov
will never meet again.'

b.     Bering und Jirikov sehen sich nie mehr wieder.
B         and J. See:PRS:IND REFL never again.

'Bering and Jirikov never meet again.'

This behavior is not unexpected, since it was argued in Chapter 4 that the present tense can
occur in future contexts provided a time adverbial marks the future reference, which is
signaled here by nie mehr wieder 'never again'.  However,  if  we  transpose  the  original
sentence into the warde-constructions (analogously to the examples in (62)) the sentence
looks like in (64).

(64) Im Jahre 1741 gerieten die beiden Schiffe vor Kamtschatka in einen Sturm.

In the year 1741 got the two ships off Kamchatka into a storm.
Bering und Jirikov wiirden sich nie mehr wiedersehen.
B.           and J. would:SUB REFL never see again
'In the year 1741 the two ships got into a storm off Kamtchatka. Bering and Jirikov
would never meet again.'

In (64), the past tense serves as the basic time for the story (see introductory sentence).
Relative to this past time we can refer to a future time, which is a future relative to that
past, but yet relative to the speech time it is still in the past. On a time line. the scenario
looks like what follows:
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(65) Event Time of not-seeing again

1

Storm 1741 Spee h Time

The question now arises of whether the wiirde-construction in this context functions truly
as a past subjunctive or whether it is more plausible to assume that it is in fact the

indicative past of the ordinary werden construction.
Thieroff (1992) deduces from this observation that the meaning of wiirde is (in

Reichbachian style) E past 0&0 before S (where 0 stands for orientation time).25 So
wiirde expresses just like werden a past relation. Since this is an indicative setting (a report
about the real world in the past) it must be assumed that the wiirde-construction is in fact
an indicative preterit of the future construction or in Thieroff's terminology a
'FuturePreterit'. Thus, despite its subjunctive morphology, it expresses indicative

meaning. In fact, wiirde here replaces the non-existent *wurde + infinitive construction

(cf. Chapter 4).
A different opinion has been put forth by Fabricius-Hansen (1999b). She argues

that the construction is marked for past subjunctive since it also semantically functions as
a past subjunctive. In order to make this point clear, we need to indulge more in the

interpretation of a sentence such as (64). It has often been pointed out that the wiirde +
infinitive construction in this context competes with another common construction,

namely sollte 'should' + infinitive. Unfortunately, the morphology of sollte is annbiguous

- it represents the past indicative as well as the past subjunctive, so the mood of this
construction is not clearly determined.

(66) Bering und Jirikov sollten sich nie mehr wiedersehen.

B.                  and J. should:SUB/IND REFL never see again

'Bering and Jirikov should never meet again.'

Although both the ,viirde- and the sollte-constructions are equally grammatical and
basically express the same temporal relation, there is a different flavor to them. The
construction with sollen has a touch of fatefulness/determination, for which reasons it is
sometimes called a 'determined future   of   the past'. Wurde on the other hand sounds

neutral in this respect. The difference between the two constructions is, according to Engel

(1988), semantic in nature: "Der wesentliche Unterschied besteht darin, daB zukunftiges
Geschehen bei sollte aus der Sprecherperspektive, bei warde   aus der Perspekti ve   der
SubjektgrOBe gesehen wird" (Engel 1988:467). ('The central difference is that the future
event with sollen is presented from the perspective of the speaker, with wurde it is the

perspective of the subject.'). In other words, sollen expresses the event from the viewpoint

of the speaker, whereas wurde expresses the event from the subject's perspective. It is this
difference that Fabricius-Hansen refers to.

According to Fabricius-Hansen (1999a) the future can be regarded as a 'plausible
projection' of the future, which the speaker presents on the basis of her present

25 Note that 'orientation time' is not identical to 'reference time'. In the case of reference time we are dealing

with an abstract temporal notion (like in the perfect construction). here, we are dealing with two concrete

events - the event of being half-filled and the event of being sold out.
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knowledge. If in a report or a piece of fiction the speaker chooses to talk about the past, a
'plausible projection' is impossible, since the speaker already knows the actual course of
events. In this respect, the future of the past does not directly correspond to the 'normal'
future. According to Fabricius-Hansen, it is, however, possible to turn the statement into a
'normal' future - this effect is achieved if the speaker chooses to express not her
perspective, but the perspective of the subject. So, in fact, the 'subject' perspective pointed
out by Engel is crucial in order to achieve the parallel to the future in normal present
contexts. Fabricius-Hansen assumes that the function of the subjunctive is to express a
change in the person dimension of the evaluation of the proposition (cf. Section 6.2.2
above). So what Fabricius-Hansen then assumes is that the subjunctive in this type of the
wiirde-construction does what it normally does: it signals the change in the person
dimension: the proposition is evaluated not according to the speaker (the default) but with
respect to the subject.

Although Fabricius-Hansen's reasoning sounds convincing, it leads to a series of
problems. First of all, it was mentioned above that the change in the speaker's perspective
is primarily expressed by the present subjunctive and only secondarily by the past
subjunctive. So if the change in the person perspective really was the trigger for the
subjunctive here, it should be equally possible to use the present subjunctive in this

26context. This, however, is completely unacceptable as (67a) shows. Moreover, if the
construction was truly a past subjunctive, we would expect some other construction to be
able to replace wiirde in this context. Given the general interchangeability between
periphrastic subjunctive and synthetic past subjunctive (cf. examples (58) above), the fact
that (67b) is ungrammatical is unexpected. Similarly, also the subjunctive tun-periphrasis
in (67c) is not acceptable.

(67) a. *Bering werde Jirikov nie mehr wiedersehen.
B.     will:PRS:SUB J. never see again

'Bering would see Jirikov never again.'
b.   *Bering und Jirikov siihen sich nie mehr wieder.

B         and J. Saw:SUB REFL never again

'Bering and Jirikov never met again.'
c.   *Bering und Jirikov tiiten sich nie mehr wiedersehen.

B        and J. did:SUB REFL never see-again

Finally, we expect that the wurde-construction will not occur in cases where the speaker
and the subject are identical, as in the case of (68).

(68) Gestern war ich mit Jakub verabredet

Yesterday was I with J. have-an-appointment
Ich hatte nicht gedacht, daB er punktlich kommen wiirde.
I  had:IND not thought that he on-time come would
'Yesterday, I had an appointment with Jakub. I would have never thought that he
would come on time.'

26 The present subjunctive of form for third person plural werden is identical in indicative and subjunctive. In
order to see the subjunctive I need to change the subject from a third person plural into a third person
singular subject.
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Summing up, I think that Fabricius-Hansen's approach, though interesting, cannot account
for the occurrence of the wiirde-construction in the 'FuturePreterit' contexts.
So we must agree with Thieroff (1992) or Schroder (1959) that the wurde construction in
certain circumstances must be considered to be indicative in nature, even though it bears

subjunctive morphology. Crucially, the lexical information of werden is required and
cannot be replaced by the simple or the pleonastic past subjunctive.27 This view forces us
to acknowledge a somewhat strange implication. It must be concluded that Modern
German shows a kind of 'morphological accident' where a verb form (here the past
indicative of werden), though available in the verbal paradigm in general, fails to take up
one particular function. I admit that this is a unsatisfactory conclusion, but for the time
being, I see no other solution.

To conclude this subsection, one last remark. Following the discussion here, we are now
able to accommodate the difference that arose between epistemic modals and werden. It
was argued in Chapter 3 that epistemic modals do allow the past indicative form in
particular contexts: embedded sentences or discourse embedding as in 'auctorial style' in a
novel. In contrast, werden never allows a past indicative form (cf. Chapter 4, § 4.3.3.3).
We can now say that this is seemingly the case. So werden behaves just like other
epistemic modals and allows past indicative in the respective contexts - yet it has the
strange peculiarity that this form appears with past subjunctive marking.

6.3.3.3 Summary
In this section, I have argued that the wurde + infinitive construction in German is not an
extraordinary construction within the German auxiliary system. I showed that its meaning

can be derived compositionally from a basic modal meaning of werden (worked out in
Chapter 4) and the specific function of the past subjunctive, as discussed in § 6.2.2.3
above.

I have shown that the construction is ambiguous in its temporal orientation, a fact
that suggests that it is indeed semantically related to its morphological root construction
werden + infinitive. I concluded this section by discussing a strange peculiarity of this
construction:    it    is a homophonous    form    for    both    the past subjunctive    and    the    past

indicative.

27 I have to admit that there is one problem. As argued in Chapter 4. the lexical meaning of werden is

compatible with both a future and a present-oriented reading. Yet as (i) shows, it is hard to construct a
sentence that is similar to the context discussed here and yet allows a present oriented reading expressing

'probability' in the widest sense (where present refers to the 'then' as the basic time).
(i)         *Bering und Jirikov wurden vor Kamchtaka segeln.  wenn der Sturm begann.

B                      and J. would    off K. sail when the storm began

Intended meaning: 'Probably,  B&J were sailing off Kamchatka,  when the storm began.'
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6.4 Conclusion
In this chapter, I started by introducing the German subjunctive from a distributional, a
semantic and a syntactic perspective. I showed that the two subjunctive moods can be
associated with specific functions, whereas the indicative mood must be considered a
default mood. Subsequently, I looked at the three types of finite auxiliaries discussed in
the previous chapters (epistemic modal verbs, tim + infinitive and finally werden +
infinitive) and their interaction with the past subjunctive. My main purpose for writing this
chapter was the discussion of the wurde-construction in German. My aim was to show that
the wiirde-construction can be best analyzed compositionally by combining the modal
meaning of werden with the basic function of the past subjunctive. It was shown that we
see an interesting shift in the internal grouping of these constructions. Whereas werden
and epistemic modals may be grouped together according to their epistemic status, it was
shown that under subjunctive marking, werden is closer in function to the pleonastic
auxiliary tun. Both the wiirde- and the tate-construction are clearly optional structures.

I refrained from showing the syntactic representations of the constructions
discussed in this section here. They are syntactically represented as discussed in Chapters
3-6, with only the addition of past subjunctive specification in the Mood head, as
discussed in Section 6.2.2.3.
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In this dissertation, I focused on syntactic and semantic aspects of epistemic modal verbs,
the werden + infinitive as well as the tun + infinitive construction. I argued that the
auxiliaries in these constructions form a separate class of auxiliaries, which can be
identified as functional auxiliaries, i.e., auxiliaries that are directly inserted in the
functional domain of the sentence. Functional auxiliaries differ from other types of
auxiliaries in a number of ways. Most importantly, they have the property of occurring
exclusively in finite verb form and can, therefore, never occur in embedded position, a
property which is absent in other types of auxiliaries.

In  Chapter  1,  it is argued that there  is no reason for assuming a bi-clausal structure  for
auxiliary constructions in general. The question of whether a complex structure must be
analyzed as mono- or bi-clausal was extensively discussed in the debate on restructuring. I
used tests developed in this context for showing that all auxiliary constructions must be
analyzed as mono-clausal structures.

After introducing some theoretical assumptions in Chapter 2, I proceeded by
providing a detailed discussion of the class of functional auxiliaries in German, which
comprises epistemic modal verbs, the auxiliary werden and the dummy auxiliary tun.

Chapter 3 discussed with the syntax of modal verbs. It was shown that modal verbs
do not bear an intrinsic temporal orientation. On the grounds of a number of syntactic
tests, it could be shown that it is necessary to distinguish between epistemic, deontic, and
dynamic modal verbs. These tests focused (a) on the thematic relations between the modal
verb and its subject as well as its complement; and (b) on the morphosyntactic properties
of the different types of modal verbs. With regard to thematic relations, it could be
confirmed that epistemic modals do not entertain a thematic relation with the sentential
subject; in contrast, root modals vary in this respect. Whereas deontic modals seem to
optionally assign a theta-role to the subject, dynamic modals usually do assign a theta-role.
With respect to the morphosyntactic properties, it turned out that only root modals show a
normal verbal paradigm. Epistemic modal verbs, in contrast, only occur in finite verb form
and display a reduced verbal paradigm in that they only have a semantically vacuous past
tense form. I accounted for these facts by assuming that epistemic modal verbs, but not
root modals, are directly inserted in the functional domain of the clause. Under this
perspective, epistemic modal verbs are closer to their English counterparts than root
modals, which are inserted lower in the syntactic hierarchy. I argued that deontic modals
are best analyzed as semi-lexical elements, whereas dynamic modals are best classified as
normal lexical verbal elements.

Chapter 4 dealt with the question of whether the German future construction
werden + infinitive should be analyzed as a temporal or a modal construction. Both
positions have been proposed in the semantic literature. Here, I argued that only a modal
analysis is able to account for the range of empirical data. I presented three temporal
approaches to the werden-construction and pointed out why they fail to account for the
syntactic properties of the construction. It was shown that the future auxiliary, unlike the
perfect auxiliaries haben/sein 'have/be', can only occur in finite verb form and, moreover,
does not exhibit a full verbal paradigm, since it lacks a past indicative form. It is striking
that these properties are identical to the properties of epistemic modal verbs discussed in
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Chapter 3. By using the tests developed in Chapter 3, I was able to show that the same
distinction that separates epistemic modals from root modals also separates the future
auxiliary from the perfect auxiliaries. I came to the conclusion that only epistemic modals

and the future auxiliary are instances of functional auxiliaries that are directly generated in
the Mood Phrase of the clause.

In Chapter 5, it was argued that also the pleonastic auxiliary tun should be
considered a functional auxiliary. I started by showing that tun, just like its English
counterpart do, does not fulfill a particular semantic function in the sentence and should
hence be regarded a dummy element. This auxiliary can occur exclusively in finite verb
form, a fact that suggests that we are dealing with an instance of a functional auxiliary.

However, unlike the other functional auxiliaries, tun does exhibit a full verbal paradigm. I
accounted for these facts by assuming that tun is not part of the core syntactic
representation, due to its reduced semantics. Rather, I follow the spirit of Emonds (1985,
1987) and suggest that tun is inserted late in the derivation; within a minimalist
framework, that means that tun is inserted at PF, in order to spell out functional
information generated in the functional domain. Crucially, the insertion of tun is an
optional process, unfortunately, however, a syntactic theory of optionality could not be

provided here, but is an issue for future research.

Finally, in Chapter 6, I introduced the German mood system, suggesting that the
German mood system has the same function as, for instance, the Romance mood system.
The presence of the subjunctive signals a shift in the evaluation context of the proposition.

More specifically, the present subjunctive was classified as (primarily) indicating a shift in
the individual anchoring, whereas the past subjunctive was classified as (primarily)
indicating a shift in the world dimension. In combination with functional auxiliaries,
however, the past subjunctive is not always interpreted in a compositional way. It was
shown that only wurde and tate allow a compositional analysis of the basic meaning of the
auxiliary and the function of the past subjunctive mood. Epistemic modal verbs in
combination with past subjunctive marking give rise to an idiosyncratic meaning: often,
the modal force of the base modal is weakened. It was also pointed out that only the use of
both wurde and tlite is optional and is in direct competition with the synthetic subjunctive.

This dissertation provides an extensive overview of the auxiliary system in German.

Clearly, it lacks an extensive cross-linguistic component. On the basis of morphosyntactic
properties I argued for a non-universal syntactic hierarchy of auxiliaries. A comparative
study of the auxiliary system in other Germanic languages such as Dutch, English or e.g.,

Swedish, but also of the Romance languages is wanted and needed to test the claims put
forth in this dissertation. As mentioned earlier, for instance the different properties of the
Dutch future construction zutten + infinitive  constitute  a  challenge  for  the  approach
advocated here. I hope that my study can serve as a basis for such comparative research in

the future.
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Samenvatting
In dit proefschrift worden de syntactische en semantische aspecten van de modale
werkwoorden, de werden ('zullen') + infinitief en de tun ('doen') + infinitief constructies
in het Duits bestudeerd. Ik betoog dat de hulpwerkwoorden in deze constructies een aparte
klasse vormen, namelijk die van de functionele hulpwerkwoorden. Deze worden direct
gegenereerd in het functionele domein van de zin en verschillen verder op een aantal
punten van andere hulpwerkwoorden. Het belangrijkste verschil is de eigenschap is dat de
functionele hulpwerkwoorden uitsluitend in de finiete vorm voorkomen en derhalve nooit
in een ingebedde positie kunnen staan.

In hoofdstuk 1 wordt uitgelegd waarom er geen reden is om een bi-clausale structuur aan
te nemen voor hulpwerkwoordconstructies in het algemeen. De vraag of complexe
structuren als mono- of als bi-clausaal geanalyseerd moeten worden, is eerder uitvoerig
behandeld  in het debat over 'restructuring'. Testen  die  in deze context ontwikkeld  zijn,
worden hier gebruikt om aan te tonen dat alle hulpwerkwoordconstructies als mono-
clausaal geanalyseerd moeten worden.

Na de introductie van enige theoretische aannamen en begrippen in hoofdstuk 2, geef ik in
de hoofdstukken 3-5 een gedetailleerde discussie van de klasse van functionele
hulpwerkwoorden in het Duits. Deze klasse bevat de epistemische modale werkwoorden,
het hulpwerkwoord werden en het semantisch 'lege' hulpwerkwoord tun.

Hoofdstuk 3 behandelt de syntaxis en semantiek van modale werkwoorden. Hier laat ik
zien dat modale werkwoorden geen intrinsieke temporele orientatie hebben. Op basis van
een aantal syntactische testen kan aangetoond worden dat we een syntactisch onderscheid
moeten maken tussen epistemische, deontische en dynamische modale werkwoorden.
Deze testen leggen de nadruk op a) de thematische relaties tussen het modale werkwoord
en zijn subject en complement en b) de morfosyntactische eigenschappen van de
verschillende soorten modale werkwoorden. Wat de thematische relaties betreft, wordt in
deze studie bevestigd dat epistemische modale werkwoorden geen verband hebben met het
subject van de zin - dit contrasteert met 'root-modals', die hierin variatie vertonen: terwijl
de deontische modale werkwoorden optioneel een theta-rol lijken toe te wijzen aan het
subject, is dit bij de dynamische in het algemeen verplicht. Wat de morfosyntactische
eigenschappen betreft, blijken enkele 'root-modals' een volledig werkwoordsparadigma te
vertonen. Epistemische modale werkwoorden, daarentegen, komen slechts in finiete vorm
voor en hebben een gereduceerd paradigma in die zin dat ze slechts een semantisch lege
verleden-tijdsvorm hebben. Deze observaties worden verklaard door aan te nemen dat
epistemische modale werkwoorden direct gernserteerd worden in het functionele domein
van de zin, maar 'root-modals' niet. Vanuit dit perspectief zijn de epistemische modale
werkwoorden meer verwant aan hun Engelse tegenhangers dan de 'root-modals', die lager
in de zinshierarchie worden ganserteerd. Verder betoog ik dat de deontische modale
werkwoorden beter geanalyseerd kunnen worden als semi-lexicale elementen, terwijl de
dynamische modale werkwoorden het beste als gewone lexicale werkwoorden
geclassificeerd kunnen worden.
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In hoofdstuk 4 komt de vraag aan de orde of de Duitse constructie voor de toekomende

tijd, de werden + infinitief constructie, als een temporele dan weI als een modale
constructie geanalyseerd moet worden. Beide posities zijn in de semantische literatuur
verdedigd. Ik betoog hier dat alleen een modale analyse de empirische data kan verklaren.
Ik presenteer drie temporele benaderingen voor de werden-constructie en laat zien waarom
ze als verklaring voor de syntactische eigenschappen van de constructie te kort schieten.
We zien dat het hulpwerkwoord van de toekomende tijd, in tegenstelling tot de
hulpwerkwoorden van de voltooide tijd haben/sein 'hebben/zijn',  alleen  in  finiete  vorm
voorkomt en daarenboven geen volledig werkwoordsparadigma heeft, omdat de indicatief
geen verleden tijdsvorm heeft. Het is opvallend dat dit dezelfde eigenschappen zijn die in
hoofdstuk 3 besproken zijn in verband met epistemische modale werkwoorden. Door de
testen die daar ontwikkeld zijn ook hier te gebruiken, laat ik zien dat hetzelfde verschil dat
de epistemische modalen van de 'root-modals' onderscheidt ook de grens tussen de
hulpwerkwoorden van de toekomende en de voltooide tijd afbakent. Dit leidt tot de
conclusie dat alleen epistemische modale werkwoorden en het hulpwerkwoord van de
toekomende tijd instanties zijn van functionele hulpwerkwoorden die direct in de 'Mood
Phrase' van de zin gegenereerd worden.

In hoofdstuk 5 wordt betoogd dat ook het pleonastische hulpwerkwoord tun als een
functioneel hulpwerkwoord beschouwd moet worden. Om te beginnen vervult tun, net
zoals het corresponderende Engelse 'do', geen duidelijke semantische rol in de zin en het
dient derhalve als een semantisch 'leeg' element gezien te worden. Het hulpwerkwoord tun
komt alleen in de finiete vorm voor, een gegeven dat suggereert dat we met een instantie
van de functionele hulpwerkwoorden te maken hebben. In tegenstelling tot andere leden

van deze klasse, heeft tull echter wel een volledig werkwoordsparadigma. Dit verklaar ik
door aan te nemen dat tun geen onderdeel uitmaakt van de syntactische kernrepresentatie

vanwege zijn gereduceerde semantiek. Een idee van Emonds (1985,1987) volgend, stel ik
voor dat tun laat wordt ingevoegd in de derivatie; in een minimalistisch kader zou dit
neerkomen op de aanname dat tun op PF wordt geinserteerd, teneinde functionele
informatie, gegenereerd in het functionele domein, tot uitdrukking te brengen. Cruciaal is
dat de insertie van tun een optioneel proces is. Een syntactische theorie van optionaliteit
kan hier echter helaas niet behandeld worden en blijft een punt voor verder onderzoek.

Tenslotte behandel ik in hoofdstuk 6 het Duitse systeem van werkwoordelijke wijzen, en
stel ik voor dat het Duitse systeem dezelfde functie heeft als dat van de Romaanse talen.

De aanwezigheid van een conjunctief geeft een verplaatsing van de evaluatiecontext van
een propositie aan. Meer specifiek wordt de conjunctief in de tegenwoordige tijd
geclassificeerd als (voornamelijk) duidend op een verplaatsing van het individuele
standpunt, terwijl de conjunctief in de verleden tijd (vooral) geassocieerd wordt met een
verplaatsing in mogelijke werelden. In combinatie met functionele hulpwerkwoorden,
echter, wordt de verleden tijd van de conjunctief niet altijd compositioneel geYnterpreteerd.
Alleen wurde en tlite laten een dergelijke compositionele analyse toe van de
basisbetekenis van het hulpwerkwoord en de functie van een conjunctief in de verleden
tijd. Epistemische modale werkwoorden, daarentegen, leiden tot idiosyncratische
betekenissen: vaak wordt de modale kracht verzwakt. Verder laat ik zien dat alleen het
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gebruik van wurde en tate optioneel is en in directe competitie met de synthetische
conjunctief.

Dit proefschrift geeft een uitgebreid overzicht van het hulpwerkwoordsysteem in het Duits
en stelt hiervoor een niet-universele syntactische hierarchie voor. Wat in dit werk niet aan
de orde komt, maar voor toekomstig onderzoek wordt bewaard, is een taalvergelijkende
studie met het hulpwerkwoordsysteem van andere Germaanse talen, zoals het Nederlands,
het Engels of het Zweeds, en van de Romaanse talen. Zo vormen bijvoorbeeld de
eigenschappen van de Nederlandse constructie van de toekomende tijd (zulten + infinitief)
een uitdaging voor de hier voorgestelde benadering. Hopelijk kan dit proefschrift dienen
als uitgangspunt voor verdere exploratie op dit gebied.
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