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Abstract

This dissertation is an investigation of the syntactic structure and modal
interpretation of clauses involving the denominal necessity predicate
behar ‘need’ and an infinitival complement. On the one hand, it
analyses the syntactic status of non-finite complements of denominal
behar by examining their interaction with syntactic phenomena
sensitive to different structural and locality conditions, and concludes
that the infinitival complements of behar can correspond to different
underlying structures. The largest type of infinitive is a non-
restructuring infinitive that projects a full clausal architecture (i.e. a
CP), and the smallest one is a reduced restructuring infinitive that
projects up to vP. There is evidence for intermediate types projecting up
to the inflectional domain (IP/TP). On the other hand, the dissertation
examines the thematic and scope properties of the subjects in each of
the different structural types and the modal interpretation that they can
give rise to. On the basis of this analysis it is argued that modal
interpretation is not constrained by any single factor (the presence of
restructuring, the referential status of the subject and its relative scope
vis-a-vis the modal predicate, among other frequently mentioned ones),
but depends on the cumulative effect of several factors working
together. The dissertation also shows the necessity of adopting a more
fine-grained view of root modality, one that allows a simpler mapping
of syntactic structures into modal meanings.
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1. Introduction



1.1. SCOPE AND GOALS OF THE DISSERTATION

In this dissertation | will investigate the Basque necessity modal behar by
carefully examining the syntactic contexts in which it occurs, and how they relate to

different modal interpretations.

Modals® have always received much attention in the linguistic literature; they
have been described from different perspectives and within different theoretical

frameworks.

One of the most intriguing puzzles concerning the category of modal verbs that
has stood out in the centre of all debates has to do with the strong crosslinguistic
tendency to use the same modal to convey different meanings. The modal sentences in
(1) and (2) involving the necessity modal must of English and the necessity modal

behar from Basque illustrate this semantic ambiguity.

(1) John must be at home
a. It must be the case that John is at home

b. John is required/obliged to be at home

(2) Ordu honetarako, Jonek bulegoan  egon behar du.
hour this-for  Jon.sE office-in-the be need HAVE.3sE
a. It must be the case that Peter is in his office by this hour

b. Peter is required to be in his office by this hour.

The modal sentences in (1) and (2) are ambiguous between two main senses. (1a) and
(2a) express epistemic modality, from Greek episteme ‘knowledge’. This type of
modality is concerned with what is possible or necessary given what is known by an
epistemic agent (the speaker). By contrast, (1b) and (2b) express what has been called

root modality. Root modality entertains notions like obligation, permission, ability,

1 with the cover term modals | refer to what have been informally called modal verbs or modal
auxiliaries, leaving aside other modal expressions such as modal particles, modal adjectives, etc.



volition, etc., and it exploits the causal relation that holds between the subject and the

modal.

Since the same modal expression is used to convey these two meanings, the
question arises as to whether modals are lexically ambiguous or whether the two
meanings are derived by some other means. Different accounts have been put forth to

answer this question.

One traditional account attributes the semantic difference in (1) and (2) to the
different thematic properties that modals with an epistemic reading and modals with a
root interpretation exhibit regarding their relation with the subject of the clause (i.e.
whether or not they enter into a thematic relation with the subject). Let us refer to this

view as the thematic account.

Q) The thematic account

It has been assumed that root modals assign a theta-role to the subject, while
epistemic modals do not. Under the assumption that theta-roles are lexically specified
(Chomsky 1981), in the cases in which the two meanings are conveyed by the same
(PF) modal, the two meanings are taken to correspond to two separate lexical entries
which differ in their argument structure. Based on the assumption that there is a one-to-
one relation between arguments and theta-roles and that this is mapped onto the
syntactic structure (Chomsky 1981, Baker 1988), some of the advocates of this account
propose that the root/epistemic distinction is ultimately based on the structural
difference between raising vs. control constructions. This distinction is illustrated in the

structures in (3a-b).



(3) Control vs. Raising modals (the structures are from Wurmbrand 1990:600)

a. Control b. Raising
IP IP
P P N
SUBJ VP SUBI VP
T P
L_ WVeontr INF LY vP
] P T
PRO VP tugj VP
2] v OBJ 6 v OBJ

In the root configuration in (3a) the modal is a lexical verb that assigns a theta role to
the subject of the clause. Thus, in this configuration there are two syntactic external
arguments: the surface subject, which receives a theta-role from the modal, and a silent

infinitival subject (e.g.,PRO) which receives a role from the lower uninflected verb.

In contrast with the control configuration in (3a), in the epistemic configuration in (3b)
the modal does not assign a theta-role to the subject of the clause; the subject receives
its theta-role from the embedded uninflected verb. That is to say, the modal is a subject-

raising predicate.

Other accounts link the two main meanings of modals with the different scope
relations exhibited by epistemic and root modals regarding other scope bearing elements
of the clause (QP subjects, negation, tense and aspect, other modal verbs).

One such account is Lee (2006), to which | will refer to as the subject-scope

based account.

(i)  The subject-scope based account:

On the basis of the scope interactions between modal have (to) and the subject,
Lee (2006) assumes that the epistemic and root interpretations of have (to) are derived
from the variable scope position that the subject takes relative to the modal: the
epistemic interpretation arises when the subject scopes below the modal (Modal>Subj),

and the root interpretation when the subject scopes above the modal (Subject>Modal).



In many cases, the relative scope position of the subject vis-a-vis other scope
bearing elements is embedded in a cartographic view of modal structures: the different
scope taking positions of modals (and their associated readings) relative to not only the
subject, but also negation, tense and aspect, follow from the fact that modals are
inserted in different syntactic positions in the clausal architecture. I will refer to this

view as the hierarchical account.

(iii)  The hierarchical account:

One of the seminal hierarchical accounts of modals is Picallo (1990). Picallo
situates epistemic modals in the functional domain of the clause, under Infl°, and root
modals in the lexical domain, as VP-adjuncts. However, not all authors agree with this
simple division. Cinque (1999,2004, 2006), for instance, assumes that modals are
always functional elements, whether they have an epistemic or root interpretation. What
distinguishes them is what specific position within the functional spine they occupy. A
similar line of research is pursued by Butler (2003, 2004), Hacquard (2006 et seq.) and
Ramchand (2012). These authors propose a high position above the subject and other
scope bearing elements for epistemic modals in the CP periphery, and a low position

below these elements in the functional vP periphery.

So within the hierarchical view, there are different opinions as to whether all
modals are functional or there exist lexical modals too. | will refer to this as the lexical

vs. functional debate.

(iv)  The functional vs. lexical debate:

The debate on the categorial nature (lexical vs. functional) of modals can
perhaps be better understood if we look at modals from a diachronic perspective. It has
been argued that some modals that nowadays have an undeniable functional status were
lexical predicates earlier in life, and have become functional elements as a result of a
grammaticalization process (i.e. an originally lexical item develops a distribution typical
of functional items) (Visser 1969, Quirk et al. 1985, Warner 1993, Beninca & Poletto
1993, Krug 2000, van der Wouden 2001, van der Auwera 2001, van der Gelderen 2009,
Jedrzejowski 2016). This grammaticalization process is assumed to take place

gradually; consequently, not all modals are grammaticalized to the same extent, both



across languages and within one language. In addition, the original lexical form may be
kept for some uses, in which case it coexists with its new functional variants (Heine and
Reh 1984; Hopper 1991; van Gelderen 2009). This would explain why, from a
synchronical perspective, some modals exhibit full functional-like properties (and thus
enter the structure as functional heads in the functional domain of the clause), whereas

others exhibit a lexical-like behaviour (i.e. they enter the structure as lexical verbs).?

Summarising, the different accounts put forth in the generativist literature
disagree with respect to various central questions concerning the syntax-to-semantics

mapping of modal sentences.

I.  Whether or not modals differ in their thematic properties and therefore in their
status as raising or control predicates.

I1. Whether or not modals differ in their scope position relative to the subject.

I11. Whether or not modals differ in their syntactic position.

IV. Whether modals are functional or lexical elements.

My goal in this dissertation is to investigate the syntax-to-semantics mapping of
the Basque necessity modal behar in relation with each of these questions. | should say
that the Basque necessity modal behar has never been the object of such a thorough

study.

What | will defend:

Regarding the first question, namely, whether or not modals differ in their
thematic properties and therefore in their underlying raising vs. control structure, the
analysis carried out in this dissertation leads me to conclude that the traditionally
assumed correlation between epistemic and root modals on the one hand and raising and

control structures on the other is not tenable. To be more specific, it does seem that

2 |t still remains to be seen whether all modals have necessarily started as lexical predicates or whether
some of them have been functional elements from the very beginning. For instance, Romero (2005)
argues agains the traditional view that English modals are derived from OId English lexical verbs
(Roberts 1985, Warner 1993 among others) and defends that they already functioned syntactically like
modal heads in this period.



when behar occurs in a control configuration in which a thematic relation is established
with the subject, the epistemic meaning of this modal is precluded; however, when it
occurs in raising configurations, behar can give rise to either epistemic or root

interpretations.

Regarding the second question, | will argue that, even if there exists a difference
with respect to the way the modals interact with the subject under the different
interpretations, the correlation assumed in Lee (2006) for the necessity modal have to
whereby the low scope reading of the subject correlates with the epistemic interpretation
of the modal, and the narrow scope reading correlates with its root interpretation does
not hold for the Basque necessity modal behar. On the one hand, I will show that
epistemic modals do seem to admit a wide scope interpretation of the subject relative to
behar when the appropriate context is built up. On the other hand, some root
interpretations are felicitous when the subject scopes below the modal, whereas others
are not. This comes to show that the traditional epistemic vs. root division of modals is
not adequate to capture the properties of these modals and calls for a different

classification of types of modality.

Regarding the third question, whether the epistemic and root modal
interpretations are derived from the distinct position of these modals in the clausal
architecture, 1 will argue that they are not. The main arguments in favour of this
conclusion come from the scope interaction of modals relative to quantificational
subjects and negation. This interaction shows that the traditional two-fold classification
of modals into epistemic and root is not adequate and this motivates the four-typed

classification I adopt for Basque necessity modal behar.

Finally, with respect to the question of the functional versus lexical status of
modals, | will defend that modals can pattern either with functional heads or with
lexical modal predicates. I will claim that this assumption is necessary to account for the
mixed properties exhibited by Basque modal behar. In this respect, behar behaves on a
par with need-type (and want-type) modals in a range of languages that also exhibit a
series of mixed (functional/lexical) properties. To begin with, there is the fact that behar

as well as other need-type modals can not only take uninflected infinitival complements,



which is a crosslinguistic property of modals, but also a range of complements typical
of lexical verbs (DP complements, and in some cases also finite clausal complements or
non-finite complements with an overt subject). Another good reason for arguing that
behar comes in two variants (one functional and the other one lexical) is its dual
behaviour with respect to whether or not the construction it appears in is transparent to
clausally-bound phenomena. This too calls into question a uniform analysis of behar as
a functional modal, since functional modals occur in monoclausal structures in which
the main predicate is the uninflected infinitival verb and are thus expected to always
exhibit restructuring effects. After analysing in more detail the syntactic properties of
the modal constructions involving behar and its infinitival complement, | will conclude
that modal behar constructions correspond to three different underlying constructions. |
will label these constructions as functional restructuring, lexical restructuring and non-
restructuring. Functional constructions are transparent to the case and auxiliary
selection properties of the embedded uninflected verb. Lexical restructuring and non-
restructuring constructions are not: they invariably select for a transitive auxiliary
(*edun HAVE).



1.2. OVERVIEW OF THE CHAPTERS

Chapter 2. Modals at the syntax-semantics interface.

As explained in the introduction, the range of meanings modals can convey have
traditionally been grouped under two main categories: epistemic modality and root

modality.

In this chapter I discuss the major accounts that seek to explain how these two
meanings are derived at the syntax-semantics interface: (i) the thematic account, in
which epistemic and root modals are assumed to differ in their argument structure and
in their underlying status as either raising or control structures (Ross 1969; Perlmutter,
1971; Jackendoff, 1972; Huddleston 1976, 1984; Zubizarreta 1982; Roberts 1985); (ii)
the account whereby modals with an epistemic and root interpretation are taken to be
merged at different positions of the clausal architecture, which | will name the
hierarchical-account (Picallo 1990, Cinque 1999, Butler 2003; 2004; Hacquard 2006 et
seq., Ramchand 2012); and (iii) the subject-scope-based account put forward by Lee
(2006) that derives the epistemic/root readings of necessity modal have (to) from the
different scope positions that the subject takes relative to this modal (which occupies a

fixed position in the clausal structure).

The analysis of modal behar I will carry out in this dissertation will show that all
these accounts have problems to explain how the different modal interpretations are
derived. One problem shared by these accounts is precisely that that the two-fold
classification of modals they assume is too narrow to capture the range of properties
exhibited by behar and other modals across languages.

In this chapter I will present the classification of modals that I will adopt, which
distinguishes four rather than two types of modality. Following previous work (Barbiers
1995, 2002; Eide 2002; Asarina & Holt 2005), | assume that the modal types that are
referred to as root should be further divided into: non-directed deontic, directed deontic
and dispositional/dynamic modality. Non-directed deontic modality patterns with

epistemic modality in that it is not subject-oriented; that is to say, it is not directed to the



subject. By contrast, directed-deontic and dynamic/dispositional modalities are always
directed/oriented to the subject. Finally, dispositional/dynamic modality contrasts with
non-directed and directed modality in that the former is subject-internal (it expresses a

force, capacity, desire... internal to the subject).

As | will show throughout the dissertation, this classification is not only
semantically based, a syntactic analysis of the constructions involving behar will show
that the classification is further substantiated by a series of syntactic properties that

constrain the availability of each of these types of modalities.

Chapter 3. On the functional vs. lexical nature of modals: behar and
its crosslinguistic kin

In this chapter | will concentrate on the second central question of this
dissertation: the functional/lexical status of modals.

In the last decades, it has been standardly assumed that modals are functional
heads located in the functional periphery of a monoclausal construction. This has long
been thought for English modals which meet the morphosyntactic criteria for
auxiliarihood (the so-called NICE properties, cf. Huddleston 1981), and Cinque’s
(1999) proposal of a universal hierarchy for functional heads has contributed to spread

this analysis for modals across languages.

However, the comparative analysis | will pursue in this chapter will reveal that
the modal necessity predicate behar and what | will refer to as the need-type modals

across languages cannot be given a univocal analysis as functional categories.

In this chapter, | will provide a detailed analysis of the mixed functional/lexical
properties of these modals and | will argue that the full range of properties exhibited by
modal predicate behar can only be captured if we assume that it is ambiguous between a
functional head and a lexical verb. This ambiguity should not be surprising if one
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considers the grammaticalization process need-type modals have undergone in different
languages (van der Wouden, 2001, van der Awera & Taeymans 2004, van der Gelderen
2004, Jedrzejowski 2016).

Chapter 4. Syntactic asymmetries in the modal constructions with
behar

In this chapter, 1 will mainly focus in describing a series of syntactic
asymmetries exhibited by the modal constructions formed by modal predicate behar and
an uninflected infinitival complement. As will be shown, these constructions behave
differently regarding (i) the word order in which the infinitival shows up relative to the
predicate behar (to the left of behar or extraposed to its right), (ii) the case of the
subject (absolutive or ergative) and the auxiliary selected ( ‘be’ or ‘have’) and (iii) the
agreement exhibited by the auxiliary of the construction (i.e. whether or not the
construction is transparent to agreement with the arguments of the infinitival predicate).
The distribution of these properties will lead me to propose a tentative classification in
which three types of constructions are distinguished. The classification is summarised in

the next table.

Table 1 Syntatic properties of Typel-I1l constructions

Type | Type Il Type I
Functional Lexical Lexical non-
restructuring restructuring restructuring

Word order

Inf>behar Inf>behar/Behar>inf Behar>inf
Auxiliary/Case determined \/ X X
by uninflected verb
Matrix agreement with \/ \/
embedded absolutive and X
dative arguments
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Chapter 5. Cartography of the modal constructions involving behar
and an infinitival complement

In this chapter I analyse in more detail the syntactic properties of the three types

of constructions in the previous chapter (Type I-111).

| first discuss that the infinitival complements involved in each of the
constructions identified in chapter 4 embed a vP. This conclusion is based on the
possibility that absolutive DPs get case-licensed inside the infinitival complement,
which makes manifest the projection of a VVoice/vP layer on top of the verb phrase. This
conclusion argues against Wurmbrand’s earlier view that lexical restructuring infinitives

correlate with bare VPs.

I will then run an additional battery of tests in order to establish whether there
are other functional layers above the vP domain (such as Aspect, Tense, Negation and
Focus). The result of this analysis will lead me to conclude that of the three types of
constructions of the classification, only Type Il non-restructuring constructions project
a left periphery. Also, it will be shown that lexical restructuring constructions can
involve complements of different sizes: vPs, NegPs and TPs, while the complements of

Type | functional constructions are no bigger than vPs.

Chapter 6. Revisiting the syntax-semantics mapping

This chapter is devoted to examine the main syntactic (thematic-based, scope-
based and hierarchical) approaches to modal interpretation in the light of the new data

coming from the exhaustive analysis of the Basque denominal necessity modal behar.

In Section 6.2., | investigate if the different constructions in which behar can

occur license the presence of non-thematic subjects (i.e. weather-it subjects, (null)
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expletive subjects and idiom-chunk subjects) and whether or not behar imposes
thematic (animacy) restrictions on the subject it occurs with. Additionally, | look at
some significant data regarding the distribution of dative experiencer arguments that
will also help me to establish the raising or control status of the construction. The
analysis will lead me to the conclusion that Type | and Type Il are raising constructions
whereas Type Il constructions are control constructions. | also examine whether there
Is any correlation between the underlying raising vs control structures and the modal
reading the construction gives rise to. | conclude that, contrary to what has been argued
in traditional thematic approaches to modal interpretation (Ross 1969; Perlmutter, 1971;
Jackendoff, 1972; Huddleston 1976, 1984; Zubizarreta 1982; Roberts 1985), there is no
one-to-one correlation between the underlying raising/control structure of modal

constructions and the type of interpretation (epistemic/root) they give rise to.

| also analyse the scope properties of indefinite and quantificational subjects,
and conclude that the alleged scopal difference between epistemic and root modals with
respect to these subjects does not hold up. On the one hand, at least one type of root
reading (non-directed deontic one) is available in raising constructions where the
subject takes narrow scope relative to the modal behar. On the other hand, the epistemic
interpretation does not require that the subject take narrow scope relative to the modal.

Finally, the analysis of the scope interactions of the Basque necessity modal
behar with quantifier subjects, and with negation, invalidates two of the strongest
arguments used to sustain a hierarchical approach to the syntax-semantics mapping of
modal interpretations. On this view, it is assumed that epistemic interpretations are
derived from a high position of the modal in the structure (above negation, tense and the
canonical scope position for subjects), whereas root interpretations are derived from a
low position under all the afore-mentioned scope bearing elements. However, the scope
interaction of necessity modal behar with respect to negation happens to be very
different from what one would expect under such a hierarchical account. On the one
hand, when interpreted epistemically, behar necessarily scopes below (rather than
above) negation; on the other hand, it is shown that behar interacts in different ways

with negation under each of the modal types discussed.
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In conclusion, none of the accounts reviewed in Chapter 2 is adequate to explain
the syntax-to-semantics mapping of the Basque necessity modal constructions under
analysis. The analysis presented in this chapter suggests that, rather than one single
linguistic factor (i.e. modal height, subject-modal scope, presence/absence of a thematic
relation with the subject), it is a combination of different syntactic factors that
determines which type of modality/ies behar can convey and which not. This will lead

me to propose what | will refer to as the conspiracy approach to modal interpretation.

(i) A conspiracy approach to modal interpretation:
Neither of the syntactic properties analysed in this dissertation— i.e. the raising vs.
control properties of the modal construction, the subject-modal scope, or the scope
of behar relative to negation — can be considered to be decisive on their own for the
choice of one modal meaning over the other. Rather, the combined effect of the

following properties favours some modal readings and excludes others:

A. Whether or not a thematic relation is established with the subject rules out the
possibility of an epistemic reading.

B. The presence of inanimate subjects rules out directed deontic and dispositional
readings.

C. The scope reconstruction of an indefinite/Q subjects to a complement internal
position below the modal rules out directed deontic and dispositional readings.

D. A wide scope reading of the modal relative to negation favours a deontic
(directed/non-directed) interpretation and rules out epistemic and dispositional

readings.
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Table 2 Syntatic properties of Typel-I1l constructions

MODALITY TYPED ALLOWED

CONSTRAINING FACTORS . . Non-directed Directed : .
Epistemic - - Dispositional
deontic Deontic
Presence of a thematic
relation with the subject NO YES YES YES
Presence of inanimate
Scope reconstruction of
indefinite/Q sut_uects toa YES YES NO NO
complement internal
position below the modal
Wide scope of the modal
NO YES YES NO

relative to negation
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2.Modality at the Syntax-Semantics Interface:
Main Views

17



2.1. INTRODUCTION

Traditionally, modals have been classified into two big categories according to
their semantic contribution: (i) epistemic modals (from Greek episteme ‘knowledge’3),
which roughly express what is conceived as possible or necessary given “what is known
and what the available evidence is” (von Fintel 2006), and (ii) root modals, which group
any kind of modality which is not epistemic — such as (a) deontic modality (from Greek
deon, meaning ‘duty’), expressing what is perceived as necessary, obligatory,
permissible according to ‘a body of law or a set of moral principles or the like’ (von
Fintel 2006), and (b) dynamic or dispositional modality, which concerns the capacity,
ability, volition or will of a controlling participant (usually the agent) (Palmer 1979,
1983; Perkins 1983; among others). In essence, epistemic and root modality are
assumed to differ in that the former follows from the speaker’s knowledge (it is speaker
oriented), while root modality follows “from circumstances surrounding the main event
and its participants” (it is subject or participant-oriented) (Bybee, Perkins & Pagliuca
1994; Hacquard 2011). The following examples illustrate the two categories.

(1) Epistemic modality
Context: John is not in his office. He never leaves his office in work time, but he has
not been feeling any well in the last hours. One of his workmates concludes:
a. He might be sick.
b. He must be sick.
c. He has to be sick.

(2) Root modality
a. According to hospital regulations, visitors have to leave by six pm. (von Fintel
2006)
b. You may smoke in here. (Palmer 1986:102)

3 The term epistemic is sometimes also used as a broad term including the often associated alethic
modality (from the Greek word aletheia, meaning ‘truth’; concerning what is possible or necessary in the
widest sense, von Fintel 2006) and metaphysical modality (having to do with how the world may turn out,
or might have turned out, to be, Condoravdi 2002). Alternatively, epistemic, alethic and metaphysical
modals haven been referred to as non-root modals, given their contrast with root modals.
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c. He can stand on his head without using his hands. (Nuyts & van der Awera
2016: 34)
d. Iwant to hear the whole story. (Nuyts & van der Awera 2016: 37)

Thus, the sentence in (1) conveys an inference based on the knowledge and evidence
possessed by the speaker; hence, that John never leaves his office in work time and that
he has not been feeling any well in the last hour. It therefore falls within the class of
epistemic modality. In contrast, the sentences in (2) express obligation (2a), permission
(2b), capacity (2c) and volition (2d) following from particular circumstances (e.g. the
hospital regulations (2a), the subject’s physical condition (2c), etc.); they have therefore
nothing to do with the knowledge or evidence possessed by the speaker. They rather

illustrate root modal notions.

As will be shown, this two-fold distinction is thought to be well motivated not
only on semantic grounds (i.e. meaning difference) but also syntactically. To be more
specific, some works defend that the two types of modalities contrast in their argument
structure and associate epistemic modality with a raising structure and root modality
with a control structure (Perlmutter 1971; Jackendoff 1972; Huddleston 1976, 1984;
Zubizarreta 1982; Roberts 1985). Other works attribute the split to a scope distinction
between epistemic and root modals. The extended assumption is that the two types of
modalities differ with respect to the scope they take with respect to other scope bearing
elements in the clause, what is often correlated with a difference in the position the
modal takes in the clausal architecture; further, they also differ with respect to the scope
they take with respect to each other when they co-appear in a given clause (the
epistemic interpretation taking scope over the root interpretation). For Lee (2006), the
scopal differences between epistemic and root modality need not have to do with the
different position of the modal in the structure; the two meanings can be rather derived
from the different scope ordering between the subject and a raising modal, which

occupies a fixed syntactic position, as in the case of English have to.

However, it has sometimes been argued that the epistemic/root distinction does

not capture in a straightforward way the semantic and syntactic differences exhibited by
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modal constructions. Based on the semantic relation established between the type of
modality expressed by the modal predicate and the properties of the subject of the
modal sentence, some scholars propose a different regrouping of epistemic and root
modals. In this alternative classification, some of the modals traditionally considered as
root (i.e. the so-called ough-to-be deontics#) are now aligned with epistemic modals
(Feldman 1986; Brennan 1993) under the category they refer to as ought-to-be modality
(which embraces those modalities which are not directed to the syntactic subject), while
other root modals (i.e. ought-to-do deontics) are classified within the ought-to-do

modality.

Finally, based on semantic as well as syntactic considerations, other authors
adopt a finer-grained classification that distinguishes four subtypes of modalities
(Barbiers 1995; Hall 2001; Eide 2002; Asarina & Holt 2005): (i) epistemic®, (ii) non-
directed deontic, (iii) directed deontic and (iv) dynamic/dispositional modality. Non-
directed deontic and directed deontic modalities differ in whether or not the permission,
obligation or requirements expressed is directed to the subject of the sentences: directed
deontic modality is directed to the subject, while the non-directed one is not.
Dispositional (also known as dynamic) modality expresses a force, tendency or capacity
internal to the subject (for Barbiers, this internal force can be a (strong) will or desire, a
need felt by the subject, sympathy or attraction experienced by the subject or ability,

capacity?).

4 The ought-to-be vs. ought-to-do terms are first used by Feldman (1986). Ought-to-do is used to refer to
those modality-types where a relation is established between the subject (an agent) and a state of affairs;
in contrast, ought-to-be is how Feldman refers to the modalities where no such relation is established. In
this sense, ought-to-be deontics contrast with ought-to-do deontics in that, in the former case, the
permission, obligation or requirement expressed is not directed to the subject, whereas in the second case,
it is.
5 Actually, Barbiers (1995) uses the term probability to refer to epistemic modality.
6 See the definition of deontic modality given in page 1.
7 The following are the examples Barbiers provides to illustrate the different modalities expressed by the
Dutch modal verb moeten ‘must’.

(i) Jan moet schaatseh

John must skate
I ‘It must be the case that John is skating' probability(/epistemic)
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For reasons that will become clear as the analysis develops, in this dissertation |

will adopt the latter four-type classification.

The discussion is organized as follows: The first part of the chapter is devoted to
summarize the major approaches to the syntax-semantics interface of modal predicates
which defend that the different modal meanings correlate with different syntactic
properties and different underlying structure for each type of modal interpretation.
Section 2.2, reviews some influential accounts of modal interpretation which assume a
two-fold epistemic/root division of modals, the main arguments they use to sustain such
division and some of their drawbacks. Section 2.3, presents some alternative
classifications to the traditional epistemic/root distinction. These proposals have one
thing in common: based on the observation that root modals do not behave uniformly
with respect to a variety of properties, they assume that root modality splits into
different subtypes. On this background, in Section 2.4., | introduce the classification |
will adopt for the analysis | will develop of the Basque necessity modal behar in this
dissertation. This classification is mainly based on the four-type classification of modals
defended by Barbiers (1995), which distinguishes between (i) epistemic, (ii) non-
directed deontic, (iii) directed deontic and (iv) dynamic/dispositional modalities,
However, | will differ from the analysis that this author defends for each type of modal,

and propose an alternative analysis which will be developed in detail in Chapter 6.

Il ‘John has the obligation to skate' directed deontic
1. It is required that John skates' non-directed deontic
v. "John definitely wants to skate' dispositional
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2.2. MAIN APPROACHES TO THE SYNTAX OF MODALS UNDER
THE TRADITIONAL EPISTEMIC/ROOT CLASSIFICATION

As mentioned in the previous section, modal expressions can be used to convey
a variety of modal meanings, which have often been subsumed into two major types:
epistemic and root. Crucially, in roughly half of the world’s languages (van der Auwera,
Ammann & Kindt 2005) this variety of meanings tends to be expressed by the same
modal forms. This fact has opened a long and fruitful debate upon how the different

meanings exhibited by modal predicates should be derived.

In this section I will review the main proposals put forth to account for the
derivation of modal meanings at the syntax-semantics interface under the traditional
two-fold classification of modals into epistemic and root. | will first introduce the
traditional thematic-based account of modals that derives the epistemic and root
readings from a raising vs. control structural difference, as well as the main
counterarguments raised against this view (2.2.1.). Next, | will discuss the main
arguments in support of a hierarchical account of modals, whereby the epistemic and
root readings are correlated with different insertion points of the modal in the clausal
hierarchy (2.2.2.). Finally, I will review Lee’s (2006) subject-scope based account
(2.2.3.). Unlike the previous thematic account, Lee assumes that the modal is a raising
verb under both the epistemic and root interpretations. Lee also defends that this raising
modal is merged in a fixed position in the clausal structure, so the epistemic/root
distinction is not derived by the different structural position of the modal; the epistemic
and root distinction is rather derived from the variable scope interaction of the raised

subject relative to the modal (modal>subject vs. subject>modal).

2.2.1. The traditional thematic account of modals

In an early influential work, Ross (1969) argued that English has transitive-
intransitive modal pairs. This (in)transitivity split correlates with differences in the
meaning of the modal predicate; thus, according to this author, root interpretations are

derived from transitive two-place modal verbs, while epistemic construals involve an
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intransitive one-place modal. Ross’s assumption is based on the contrast exhibited by
the two types of modal verbs with respect to a series of syntactic properties, such as, for
instance, the possibility of there-insertion (see the examples and explanation in Section
2.2.1.1)).

Since Ross (1969), a big effort has been devoted to derive the epistemic (non-
root) vs. root ambiguity exhibited by certain modals from differences in the thematic
structure associated with each type of modal. A very influential line of research defends
that whereas root modals assign a theta-role the subject, epistemic modals do not
(Perlmutter 1971; Jackendoff 1972; Huddleston 1976, 1984; Zubizarreta 1982; Roberts
1985; among others).

Assuming a one-to-one correlation between theta-roles and arguments
(Chomsky 1982), under this thematic account the epistemic and root modals would be
represented like this: the epistemic reading would have the structure associating with
raising predicates (3b) while root construal would correlate with control structures (3a)8.
As illustrated in (3a), a root modal construction involves two syntactic external
arguments: the surface subject (in Spec/IP), which receives a theta-role from the modal,
and a silent infinitival subject (e.g.,PRO, sitting in Spec/VVP) which receives a role from
the lower uninflected verb. By contrast, epistemic modals would have the syntax of a
subject-raising predicate, as illustrated in (3b). Following this line of analysis, in
epistemic modal constructions there is only one external argument present in the syntax;
this argument receives its theta-role from the uninflected verb within the modal
complement, and undergoes movement to the empty matrix subject position (Spec/IP).
In contrast to the previous case in (3a), the modal predicate in (3b) does not assign any

theta-role to the surface preverbal subject.

8 The structures in (3a-b) are provided by Wurmbrand (1999:600) to illustrate how the structure of
epistemic and root modal constructions would be from the perspective that root modals assign a theta-role
to the subject, whereas epistemic modals do not.
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(3) Correlation between the thematic properties of modals and syntactic structure?®:

a. Control b. Raising
IP IP
P P
SUBJT VP SUE] VP
P N P
1\__ Veontr INF kY vP
8 Py T
PRO VP tarj VP

There are different syntactic tests that have been traditionally used to support

this line of analysis. | will summarize them next.

2.2.1.1. Expletive subjects

The first test has to do with the possibility of licensing expletive there in the
subject position of a modal predicate. Ross (1969) observed that modal constructions
only admit the insertion of the expletive there if the construction is to be interpreted

epistemically:

(4) Expletive there insertion:
a. *There may gladly be windows broken by rioters.
Root (permission) reading: Rioters are allowed to (gladly) break windows.
b. There may possibly be windows broken by rioters.
Epistemic (possibility) reading™: It may be that windows will be broken by
rioters. (Adapted from Ross 1969)

9 See previous footnote.

10 The term epistemic is used by Ross in a wide sense, covering also alethic modality (derived from the
Greek word aletheia, meaning ‘truth’) described by von Fintel (2006) as that concerning what is possible
or necessary in the widest sense. Alethic modality is often alternatively referred to with the terms logical
modality or metaphysical modality.
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As illustrated in (4a), where the agent-oriented adverb gladly forces a root reading of
the modal, the insertion of the expletive there is ungrammatical. In contrast, the
expletive subject there is perfectly compatible with the construction occurring with the

modal epistemic adverb possibly (4b).

The same contrast has been attested in other languages, like Danish and
Icelandic (Thrainsson and Vikner 1995) and Norwegian (Lgdrup 1996), as illustrated in
(5a-c) and (5d), respectively.

(5) Modal constructions with expletive subjects: root reading unavailable
a. Der vil komme ti studenter til foredraget. (Danish)
There will come ten students to the talk.
i. There will come ten students to the class. Epistemic probability
ii. (#There want to come ten students to the talk.”)
b. Pad kunna ad hlusta tiu stidentar & fyrirlesturinn. (Icelandic)
There may to listen ten students to talk-the
I. ‘Ten students may listen to the talk.’ Epistemic probability
ii. (#There are able/know how to listen ...”)
(Examples from Thrainsson &Vikner 1995)
c. Det vil komme noen. (Norwegian)
there will come someone
i. 'Someone will come.’ Epistemic probability
Ii. (#‘There wants to come someone.’)

(Ladrup 1996 cited in Eide 2005)

The contrast regarding the availability of epistemic vs. root readings in the above
examples seems to provide evidence in support of the two structures in (4): root modals
assign a theta-role to their subject, and consequently, they do not license non-thematic
subjects like expletives; in contrast, epistemic modals do not assign a theta-role to their

subject, and are therefore compatible with expletive non-thematic subjects.
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2.2.1.2. Quasi-argumental weather-it subjects

Another piece of evidence taken to indicate that root modals assign a theta-role
to the subject is the incompatibility of this type of modals with the quasi-argument
subjects of weather predicates. Such incompatibility was first observed by Picallo
(1990) in her study of Catalan root modals (6), and has also been attested for
Scandinavian root modals (7a-b) by Thrainsson & Vikner (1995):

(6) Catalan root modals and weather predicates (Picallo 1990 : 296)
*Plovia sempre abans de poder nevar. Root interpretationl!
Rained-3sg always beforeto can snow

‘It always rained before it could snow.’

(7) Scandinavian root modals and det/ bPad subjects of weather predicates
(Thrainsson & Vikner 1995:59)
a. Det kan  regne imorgen. (Danish root modal kan ‘be able)
b. Pad kann ad rigna & morgun. (Icelandic root modal kann ‘be able)
It can torain tomorrow
i. It *knows/*is able to rain tomorrow. Root

ii. It may rain tomorrow. Epistemic

Given the unavailability of a root reading in the modal constructions in (6) and
(7), Picallo (1990) and Thrainsson and Vikner (1995) conclude that that root modals
enter into a thematic relation with the matrix subject; in other words, the unavailability
of the root reading in the examples in (6) and (7) is taken to follow from the fact that
there is no argument to receive the theta-role assigned by the root modal, or put
differently, that the quasi-argumental subject determined by the weather predicate

cannot satisfy the selectional requirements of root modals. As shown by Thrainsson and

11 Concretely, Picallo (1990: 296) argues that, since in Catalan untensed morphology is only possible
under the root interpretation of a modal verb, “the ungrammaticality naturally results when modals appear
in untensed sentences with quasi-functional subjects [...] or in constructions where the subject does not
conform to the selectional restrictions of the root modal”, as in (6). That is to say, in Picallo’s view, the
root sentence in (6) is ungrammatical because there is no argument to receive the theta-role assigned by
the root modal.
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Vikner (1995), in this, root modals pattern with transitive verbs (like the Scandinavian
control verbs meaning ‘try’, which are also assumed to assign a theta-role to the

subject1?).

(8) Scandinavian control verbs (meaning ‘try’) and subjects of weather predicates:
a. Det prgvede at regner i gar. (Danish control verb ‘try”)
b. Pad reyndi ad rigna i geer. (Icelandic control verb ‘try”)
It tried torain yesterday.
(Thrainsson & Vikner 1995)

To sum up, root and epistemic modals contrast with regards to the possibility of
licensing quasi-argumental subjects of weather predicates, which has been commonly

taken as indicative of their different thematic properties.

2.2.1.3. Idiom chunk subjects

In addition to expletive subjects and weather-it subjects, it has also been
observed that root modals disallow idiomatic readings of non-argumental idiom-chunk
subjects (licensed by the uninflected verb embedded under the modal). Again, root
modals contrast with epistemics, which can perfectly co-occur with idiom chunk
subjects while preserving the idiomatic reading. This difference is illustrated in the
following set of examples by Thrainsson and Vikner (henceforth T&V) (1995):

(9) Possibility of idiom-chunk subjects (T&V 1995:59)
a. Skorin faeristupp i bekkinn. (Icelandic)
step-the moves up in bench-the
‘This is going too far.'
Lit. "'Those who used to sit; in the lower seats are now sitting in the higher
seats’

b. Skorin kann ad ferast upp i bekkinn. (Icelandic)

12 pjcallo does not actually attribute the incompatibility of root modals with weather predicates to the
control properties of root modals. She argues that this fact is “consistent with root modal verbs occurring
within structures of obligatory control (as primary predicates) or as VP adjuncts (as secondary
predicates)”.
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step-the can to move up in bench-the
"This may go too far." (* "*this knows to/is able to...") Epistemic/*Root
c. Fanden erlgs. (Danish)
devil-the is loose
‘There is something seriously wrong.'
d. Fanden skal vere lgs. (Danish)
devil-the shall be loose

"There is said to be something seriously wrong.'

("*Something is obliged to be wrong.") Epistemic/*Root
e. Der ligger hunden  begravet. (Danish)
f. Parna liggur hundurinn grafinn. (Icelandic)

there lies  dog-the buried
"This is where the problem is.'
Der méa hunden ligge begravet. (Danish)
h. Parna hlytur hundurinn ad liggja grafinn. (Icelandic)
there must dog-the to lie buried
‘This must be where the problem is.’ Epistemic/*Root

As shown in (9b), (9d) and (9h), idiom chunk subjects are only allowed when
the modal is interpreted epistemically. If the modal receives a root interpretation
(obligation, ability, etc), the idiomatic reading cannot be preserved and the sentences

become semantically anomalous.

Again this contrast has been viewed as further support for the distinctive
thematic properties of epistemic vs. root modals: whereas epistemic modals lack
thematic subjects, root modals need to assign a theta-role to the subject and,

consequently, they cannot co-occur with a non-thematic idiom chunk subject.

2.2.1.4. Quirky subjects

Another related asymmetry attributed to the thematic differences between root
and epistemic modals concerns the possibility that the subject surfaces with quirky case,

assigned by the the uninflected verb within the modal complement.
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Some Icelandic verbs like vanta ‘lack’ and lika ‘like’ require a quirky (non-
nominative) case: they take accusative and dative subjects respectively (see Sigurdsson
1989:204) (10a-b).

(10) Quirky-assigning verbs (T&V 1995:60)
a. Harald / *Haraldur vantar peninga (“lack’:*NOM/okACC subject)
Harold-ACC / *Harold-NOM lacks money
‘Harold lacks money’
b. Haraldi / *Haraldur likar vel i Stuttgart (“like”:*NOM /okDAT subject)
Harold-DAT / *Harold-NOM likes well in Stuttgart
‘Harold likes it in Stuttgart’

As shown by T&V (1995), when quirky case assigning verbs are embedded by a control
verb, this block the licensing of quirky (accusative/dative) case on the matrix subject®®
(Harald (ACC)/Haraldi (DAT) in (13a-b)); but the sentence becomes grammatical if
the subject surfaces with nominative case (Haraldur (NOM)). Since nominative case is
the case assigned by control verbs to their subject, T&V conclude that the reason why
quirky case cannot be maintained in constructions like (11a-b) is because the matrix
subject is an argument of the control verb (rather than a subject of the quirky case

assigning embedded predicate).

(11) Control verbs do not license quirky subjects
a. Haraldur / *Harald vonast til ad vanta ekki peninga (0kNOM/*ACC)
Harold-NOM / *Harold-ACC hopes for to lack not money
‘Harold hopes not to lack money’
b. Haraldur / *Haraldi vonast til ad lika vel i Stuttgart (0kNOM/*DAT)
Harold-NOM / *Harold-DAT hopes for to like well in Stuttgart
‘Harold hopes to like it in Stuttgart’

13 Although in control constructions quirky case is not visible on PRO, Sigurdsson (1991) provides
evidence that quirky case is retained on the embedded subject. This is so because floating quantifiers
associated with PRO show up with quirky case (i.e., the case the embedded verb would assign to an overt
subject).
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Under the assumption that root modals, like control predicates, assign a theta
role to the subject, the prediction is they will not be able to license subject with quirky
casel4. In contrast, since epistemic modals do not enter into a thematic relation with the
subject, the prediction is that they will be able to license quirky case subjects. This

prediction is met, as T&V illustrate with the following examples:

(12) Unavailability of quirky case with root modals (T&V 1995:60)

a. Harald vill oft vanta peninga. (Icelandic)
Harold-ACC will frequently lack money
'Harold frequently tends to lack money.
*'H. frequently wants to lack money'

b. Haraldi aetlar ad lika vel i Stuttgart. (Icelandic)
Harold-DAT intends to like well in Stuttgart
"It looks like Harold will like it in Stuttgart.'
*'H. Intends to like it in Stuttgart'

Summarizing the discussion so far: the data we have discussed is all consistent
with the hypothesis that root modals are predicates that assign a theta-role to the
subject: they reject the presence of non-thematic subject selected by the uninflected verb
in the modal complement (such as expletive subjects, quasi-argumental weather-it
subjects and idiom-chunk subjects), and block the presence of subjects that exhibit a

case assigned by the embedded uninflected predicate.

14 Thrainsson & Vikner’s (1995) observe that it does not seem possible to license the root construal at all,
even when the subject of the root modal shows up with nominative case assigned by the modal itself (see
(ii) below), but they do not elaborate further on the reasons for this ungrammaticality.
(i) a. *Haraldur vill  vanta ekki peninga.
Harold(NOM) wants lack not money(ACC)
(intended meaning: 'Harold wants not to lack money.")
b. *Haraldur aetlar ad lika vel i Stuttgart.

Harold(NOM) intends to like well in Stuttgart

(intended meaning: 'Harold wants to like it in Stuttgart.") (T&V 1995: 60)
In Chapter 6, | propose a possible explanation of these contrasts in terms of dative intervention (following
Rezac 2006).
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2.2.1.5. Selectional restrictions

In addition to the tests presented above (which support the hypothesis that root
modals, as theta-role assigning predicates, are not compatible with non-thematic
subjects), another diagnostic test typically used to determine the different thematic
properties of epistemic vs. root modals concerns the ability of the modal predicate to
impose selectional restrictions on the matrix subject. The observation is that, since root
modals predominantly denote properties of sentient beings (which can be the holder of
the obligation, permission, ability...), they cannot occur with inanimate subjects; in
other words, root modals require that the subject be [+ animate].

Picallo (1990) uses the following pair of examples involving root modal
sentences in Catalan to illustrate that root modals do impose selectional restrictions on

the subject they occur with:

(13) Animate vs. inanimate subjects of root modals [Picallo 1990: 297]
a. EnJoan li gosava parlar [e];.
John CL-DAT dared to talk
‘John dared to talk to him/her.’
b. *Els libres hi;. gosaven cabre [e];.
the books CL-there dared to fit
‘The books tried to fit there.’

Sentence (13b) where the root modal gosar ‘to dare’ co-occurs with the
inanimate subject els libres ‘the books’ is semantically anomalous, while the same

sentence is perfectly normal when it has an animate subject (13a).

A similar argument is brought by Ladrup (1996) regarding Norwegian root vs.
epistemic modals. Ledrup argues that when a modal occurs with an inanimate subject
which is interpreted as the patient subject of a passive construction, the only available

modal reading is the epistemic one (14a); the root reading is not available (14b).

(14) Maten il bli servert snart. (Ladrup 1996 cited in Eide 2005)
food-the MOD become served soon
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a. Epistemic meaning: "The food will be served soon.'

b. #Root (volitional) reading: ‘The food wants to be served soon’.

The unavailability of the root interpretation is again taken to support an analysis
of root modals as theta-assigning verbs: the matrix subject is a thematic argument of the
modal and, consequently, it must meet the selectional requirements (+animate) of its

theta-assigning predicate, the modal.

2.2.1.6. Meaning preservation under passivization

The last alleged difference between epistemic and root modals I will summarize
here has to do with the ability to preserve the modal meanings under passivization
(Newmeyer 1970, Zubizarreta 1982, Picallo 1990, Warner 1993).

The following set of examples (15a-f) show how root modals fail to preserve
truth conditions when they undergo passivization. In particular, the observation is that
the holder of the obligation (15a-b), volition (15c-d), ability and permission (15e-f) in
the root interpretation of the active sentences of the examples is different from the
holder of the obligation, volition and ability/permission in their passivized counterparts.
Thus, in (15a), it is Harry, the subject of the active sentence, who is obliged to Kiss
Greta, whereas in (15b) the obligation is held by Greta, the patient subject of the
passive counterpart. Likewise, in the Catalan active sentence (15c), it is the subject El
‘he’ who wants to consider Jordi a friend, whereas in the passive sentence (15d) the
bearer of the volition is the patient subject Jordi. Finally, in (15e) it is the active subject
El metge ‘the doctor’ who has the ability/permission to visit the patients, while in (15e)

it is rather the patients (els pacients) who have the ability/permission.

(15) Different meaning in root active vs. passive modal constructions:
a. Harry must kiss Greta. (Newmeyer 1970)
b. Greta must be kissed by Harry.
c. Ell volia considerar en Jordi com un amic. (Picallo 1990: 297-8)
He wanted consider Jordi as a friend

‘He wanted to consider Jordi a friend.’
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d. EnJordivolia ser considerat com un amic.
Jordi wanted be considered as  a friend.
‘Jordi wanted to be considered a friend.’
e. El metge podia visitor els pacients.
The doctor could visit the patients
“The doctor was able /allowed to visit the patients’.
f. Els patients podien ser visitants (pel — metge).
The patients could be visited  by-the doctor.

‘“The patients were able /allowed to be visited.’

By contrast, as shown in (16a-c), the difference with regard to the argument which is the
holder of the obligation, volition, permission, etc. between the active and passive
sentences in root modal construals does not take place if the sentences are interpreted

epistemically:

(16) No difference in meaning in epistemic active vs. passive modal constructions
(adapted from Newmeyer (1970) and Picallo (1990))
a. Harry must have Kiss Greta.
‘(Given the evidence possessed by the speaker), it must be the case that Harry
kissed Greta.’
b. Greta must have been kissed by Harry.
‘(Given the evidence possessed by the speaker), it must be the case that Greta
has been kissed by Harry.’
c. The doctor must have visited the patients.
‘(Given the evidence possessed by the speaker), it must be the case that the
doctor visited the patients.’
d. The patients must have been visited by the doctor.
‘(Given the evidence possessed by the speaker), it must be the case that the the

patients were visited by the doctor’

Once again, the examples in (15a-e) vs. (16a-d) are taken to support an analysis
whereby the epistemic/root divide correlates with distinct thematic properties of the

modal: since the surface subject is assumed to receive a theta-role from the root modal
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(which corresponds to the bearer of the obligation or necessity property expressed by
the modal), whenever the DP subject that receives this role changes (as it occurs when
the sentence undergoes passivization), the bearer of this obligation (or necessity)

changes too.

However, as acknowledged by Newmeyer (1970), there is one problem with
such an analysis of root modals: the difference in meaning between active and passive
root constructions only holds when the DPs involved denote animate beings; if the
corresponding DP argument denotes an inanimate object, the active and passive

sentences have equal interpretations, as shown in (17a-b) and (17c-d).

(17) Meaning preservation with inanimate subjects (Newmeyer 1970)
a. Visitors may pick flowers.
b. Flowers may be picked by visitors.
c. Sam must shovel the dirt into the hole.

d. The dirt must be shovelled into the hole by Sam.

I will come back to this issue in Section 2.2.2., where | present an alternative account
that defends that the apparent thematic relation (and, consequently, selectional
requirements) between root modals and the subjects they occur with is in fact
contextually derived (Bhatt 1998, Wurmbrand 1999).

2.2.2. Counterarguments to the traditional raising vs. control classification

In the sections 2.2.2.1. to 2.2.1.6., | have presented different arguments
supporting a classification of modals based on their different theta-assigning properties.
According to this view, modals are to be divided into two different types: one type of
modals, epistemic ones, do not assign a theta-role to the subject of the clause and
correlate with raising verbs; the other type, root modals, patter with control verbs in that
they assign a theta-role to their subject (Perlmutter 1971; Jackendoff 1972; Huddleston
1976, 1984; Zubizarreta 1982; Roberts 1985).
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This line of analysis has been challenged in view of a unified thematic approach
to modals. In particular, Wurmbrand 1999 (also Bobaljik & Wurmbrand 1999 and Bhatt
1998) presents conclusive evidence that, on closer scrutiny, Germanic root modals can

also co-occur with non-thematic subjects, on a par with subject-raising predicates.

2.2.2.1. Modal verbs must be raising verbs (Wurmbrand 1999)

Wurmbrand (1999) (and Bobaljik & Wurmbrand 1999) revisit the alleged
thematic differences of modals and conclude that, in the appropriate context, root
modals admit the presence of expletive subjects (18a-d), non-thematic subjects of
weather predicates (19a-b), and quirky-case marked subjects licensed by the lower
uninflected verb (20a-b). Recall that all these properties had been previously assumed to
be constrained to epistemic constructions (see Section 2.2.1.).

(18) Expletive subjects: [Wurmbrand 1999]
a. There may be singing but no dancing on my premises. Root
b. There can be a party as long as it’s not too loud. Root
c. There must be a solution to this problem on my desk, Root
tomorrow morning!
d. There will be no complaints when we go to Aunt Cassandra’s! Root

(19) Weather-it subjects: [in Bobaljik & Wurmbrand 1999]

a. Itcan rain in the Antarctic. Root
b. In order for the crop not to fail, it must rain tomorrow. Root
c. Inorder for the ski race to take place tomorrow, it must snow tonight;

it can be sunny tomorrow, but it must be cold, and it must not rain. Root

(20) Quirky case subject in modal constructions embedding quirky-case verbs

(Wurmbrand 1999:602)

a. Haraldi  /*Haraldur verdur ad lika hamborgarar
Harold-bat/*Haraldur-nom must  to like hamburgers
‘Harold must like hamburgers’ (in order to be accepted by his new American
in-laws)

b. Umsakjandann verdur ad vanta peninga
The-applicant-acc must to lack money

“The applicant must lack money’ (in order to apply for his grant)
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Compare the above constructions with those provided by Thrainson & Vikner
(1995) in Section 2.2.1.4. example (12), where quirky case was taken to block a root
reading. The examples in (24) show that if the context is constructed in a way that
favours a root/deontic reading (as Wurmbrand does by adding the bracketed follow-
ups), the root reading in no longer unnatural. What is more, in this favouring context,

only quirky case is possible for the subject.

In virtue of the above data, Wurmbrand (1999) and Bobaljik & Wurmbrand
(1999) conclude that root modals, like epistemic modals, do not assign a theta-role to
their subject. More specifically, they contend that the subject starts out as an argument
of the embedded uninflected verb, and undergoes subject-raising to a position in the
matrix clause. In other words, they conclude that modals are subject-raising predicates,

both under their root and epistemic construals.

In addition to this counterevidence, Wurmbrand (1999) and Wurmbrand &
Bobaljik (1999) present additional data that modals, like raising predicates, lack an
external argument of their own. The data comes from passive constructions involving
modals and from the scope properties of exhibited by the arguments of epistemic and

root modal constructions.

2.2.2.2. Modals in passive constructions

Passive constructions are taken to diagnose the presence of an external argument
in German, since passivization is possible iff the predicate has an underlying external
argument; that is, with transitive and unergative predicates, but not with unaccusative
verbs and raising verbs, as they fail to project an external theta-role. The contrast is
illustrated in (21a) vs. (21b-c).

(21) Transitive predicates (‘try/decide’) vs. raising predicates (‘seem’) in German
passive constructions (Wurmbrand 1999:603-4)
a. Eswurde zu tanzen versucht/beschlossen transitive passive
It was todance tried/decided
‘It was tried/decided to dance’

(=Somebody tried/decided to dance)
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b. *Es wurde (zu) tanzengeschienen *raising passive
Itwas (to) dance seemed
*It was seemed to dance’
c. * Der Kaviar wurde zu essen gescheint/geschienen. *raising passive
The caviar was toeat seem-PPa/PPb
‘The caviar was seemed to cat’

‘It seemed that somebody ate the caviar’

If the hypothesis defended by Wurmbrand whereby both epistemic and root
modals are raising verbs is on the right track, then the prediction is that modal
predicates will not license passive constructions since they lack a thematic external
argument. As shown in (22), this prediction is borne out, which provides additional
support to Wurmbrand’s hypothesis that modals must be raising verbs, regardless of the

interpretation they give rise to (epistemic or root/deontic).

(22) No passive with modal verbs

a. *weil der Kése essen gemulf3t / gekonnt wurde
since the cheese eat must-PP / can- PP was
*’since the cheese was musted/canned to eat’
[‘somebody had to/can eat the cheese’]

b. *weil der Kaviar essen gemuf3t / gekonnt wurde
since the caviar eat must-PP / can-PP  was
*‘since the caviar was musted/canned to eat’

‘since somebody had to eat/can the caviar’

Moreover, Wurmbrand (1999) and Bobaljik & Wurmbrand (1999) (based on
Warner 1993) show that root modals, unlike control predicates, are able to occur with
inanimate passive subjects licensed by an embedded passivized infinitival verb. Recall
that the impossibility of control verbs to occur with inanimate passive subjects is
assumed to follow from the fact that control verbs impose selectional restrictions onto

their theta-marked subject — an observation in line with the arguments presented by
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Picallo (1990) and Ladrup (1996) in (15) and (16) in section 2.2.1.6., repeated here
under (23).

(23) Passive subjects with raising vs. control verbs:

a. The biscuits seem to have been finished by Paul.
b. *The biscuits tried/decided to have been finished by Paul.

If modals were control verbs, we should expect them to be unable to cooccur with
inanimate subjects of passivized verbs too, since such subjects fail to meet the alleged
selectional (animacy) requirements modals are taken to impose. However, this
expectation is not met. Therefore the root modals in (24) cannot correspond to
predicates licensing an external thematic subject, and must rather correspond to raising

verbs.

(24) Passive subjects with Root modal verbs:
a. The biscuits may be finished by Paul. (Warner 1993)
b. Weil der Kaviar gegessen werdenn muf/darf/soll.  (Wurmbrand 1999)
Since the caviar eaten become must/may/should

‘Since the caviar must/may/should be eaten’

The ability of root modals to occur with inanimate subjects can be extended to non-
passive contexts too, as illustrated by the following examples by Newmeyer (1975), and
McGinnis (1993):

(25) Possibility of licensing inanimate subjects under the root construals of modals
a. An opening hand must contain thirteen points  (Newmeyer 1975)

b. Icicles may hang from the eavestroughs (McGinnis 1993)

The conclusion drawn is once more that the reason why root modals need not
impose selectional restrictions on the subject is because this is not an argument of the
modal at all. That is to say, root modals, unlike control verbs, do not assign a theta-role

to the subject.

In relation with this, Wurmbrand (1999) (and also Bhatt (1998)) show that root

modality need not be directed to the subject; that is to say, root modality is not always
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subject oriented. As observed by these authors, roles like obligee or permissee
associated with root modals are not always attributed to the subject of the clause; what
Is more, they do not have to coincide with a specific syntactic argument of the modal:

[...] roles/functions like ‘obligee’ or ‘permissee’ etc. do not have to coincide with a
specific syntactic argument in the sentence [...] the determination of these ‘roles’
cannot be seen as a mapping between theta roles and syntactic
arguments.(Wurmbrand 1999: 610-611)

Thus, in (26a) and (27a) the obligation is directed to an argument other than the matrix
subject (the indirect object Mary and the agentive phrase by John respectively). By
contrast, in (26b-c) and (27b) the bearer of the obligation does not coincide with any
argument of the clause; rather, it is directed to a syntactically absent but contextually

salient referent.

(26) Syntactic subject # obligee (From Bobaljik & Wurmbrand (1999))
a. His boss told John that Mary must be home when the murder happens
b. Mulder must die
c. The old man must fall down the stairs and it must look like an accident
(27) Syntactic subject # obligee (From Bhatt (1998))
a. Bill has to be consulted by John on every decision.
(John (not Bill) is the bearer of the obligation)
b. John has to eat an apple today.
(said as an instruction to John’s caretaker at the day-care, who is therefore the

carrier of the obligation)

Thus, in (26b), it is someone determined contextually (other than the subject Mulder)
who must accomplish the objective that Mulder (the syntactic subject) should die.
Likewise, in (26¢) it is not the syntactic subject (the old man) but a contextually salient
referent who is required to bring about a situation such that the old man falls down the
stairs (Wurmbrand 1999: 610).

In conclusion, Wurmbrand (1999) and Bhatt (1998) argue that the apparent
semantic relation between the modal and the subject is not syntactically specified by
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means of the theta-role assigned by the root modal to the subject; rather, it is derived
contextually as part of the conversational background (Wurmbrand 1999: 611) by
means of an inference mechanism that identifies the bearer of the obligation (see also

Kratzer 1991 for related discussion and further evidence in favour of this view).

2.2.2.3. Scope properties of the arguments of modal constructions

A further argument put forward by Wurmbrand (1999) (also Wurmbrand and
Bobaljik 1999) to support a unified analysis of epistemic and root modals as raising
verbs is provided by the scope relation between the modal and the arguments of the

clause?s.

2.2.2.3.1. Scope properties of the subjects

It is assumed that raising and control structures differ with respect to the
availability of a narrow scope reading of the subject relative to the modal (May 1977,
1985; Fox 1999). This contrast is illustrated the examples in (28a) vs. (28Db).

(28) Scope properties of raised subjects
a. Someone from New York is likely to win in the lottery.
i. There is someone, who happens to be from NY, who has bought more
than half the available tickets and it is therefore likely that this person
will win the lottery.

7 politician > likely

15 Although Wurmbrand (1999) and Wurmbrand and Bobaljik (1999), on the one hand, and (Brennan
1993, Butler 2003, Lee 2006, Hacquard 2006 et seq.), on the other, analyse the same type of evidence,
they assign these data different grammaticality judgement, which leads them to support two opposite
views regarding the scope properties of epistemic and root modals. The former allege that there is no
difference in the scope interaction of epistemic and root modals with subjects (even if the context and
knowledge of the world may favour one scope interpretation over another), and they take this to support a
unified raising analysis of the two types of modal constructions. The latter sustain that there is a
difference in the scope interpretation of subjects in epistemic and root modal constructions, and use it to
support different hypotheses: some argue that epistemic and root modals take different scope positions at
LF (Brennan 1993, Butler 2003, Hacquard 2006 et seq.) whereas Lee (2006) claims that the epistemic and
root readings correlate with different scope interpretations of the derived subject relative to a raising
modal which occupies a fixed position (modal>subject vs. subj>modal, respectively).
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ii. More than half the available tickets were purchased in NY and thus it is

likely that the winner will be someone (whoever it is) from there.

likely > 7 politician
b. Someone from New York tried/promised to win in the lottery.
I. There is someone from NY who has tried/promised to win the lottery.
F politician > likely
ii. #Someone from NY (whoever) tried/promised to win the lottery.
likely > 7 politician
(Fox 1999, cited in Bobaljik & Wurmbrand 1999:9)

Following May (1977, 1985), Wurmbrand argues that the contrast between the
sentences in (28a) and (28b) can be accounted for on syntactic grounds: the two
sentences correlate with different representations at LF, as shown in the simplified

structures in (29a-b).

(29) Scope properties of control predicates vs. raising constructions at LF (Wurmbrand

1999:607)
a. Control b. Raising
1P 1P

P TN

SUERI VP SURI VP
PRO VP ty VP
Lt OBI] l Lt OEI
v Y
LF: SUBI=>VERB SUBI == VERE == 3UEJ

These differences give rise to asymmetric readings concerning the scopal interaction of
the argument in the subject position of the matrix inflected verb and the modal
predicate. Thus, in the control structure in (29a) (which would correspond to the
examples in (38b) involving the control predicates try and promise), the subject is

generated in the external argument position of the higher, inflected [Spec, IP] and the
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only possible reading is one in which the subject scopes over the modal below it (i.e. the
subject take wide/surface scope relative to the modal). By contrast, in (29b) (which
would correspond to the example (28a) involving the raising predicate be likely (to)),
the subject is generated in a lower position [Spec, VP] and undergoes movement to the
external argument position [Spec, IP]. Thus the subject in (39b) may scope in its raised
position, over the modal (wide/surface scope) or in its base position, under the modal

(narrow/inverse scope).

Using this criterion as an indication of the type of structure (raising vs control)
which underlies a given construction, Wurmbrand (1999) and Wurmbrand & Bobaljik
(1999) analyse the scopal interaction of subjects in both epistemic and root modal
constructions to show that, under the two construals, the modal patterns with raising
verbs. In other words, regardless of the modal interpretation conveyed, modal
constructions are always ambiguous as to the scope the subject takes relative to the
modal: in both epistemic and root construals, the subject can either take wide/surface

scope or narrow/inverse scope relative to the modal, as shown in (30a-c).

(30) Variable scope of the subject in epistemic and root modal constructions (Bobaljik
& Wurmbrand 1999:23-24)

a. Jemand von New York muB in der Lotterie gewonnen haben Epistemic
‘Somebody from New York must have won in the lottery’

I. Modal > Subj.: In view of the evidence available it is necessarily the case
that somebody from N.Y. won the lottery.

ii. Subj. > Modal: There is somebody from N.Y. and in view of the evidence
available it is necessarily the case that he won the lottery.

b. Ein Osterreicher muB das nichste Rennen gewinnen (damit Osterreich die
Fuhrung im Weltcup Gbernimmt) Root
‘An Austrian must win the next race (in order for Austria to have the most
gold medals.’

i. Modal > Subj.: It is necessary that an Austrian (whoever it is) win the
next race.
Ii. (#)Subj. > Modal: (#)There is an Austrian and it is necessary that he win

the next race
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c. Zwei Osterreicher mussen das nichste Rennen gewinnen (um Weltcupsieger
zu werden) Root
“Two Austrians must win the next race (in order for either of them to win the
World Cup)

i. (#)Modal > Subj : (#)It is necessary that two Austrians win the next race
ii. Subj. > Modal: There are two Austrians and for each of them it is

necessary to win the next.

The epistemic sentence in (30a) is compatible with two interpretations: (30ai) where the
subject Jemand von New York “Somebody from New York” takes low scope; and
(30aii), where the subject takes wide scope. Crucially, the same ambiguity can be
observed in the root modal construction in (30bi-ii), although contexts and knowledge
of the world favours different readings. For example, as Wurmbrand explains, a wide
scope reading of the subject over the modal results unnatural in (30b-ii), since for a
country to win the most gold medals does not require that specific racers win the medals
(hence the symbol (*), which means that the sentence is not adequate pragmatically); by
contrast in (30c), involving the quantifier ‘two’, the unnatural reading is that in which

the subject takes narrow scope relative to the modal.

2.2.2.3.2. Scope properties of quantificational objects

In addition to the variable scope of subjects, Wurmbrand (1999) and Bobaljik &
Wurmbrand (1999) appeal to another test to show that root modals, like epistemics,
pattern with raising predicates; this test has to do with the scope relation between the
embedded object and the matrix subject. More specifically, the aforementioned authors
assume that, in German, raising constructions'® involving universal quantifier objects
and existential quantifier subjects are ambiguous between a reading where the subject

scopes over the embedded object (3>V) and a reading where the embedded object

scopes over the surface subject (V>3).

(31) Variable scope of the embedded object in raising constructions

16 As pointed out by Wurmbrand (1999) the wide scope reading of the embedded object is less clear in
English raising constructions.

43



Ein Professor scheint jeden Studenten zu betreuen “seem” (raising verb)
‘Lit.Some professor seems every student to supervise.’
I. 3>v: “There seems to be at least one professor that supervises all the
students.”
ii. v>3: “Every student is supervised by at least one professor.”
In contrast, control structures only give rise to a narrow scope reading of the

embedded object.

(32) Scope properties of the embedded object of control constructions: only narrow
scope
Ein Professor versprach jeden Studenten zu betreuen
‘Lit.Some professor promised every student to supervise.’
i. 3>v: ‘There is at least one professor who will supervise all students”

ii. *v>3: “Every student will be supervised by at least one professor”

The account provided by these authors for the ambiguity found in (31 vs. 32) is

based on two assumptions:

(i) As previously shown, A-reconstruction provides an additional scope
reading for the subject in raising constructions, but not in control
constructions.

(i) Quantifier raising is always short-distance (Fox 1999), hence the object can

only scope over material inside the infinitive.

Under these two assumptions, the two scope orderings available in raising

construction like (31) are derived as follows:

In (31ii), the raised subject undergoes A-reconstruction to its original/trace
position while the embedded quantified object undergoes short-distance raising to a
landing position that is higher than the base-generated subject position. This gives us

the V<3 reading (cf. the derivation in (33)).

In (32ai), in turn, the subject is interpreted in its surface position, a position that
is higher than the object, given that long-distance QR of the embedded object across the
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infinitival complement is unavailable. Hence, the sentence gets the 3<V reading, which

corresponds to the derivation in (34).

Let us illustrate the derivation of raising structures like (31) above and its two

available subject readings:

(33) [ip [some professor;] seems[nr [every student t;] t; supervise t;]
|

Subject Raising
Short-distance Q-raising

3>V: Some professor is read in its trace-position (A-reconstruction of subject to trace-position)

V>3: Some professor is read in its target position (no A- reconstruction of subject to trace-
position)

In contrast, in control constructions the object cannot target a position higher
than the subject. On the one hand, A-reconstruction is not available for the subject in
control constructions. On the other hand, the embedded object cannot undergo
quantifier raising outside the complement and can only scope over material inside the

infinitive. As a consequence, only the 3<V reading is available?.

(34) [ip [some professor] promised [ne  [every studentj] supervise tj]

No A-reconsructio available, the subject does /r
not start out within theinfinitival complement

Short-distance Q-raising

V>3: Some professor is read in its surface position

Going back to modal constructions, Wurmbrand’s prediction is the following:

If root modal constructions (just like epistemic constructions) pattern with

raising rather than with control structures, they will exhibit the same ambiguity with

17 In later work Wurmbrand suggests that long-distance quantifier raising is possible out of control
infinitivals although it is more difficult and restricted than in simple and raising constructions (cf.
Wurmbrand 2015 and references therein).
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respect to scope interpretation as the raising construction in (31). Wurmbrand provides

the example in (35) to show that this prediction is borne out.

(35) Scope properties of the embedded object of root modal constructions

Gemdf Universititsbestimmungen muf mindestens ein Professor jeden
Studenten betreuen

‘According to university regulations, at least one professor must supervise every

student’
i. University regulations require that there is at least one professor who
supervises every student” 3>V
ii. University regulations require that every student is supervised by at least

one professor V>3

Wurmbrand contends that a sentence like (35) can give rise to the scope orderings in
(35-1) and (35-ii). In her analysis, the ordering in (35-i) arises when the subject ein
Professor ‘one professor’ takes scope in its surface position. By contrast, the ordering in
(35-ii) is derived when the subject is interpreted in its base-generated position within the
infinitival complement, and short distance QR of the object targets a position higher

than this lower subject position (cf. the derivation in (35)).

To recap, the variable scope properties of the subjects and embedded objects of
epistemic and root modal constructions leads Wurmbrand (1999) to the conclusion that
the two types of modal construals correlate with raising structures, since raising

structures provide an additional scope position for the subject to reconstruct at LF.

2.2.3. The hierarchical account

In the present section, we will review some alternative approaches that derive
modal interpretation from a difference in the structural height occupied by the modal
predicate under the epistemic and root construals, rather than from a difference in the
theta-assigning properties of epistemic and root modals, and the type of syntactic

structure (raising vs. control) they license.
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Under this view, epistemic modals are merged in a high position within the
functional domain of the clause, whereas root modals that occupy a much lower
position (Picallo 1990; Cinque 1999, 2000, 2004, 2006; Butler 2003, 2004; Hacquard
2006 et seq.; Ramchand 2013)8. In what follows, we present the main evidence taken to

support this view.

2.2.3.1. Scope interaction with the subject under height approaches

The main arguments employed to support the idea that modals take different
scope positions relative to the subject are owed to Brennan’s (1993) semantic analysis
of modals. Brennan argues for the existence of two semantic types of modal auxiliaries:
ought-to-be modals, which operate at the S-level and ough-to-do!® modals, which

operate at the VP-level:

[...] the first type is that of a sentence operator and is at work in the interpretation
of modal sentences with an epistemic sense and for those with a deontic ‘ought-
to-be' sense; the second type is that of a relation between a property and an
individual and it is at work in the interpretation of modal sentences expressing
ability, disposition, rights and obligations (traditionally, the root
interpretations)2’ [Brennan 1993]

18 For Picallo (1990) epistemic modals are generated under Inf> whereas root modals are VP-adjuncts. By
contrast, Cinque (1999, 2000, 2004, 2006) assumes that epistemic and root modals are merged as
functional heads that occupy a different position in the highly articulated functional structure of the clause
(Cinque’s hierarchy is provided in (51) below). Butler (2003, 2004) proposes that epistemic modals are
merged in the CP periphery and root modals in the vP periphery of the clause. Hacquard (2006 et seq.)
too defends that root modals are merged in the vP periphery and epistemics are merged above Tense.

19 Brennan refers to the two types with the terms ought-to-be and ought-to-do modals, coined by Feldman
(1986).

20 Tn Brennan’s view, modals operating at the VVP-level (ought-to-be modals) take a complement of type
<e,st>, in which case they will yield a root interpretation. Modals operating at the IP-level (ought-to-do
modals) take a complement of type <st> and yield an epistemic interpretation
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Brennan motivates this difference regarding the height at which these two types
of modals operate from the asymmetries that they exhibit in contexts where they occur
with quantificational subjects and subjects of symmetric predicates??.

She observes that when modals occur with quantificational subjects, ought-to-be
and ought-to-do modals contrast in their scope interaction with quantificational

subjects22:23,

(36) Quantificational subjects (Hacquard 2011, based on Brennan 1993)
a. Every radio may get Chicago stations and no radio may get Chicago stations.
i. It’s possible that every radio gets Chicago stations, and it is also possible
that none of them do.
b. #Every radio can get Chicago stations and no radio can get Chicago stations.
ii. Every radio is such that it gets C. stations, and no radio is such that it gets

Chicago stations.

21 Another piece of evidence provided by Brennan is the behaviour of the two types of modals with
regards to idiom chunk subjects; as shown in Section 3.2., other authors take this test to rather support a
thematic difference between epistemic and root modals (Thrainsson & Vikner 1995).
(iii) Idiomatic readings of epistemic vs. root modals:
a. The shit might hit the fan. (Adapted from Brennan 1993)
Idiomatic readings: ‘It might be the case that the situation gets dramatic’
b. #The shit can (=is able to) hit the fan.
Idiomatic reading: ‘#The situation can (=is able to) get dramatic.’

22 Note that Brennan’s examples involve the dynamic use of can, understood as physical ability (to get
Chicago stations), versus may, which lacks this dynamic meaning of physical capacity and is interpreted
instead as (non-directed) possibility. This suggests that subject-orientation (more specifically, whether a
modal expresses subject-directed modality or not) is a significant factor determining the behaviour of
modals with regard to, for instance, the scope interaction between the modal and the subject of the clause.
As | will show in the analysis | develop for the Basque necessity modal behar in Chapter 6, in order for
this modal to convey a dynamic/dispositional or a direct deontic reading, the subject must be interpreted
as taking wide scope (subj>modal); epistemic and non-directed deontic modals, by contrast, are not
subject to any specific subject-modal scope ordering.

23 Recall from Section 2.2.2.3. above that Wurmbrand (1999) and Wurmbrand and Bobaljik (1999) do
not share this view. The data they examine leads them to conclude that epistemic and root modals do not
differ with respect to their scope relation with the subject: the two types of modals admit both a wide
scope and a narrow scope reading of the subject relative to the modal. As | show in Chapter 6,
Wurmbrand’s and Wurmbrand and Bobaljik’s (1999) assumption only holds for the case of non-directed
deontic root modals. Directed deontic and dynamic/dispositional modals require that the subject is
interpreted above the modal.
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The two types of modals also behave differently when they occur with

predicates denoting a symmetric relation.

(37) Readings of symmetric predicates (Brennan 1993)
a. Arthur looks like Susan
— Susan looks like Arthur
b. Arthur must/might look like Susan
— Susan must/might look like Arthur
‘It must/might be the case that ...’
Epistemic: symmetry maintained
c. Arthur must must/can look like Susan
—/—> Susan must/can look like Arthur
‘Arthur is obliged to/is able to look like Susan.’

Root: symmetry not maintained

The above examples show that, when the arguments of the symmetric predicate are
switched (as in (37a-c)), symmetry is only maintained (i.e. the truth values are not

altered) iff the sentence receives an ought-to-be modal reading (37b vs. 37¢)24,

Inspired by Brennan’s semantic account of modals, various works have tried to
explain the asymmetric behaviour of modals at the syntax-semantic interface, proposing

that epistemic and root modals occupy different positions in the syntactic structure.

One such work is Butler (2003, 2004). Butler’s main argument is that epistemic
and root modals?® are both inserted at the upper-most level of a phase (Chomsky 1999).
The phase corresponding to epistemic modals is the higher CP periphery above Tense,
however, the phase of root modals is the vP periphery below Tense.

24 Lee (2006) interprets the asymmetries of modals with symmetric predicates in terms of the scope
position that the subject takes relative to the modal (cf. Section 2.2.4.); the main difference between Lee’s
approach and different modal-height approach is that, under Lee’s view, it is the subject rather than the
modal that takes variable scope positions, while the modal always sits in a fixed position (which is
identical whatever type of modality is expressed).

25 Actually the difference Butler (2003, 2004) draws is between epistemic and root modals, rather than
ough-to-be vs. ought-to-do modals. He is not concerned with the possible split between root modals.
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One direct consequence of the height difference between epistemic and root
modals is precisely that epistemic modals will invariably take scope over subjects,
whereas root modals will take scope below. Therefore, in Butler’s account the
asymmetries observed by Brennan regarding the scope interaction of modals with
subjects are accounted for in terms of the different position the modal is generated in

under the two readings.26

Like Butler, Hacquard (2006) too argues that the contrast in (36a-b) and (37a-b)
falls out naturally under the assumption that epistemic and root modals are merged at
different heights?’. In what follows, | briefly sketch out how Hacquard relates the

insertion point of modals in the syntax to the interpretation they give rise to.

According to Hacquard, when the modal is in the VVP-periphery, modality gets
anchored to the VP-event, and consequently, it is relativized to an individual (the VP
subject or alternatively, another VVP-participant). On the contrary, when the modal is
merged higher (above the Tense head), the modality will get anchored to the speech
event, and as a result, it will be speaker oriented (as in the case of epistemics), rather

than subject oriented.

26 More specifically, Butler (2003) argues that, since the scope position for canonical-scope subjects is
[Spec, TP], when the modal is merged in the functional domain dominating TP it will take scope above
the subject; by contrast, when the modal is merged in the functional domain below TP, the subject will
outscope the modal, as illustrated in (iv-a-b) below. (See Chapter 6 for a more detailed account of
Butler’s explanation of the relative scope between quantification subjects and epistemic/root modals)
(iv) Modals and subject scope (Butler 2003:980)
a. All languages might ultimately originate from a single mother tongue (epistemic)
i. ‘it is a possible assumption that all languages originate from a single mother
tongue’
ii. modal > subject
b. All users can post messages (root)
i. ‘all users are permitted to post messages’
ii. subject > modal
From this scope interaction, it follows that epistemic and root modals will interact differently with QP

subjects and subjects of symmetric predicates.

27 Like Butler (2003, 2004), Hacquard (2006) too adopts an epistemic vs. root distinction rather than an
ought-to-be, ought-to-do distinction.
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Now, only when the modal is merged higher up in the structure is the subject
able to reconstruct (when it is merged lower in the VP periphery, once modality gets
anchored to the VP the subject will not be able to reconstruct).28 The lower position of
the modal in the root examples therefore makes it impossible for the subject to
reconstruct; this explains why root modals scope below QP subjects and why meaning
IS not preserved when the subjects of root modal constructions involving symmetric

predicates are switched.

Summing up, based on Brennan’s observation that the different types of modals
contrast in the way they interact with the subject of the clause, authors like Butler
(2003, 2004) and Hacquard’s (2006) have argued that epistemic and root modals occupy
different positions in the clausal architecture: a high position for epistemic modals,
within the extended left periphery, and a lower position for root modals, within the

VP/V/P periphery?e.

However, as will be shown in Chapter 6 (and as already shown by Wurmbrand
(Section 2.2.2.3)), there is a large body of counterevidence suggesting that epistemic
modals do not always take wide scope relative to quantificational subjects. Hacquard
(2006, 2011), for instance, provides us with the following example in which quantifier

each is taken to take wide scope over epistemically interpreted may.

(38) Each student may be home.*

28 Her explanation is a bit more intricate in that she adopts Kratzer’s (1981, 1991) semantics of modals
with some relevant modifications, and assumes that the insertion point of modals constrains the
accessibility to a given modal base. The reader is referred to Hacquard (2006) for the details.

29 proposals like Cinque (1999) where modals are rather taken to be merged in different positions within
the functional periphery of the clause do not elaborate much on this question. Roberts & Rousseau (2000)
argue that if modals are to be directly inserted into the functional domain, these must be absent of an
argument structure; consequently, the apparent subject orientation must be accounted for in terms of
scopal properties of the relevant modal heads (Roberts & Rousseau 2000:17-18).

On the relation between modals and subjects. Cinque (2004) otherwise suggests that the apparent
subject-orientation of certain restructuring (hence functional) predicates is related to the semantics of the
restructuring verb involved. | will go back to this question in Chapter 5.

30 The sentence came up in a seminar taught by von Fintel and latridou in (2004).
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As will be shown in Chapter 6, each is not an exception; quantificational
subjects can outscope Basque necessity modal behar ‘need” whether the modal is
interpreted as root or epistemic; even every (which is the quantifier involved in
Brennan’s examples) appears to be able to take wide scope relative to epistemic modals

if the context is carefully built.

In addition to this, Chapter 6 will also demonstrate that it is not true that
quantificational subjects always scope above root modals. Non-directed deontic (hence
root) modality, unlike directed deontic and dispositional modality, behaves on a par
with epistemic modality in that the two can take variable scope relative to
quantificational subjects.

2.2.3.2. Negation

Another source of evidence taken to indicate that modals differ with respect to
their position in the hierarchy is the scope interaction of modals with Negation. It has
been assumed that Negation tends to be interpreted below epistemic modals (cf. Dubrig
2001); by contrast, in root (deontic) interpretations, negation is most naturally
interpreted above negation. The following examples from Drubig (2001) and Hacquard

(2006) are taken to illustrate this contrast:

(39) Examples from Malay (Drubig 2001: 8)
a. Dia mesti tidak belajar. (epistemic)
‘He must not study’
b. Dia tidak mesti belajar. (deontic)

‘He not must study’
(40) Interaction of modals with Negation (Hacquard 2006: 120)
a. Darcy must not be at home.

b. Darcy may not be at home.

Under an epistemic interpretation, the following examples negation tend to be

interpreted under the modal, whereas in the deontic interpretation it scopes above the
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modal (e.g. ‘It may be the case that Darcy is not at home’ (Epis > Neg) vs. ‘Darcy is not
allowed to be at home’ (Neg > Deon)). This scope ordering is transparently reflected in
Malay, but not in English, where negation invariably follows the modal in the surface.

The data examined in (39a-b) and (40a-b) is consistent with the assumption that
epistemic and root modals are located at different heights of the structure: above
negation in the case of epistemics and below negation in the case of root modals.
However, it has been alternatively claimed that, in English, necessity and possibility
modals interact with negation in different ways. Consider the following examples by
Cormack & Smith (2002)31:

(41) Root and epistemic necessity modals

a. Alfred shouldn’t eat nuts root
i.‘It is advisable for Alfred not to eat nuts’ should > not
ii.*“It is not the case that it is advisable for *not > should

Alfred to eat nuts.’

b. Bob shouldn’t be late epistemic
i. ‘Itis predictable that Bob will not be late’ should > not
ii. *<It is not the case that it is predictable that Bob *not> should

will be late’

(42) Root and epistemic possibility modals

a. Edwin can’t climb trees root
i.*‘Edwin is able not to climb trees’ *can > not
ii.It is not the case that Edwin can climb trees’ not > can

31 For simplicity, the examples involve only the necessity modal should and the possibility modal can.
Actually, Cormack & Smith (2002) group together epistemic and deontic should, must, ought to, will,
would, is to under the category of Pre-Pol modals (that is, modals who scope above sentential negation)
and deontic and epistemic can, could, dare, under the category of Post-Pol modals, which scope below
sentential negation. The exceptions to the necessity/possibility split are modals may, might, which behave
as pre-Pol modals when interpreted epistemically, and the modals need to and have to, whose status as
verbs rather than modals forces them to scope lower than negation. As for ‘need (without to)’, they
simply assume that because it is a NPI, it must scope under negation. It must be however noted that
Cormack & Smith do not support that epistemic are generated higher and root modals lower than
negation, rather, they assume that the merging position of modals, whether Pre-Pol or Post-Pol, is
lexically specified for each modal, independently of their modal interpretation.
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b. Jean can’t have left. epistemic
I.*¥It is possible that Jean has not left’ *can > not
I.°It is not the case that it is possible for Jean not > can

to have left.’

Based on the observable differences between necessity and possibility modals in
English, Butler argues for a split between the two types of modalities regarding their
position relative to sentential negation. Butler also assumes that there are different scope
positions available for negation: the lower position corresponds to what he refers to as
NegP, located in the lower periphery of the clause (below T) (Pollock 1989, 1997,
Haegemann 1995); the higher one corresponds to the FocusP in the higher periphery of
the clause (Rizzi 1997)32. This is in line with his view of how clauses are structured,
more specifically, with the view that some layer of functional structure that sits on the
top of the clause (in the left periphery) is iterated lower down in the clause, on the top of
the extended verbal layer (vP) (Jayaseelan 2001; Starke 1993, 2001; Hallman 1997,
2000; Beghelli & Stowell 1997; Sportiche 2002; Belletti 2003; Jelinek & Carnie 2003;
Brody & Szabolcsi 2003).

As shown in (43) necessity modals sit above the lower position for negation
(NegP), but differ with respect to their position relative to higher negation (FocP)
depending on whether they are interpreted as epistemic or root. By contrast, possibility
modals are merged below higher negation (FocP), with epistemic possibility located
above and root possibility below the lower (NegP) negation3s.

32 The idea that negation can scope in different positions in the clausal hierarchy has gained much
prominence in the last decades (see Zanuttini 1997, Poletto 2008, De Clercq 2013, among others), and is
the assumption | will defend in this dissertation, concretely in Section 3.3. of Chapter 5 (where | examine
the interaction of the Basque necessity modal behar with negation in the different constructions
(restructuring and non-restructuring) this modal can occur in) and in Section 6.3 of Chapter 6, where |
analyse the relation of this modal with negation under the different interpretations it can give rise to.

33 Butler (2003, 2004) further argues that, when negation scopes under the subject it is the lower scope
position (NegP) that is instantiated; and when negation scopes over the subject, it is the higher one
(FocP).
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(43) Butlers’s clause structure (Butler 2003: 988)

ForceP
/\
[neclepis FocP
[neg] FinP

[pOSS] Epis TP
/\
subj T

ForceP

T
[nec]root NegP(FocP)34
T

[neg] FinP
[pOSS]Root TP
/\

vP PN

In Butler’s view, this hierarchy explains the contrast between necessity and
possibility modals observed in (41)-(42) above: the scope interpretation of the pair (40a-
b) is due to the fact that possibility modals are always merged below higher negation;
however, they differ with respect to their position relative to lower negation, with
epistemic possibility located higher and root possibility lower than (NegP). By contrast,
necessity modal should (also must, ought to, etc) scopes over lower negation in its
deontic interpretation in (41a), but between higher (FocP) and lower (NegP) negation in

the epistemic one (41b).

For Butler, the case of needn’t and can 't is different than that of other necessity
and possibility modals, in that they instantiate the higher position for negation. In a
footnote, Butler attributes this to the NPI properties of these modals. Thus, the narrow
scope of needn’t relative to negation in (43) is attributed to the fact that, unlike in the

examples involving shouldn 't above, it is the higher negation (FocP) that is instantiated.

34 For convenience I have kept the label NegP for lower negation, but in Butler’s original diagram both
the higher and lower positions are labelled FocP, in consistence with the idea that the left periphery of vP
is structurally akin to CP, both CP and vP being phases of a propositional nature (Butler 2003: 968).
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Likewise, can 't is interpreted below negation under its epistemic reading in (42b) above
because it is again the higher scope negation which is instantiated. But (42b) contrast
with (44b), showing that the modal mightn't, like may, instantiates lower negation and

systematically scopes above negation when interpreted epistemically.

(44) Scope of the modals need and might relative to negation
a. The children needn’t do that. higher neg(FocP) > need
(Butler 2003:985)
b. The registrar mightn’t have got my letter. Mightn t(epis) > lower neg (NegP )
(Butler 2003:984)

The hierarchy is also taken to correctly predict the contrast between

epistemically interpreted necessity and possibility modals shown in (45a-b) below.

(45) Epistemics’ scope relative to negation (Butler 2003: 984)
a. The registrar mustn’t/mightn’t have got my letter
epistemic modality > subject > negation
b. The registrar can’t have got my letter

negation > epistemic possibility

In sum, the syntactic distribution of necessity and possibility modals proposed
by Butler (2003) in (43) yields the scope ordering in (46).

(46) epistemic necessity > (negation) > epistemic possibility > (strong)subject > root
necessity > negation > root possibility > vP (Butler 2003: 986)

In Chapter 6, I will show that Butler’s account is however insufficient to account
for the behaviour of necessity modals crosslinguistically. Even in English, it has
actually been argued that there exist epistemically interpreted necessity modals that

systematically exhibit narrow scope relative to negation (needss, have to). This

35 Butler (2002) claims that the epistemic interpretation of needn’t is acceptable only to a very small
fraction of speakers, see however Papafragou’s data in (47).
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inevitably calls into question the assumption that epistemic necessity modals are merged

higher than negation.

(47) John need not be the prime suspect. (Papafragou 2005: 1694)

negation > need (epistemic)

(48) The murder didn’t have to take place in the study. It could have happened in the
garage. (Lee 2006: 246)

negation > have to (epistemic)

To recapitulate, it has been argued that the contrast between epistemic and root
modals regarding their scope relative to negation is directly related with the height at
which these modals are inserted to (Butler 2003); however, the alleged contrast is not as
clear as it looks at first sight, and the existence of modals that scope below negation
both under a root and under an epistemic reading posits serious problems for such
hierarchical approaches.

2.2.3.3. Tense

Perhaps one of the most robust arguments in favour of a different height

approach to modals is the interaction of modals with Tense.

It has been generally assumed that the time of evaluation of root modals is the
event time — that is, the time provided by Tense — whereas the time of evaluation of
epistemic modals, that is, the time at which the epistemic inference is made,
corresponds to the speech time (in matrix contexts) (Groenendijk & Stockhof 1975,
latridou 1990, Abusch 1997, Picallo 1990, Abraham 2001, Stowell 2004).

Given this, epistemic modals are unaffected by the time provided by the Tense
head, and consequently, they can never be forward-shifted (54a) or back-shifted (54b). I

illustrate this with the following examples owed to Hacquard (2009).

(v) */% The registrar needn’t have got my letter
Scope: */% negation > epistemic necessity
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(49) Evaluation time Epistemic modals (Hacquard 2009:24; the paraphrases are mine)
a. Marikos may be dead tomorrow.
Given what is known (at speech time) it may be that Marikos will be dead
tomorrow. MOdepis=>tomorrow, *tomorrow>modepis
—Time of evaluation of the epistemic inference. speech time
b. Mary had to be the murderer.
Given what is known (at speech time) it is necessary that Mary was the
murderer MOdepis=>past, *past>modepis

—Time of evaluation of the epistemic inference. speech time

Note that if modality is interpreted deontically, the interaction with tense is significantly
different. The modal in (50) is interpreted in the scope of the time provided by Tense
(past); it cannot express a necessity given her circumstances now to have taken the train

then.

(50) Evaluation time root modals (Hacquard 2009: 24)
Mary had to take the train to go to Paris.
Given Mary’s circumstances then, Mary was required to take the train then .
*Given Mary'’s circumstances (at speech time) it was necessary that Mary took
the train then.

— Time of evaluation of the (root) obligation: time provided by Past Tense

By assuming that epistemic and root modals are inserted in different positions
relative to the Tense head (epistemics above Tense vs. root modals below Tense), the
difference concerning the temporal interpretation of the two modals is successfully

accounted for.

Let us now summarise briefly where different authors place modals relative to

tense and how the scope relation between modal and tense is derived3e:

36 For space reasons, given the commonness of the claim, 1 will not give a wide review of all the work
cited. | will rather summarise where they locate the relevant modal types in the structure and the
implications of this for the scope interaction between modals and tense.
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In Cinque’s (1999, 2000, 2004, 2006) cartography account of functional heads,
epistemic modals sit higher, and root modals lower than the Tense head. The position of
modals relative to Aspect is more intricate, as Cinque proposes different positions for
different types of Aspect. Epistemics are again higher than the different aspectual heads
attested by Cinque, but the different root modals take different positions with respect to

the various aspectual heads3’:

(51) Cinques hierarchy of functional heads (adapted from Cinque 1999)

MoodPspeech act > MoodPevaluative > MoodPevidential > ModPepistemic >
TP(Past) > TP(Future) > MoodPirrealis > ModPalethic > ModPnecessity >
ModPpossibility AspPhabitual > AspPrepetitive(l) >AspPfrequentative(l) >
ModPvolitional > AspPcelerative(l) > TP(Anterior) >AspPterminative >
AspPcontinuative > AspPretrospective > AspPproximative >AspPdurative >
AspPgeneric/progressive > AspPprospective >  ModP  obligation
>ModPpermission/ability > AspPcompletive > VoiceP > AspPcelerative(ll)
>AspPrepetitive(ll) > AspPfrequentative(ll)

In Cinque’s view, the scope interaction between each modal and tense(/aspect)
are thus taken to follow directly from the different positions that different modals

occupy in the hierarchy.

The problem with Cinque’s hierarchy, as stated by Falaus & Laca (2016: 11-12)
is that it seems to a large extent arbitrary, as it fails to provide the rationale behind the
observed scopal differences. That is to say, it does not explain the correlation between

modality-type and structural position.

In the same spirit, Hacquard (2006) derives the temporal interpretation of
epistemic and root modals from the distinct position of these modals relative to the

Tense head in the clausal hierarchy (52).

37 Recall that the hierarchy in (51) concerns only functional heads; hence, root modals, like epistemic
modals are considered to be functional heads and consequently they are all devoid of argument structure.
This means that all the asymmetries between epistemic and root modals, including the relation of the
modal with the clausal subject, must be solely ascribed to the distinct positions of these modals in the
hierarchy. As shown above, Hacquard (2006, 2009), Butler (2003, 2004) and Ramchand (2012) modals
must also be taken to be functional elements, as they are located different postions in the functional layer
of the clause (epistemic modals in the left CP periphery above Tense, and root modals in the functional
layer on top of the vP).
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(52) Position of modals relative to Tense (and Aspect) (adapted from Hacquard 2006:
133-134)

But importantly, unlike Cinque, Hacquard tries to motivate the cartographic
facts semantically, by relating the differences between the two types of modals to
differences in event anchoring (i)-(ii). More explicitly, Hacquard assumes that:

(i) When the modal is above Tense, the modality will be relativized to the speaker
and to the speech time (the agent and temporal trace of the speech event)3e.
(Hacquard 2006: 134). To put it simply, the modal will be interpreted in the
scope of the time provided either by the attitude predicate or in the scope of the

speech time, but out of the scope of (49a) above.

(i) When the modal is below Tense, the modal will be relativized to the subject and
the time provided by Tense (again, the agent and temporal trace of the event
quantified by Aspect). (Hacquard 2006: 135). This explains the temporal
interpretation of (49b-50) above.

Butler’s (2004) explanation of the scope asymmetries between epistemic and
root modals takes the interpretive distinction between the two types of modal readings
in (49a) and (49b-50) to be correlated with the temporal specification of the situation the
modal operates over; hence, whether the modal operates over a temporally anchored

situation or not39, 40, Thus, epistemic readings are argued to derive from modal

38 Alternatively, in the presence of an embedding attitude verb, modality can also be relativized to the
attitude holder at his/her internal now: the agent and the temporal trace of the attitude event. (Hacquard
2006: 134)

39 Actually, Butler (2004) does not consider the temporal interpretation of modal sentences to be a matter
of scope; he claims that tense itself does not have scope properties, and so it doesn’t make formal sense to
talk about other elements scoping around it (Butler 2004:151; fn 5)
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operators taking scope over temporally anchored situations, i.e. propositions, giving a
propositional attitude-like reading, whereas root readings derive from modal operators
scoping over temporally unanchored situations (i.e. vP). For a detailed description of the
position modals can be inserted in the structure and their distance relative to the Tense
head see (43).

To sum up, different works agree that the temporal interpretation of epistemic
and root modal sentences is in some way or another related with the different positions
the modal occurs in the structure: a higher position in the functional layer above Tense
gives rise to an epistemic reading, and a lower position below Tense, in the periphery of
the vP yields a root reading.

There are however some researchers who have argued that, across languages,
epistemically interpreted modals can scope under past tense (Eide 2002; Boogart 2007;
von Fintel & Gillies 2007, 2008; Homer 2010, 2011; Mari 2009; Mari & Schweiter
2010; Martin 2009, 2010; Rullmann & Matthewson 2012; Demirdache & Uribe-
Etxebarria 2012). This can be seen in the following examples owed to von Fintel &
Gillies (2008b) and Homer (2010), where the evaluation time of the epistemic modal,

that is, the time of the epistemic inference, correlates with a past time4.,

40 Like Butler (2003, 2004), Ramchand (2012) too assumes epistemic modals are introduced after the
temporal information has already been specified (ie. after T). As a result, the event is already settled by
the time the modal is evaluated and this gives us, by definition, an epistemic modal base. On the contrary,
root modals are introduced before Tense, therefore the modal quantifies over worlds or situations which
are underspecified at this stage, and this gives us a metaphysical or circumstantial modal base (see
Ramchand 2012 for a detailed account)

41 Hacquard (2006, 2009) argues that examples such as the ones provided under (53-54) below, past
morphology on the epistemically interpreted modal is not a true semantic past tense, but a present tense in
disguise. She argues that the sentences must involve a hidden past tense attitude verb (‘I thought that’)
and that the past tense on the modal is in fact the result of a sequence of tense rule (Ogihara 1995a, b,
1996, 2007), by which the embedded tense morphologically agrees with the past tense of the silent
attitude verb. See however arguments against the presece of a silent attitude verb in Homer (2010).
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(53) Epistemic modals scoping below past tense (von Fintel and Gillies 2008b)
A: Why did you look in the drawer?
B: My keys might have been in there. (=It was possible that my keys were in
there)

(54) Context: On the day of the utterance DO, the speaker’s grandfather asks her why
she panicked and stormed out of the house yelling on D-6, when she saw him
lying on the floor. The man is 90 years old but the speaker knows at DO that he
has never had any health problem; right after her fit of panic on D-6, the speaker
realized that her grandfather was in fact meditating on the floor.

Tu pouv-ais tres bien/dev-ais slrement avoir eu une crise cardiaque.
You might-PAST very well/must-PAST surely have had a attrack cardiac
‘It was held very likely/certain (by me) that you had had a heart attack.’
(Homer 2011)

Under the assumption that in such examples, the past perspective of the modal is
contributed by the syntactic Tense projection42, the claim that epistemic modals sit

higher than Tense in the syntactic structure is thus falsified.

2.2.3.4. Interaction of Epistemic and Root modals with other modals

It has been noticed that, across languages, when two modals are stacked
together, there is no ambiguity as to how the two modals should be interpreted: the
leftmost modal must be necessarily interpreted epistemically, while the embedded
modal can only receive a root interpretation. The following examples from Picallo
(1990) and Hacquard (2011) are taken to illustrate the hierarchical ordering between

epistemic and root modals:

42 See Falaus and Laca (2016) for a summary of the arguments against and for the presence of real past
tense.
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(55) Adjacent modals:
a. En Pere deu poder tocar el piano  Catalan (Picallo 1990)
P. must can play the piano
i. It must be the case that Pere is able/allowed to play the piano.
ii. *It must be the case that it is possible that Pere would play the
piano.
b. En Jordi pot haver de venir. Catalan (Picallo 1990: 294)
J. may have to come
i. Itis possible that Jordi is obliged/compelled to come.
Ii. *Itis possible that it is necessary that Jordi come.
c. John may have to watch TV. (Haquard 2011: 21)
i. It is possible, given what is known, that John has an
obligation to watch TV’
ii. *It is allowable that it be epistemically necessary that John
watches TV.

Thus, in the examples from Catalan in (55a-b) and English (55c) above it is shown that
deontically interpreted modals cannot scope over a modal that gets an epistemic
interpretation (55a-b-c-ii).

What is more, in his crosslinguistic approach to modality, Nauze (2008) shows
that the scope ordering epistemic > deontic/root may actually be universally fixed, as it
Is attested in a significant number of unrelated languages including Dutch, Korean,

Lillooet, the Fon cluster, Turkish and Tuvaluan.

These data is again consistent with an analysis in which different types of

modalities correlate with different positions in the clausal configuration43: if modals that

43 Nauze (2008) rather argues that epistemic modality cannot be intepreted in the scope of deontic
modality due to semantic incompatibility: epistemic modals operate on whole information states whereas
deontic modals operate on deontic plans (inside possibilities); in Nauze’s update semantics framework,
this combination results in the failure to update the information state required by the epistemic
interpretation (for further details on how this is formally implemented see Nauze 2008, Chapter 5).
However, Nauze makes no assumption on whether the semantic model he proposes correlates with
syntactic differences between the different modal interpretations: the ungrammatical combinations of

63



are interpreted epistemically sit higher in the syntactic structure, it follows without more
ado that epistemic modals will necessarily outscope modals that receive a non-
epistemic, deontic or root reading.

The problem with the structural height account is that it only accounts for the
scope interaction between different types of modal verbs, while it remains unclear why
it is possible to embed a modal adjective with an epistemic interpretation under a root
modal, as observed by von Fintel and latridou (F&I) (2004).

(56) For the test costs to be reimbursed, it has to (DEONTIC) be possible
(EPISTEMIC) that the patient has Alzheimer’s. (Hacquard 2009 on F&I 2004)

As acknowldeged by Hacquard, what examples like (64) show is that this
ordering restriction is not conceptually motivated.

Adjectives and modal auxiliaries may have different properties that would allow the
former to embed, but not the latter, so that Cinque’s hierarchy may not be so much
about types of modality, but rather types of modal auxiliaries. (Hacquard 2009: 21)
The lack of semantic motivation for the epistemic > deontic ordering is further
evidenced by the interaction of narrow scope have to modal with other modal verbs in
English, as shown by Lee (2006).

(57) Interaction of epistemic have to with other modals (Lee 2006: 246)
a. Pam must have to work tonight. She’s not home yet. Epis > Root
b. The suspect must have to be six feet tall, if these are his shoes. Epis > Epis
c. The suspect may have to be six feet tall, if these are his shoes. Epis > Root

d. Pam may have to work tonight. She’ll call us when she finds out. Epis > Epis

modal verbs are not ruled out on their syntactic properties but because of their interpretations (Nauze
2008: 119).

Hacquard (2009) too suggests the possibility that the unattested deontic > epistemic ordering could
perhaps be ruled out on conceptual grounds: no matter how tyrannical the issuer of a command, he may
not be able to demand that a state of affairs be epistemically necessary (Hacquard 2009: 21)
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Lee takes these data to indicate that epistemic modality can be expressed
more than once in the same proposition, and thus must be able to be licensed in
multiple positions. (Lee 2006: 246)

So once more, in view of the contradictory data presented, it seems controversial
to claim that there is a fixed universal hierarchy between epistemic and non-epistemic
modality. The fact that in some languages some modals are subject to ordering
constraints of this type does not mean that modal interpretation is straightforwardly
correlated with structural height. The claim appears to lack both empirical and

conceptual support.

2.2.4. The subject-scope based account (Lee 2006)

Lee (2006) examines a series of scope properties of modal constructions
involving necessity modal have to and concludes, along the line of Wurmbrand (1999)
and Bobaljik &Wurmbrand (1999) that, regardless the modal interpretation conveyed,
have to is always a raising predicate. However, her analysis differs from Wurmbrand’s
(1999) in that she further argues that that there is a direct correlation between the scope-

position of the subject relative to the modal and the modal interpretation it legitimates.

In particular, Lee defends that, when the modal is interpreted as taking scope
over the subject it is interpreted epistemically; in contrast, when the subject takes scope
over the modal, the modal receives a root interpretation4. Her hypothesis is based on
two main pieces of evidence: (i) the unavailability of epistemic interpretations in
contexts where a wide scope reading of the subjects is forced, such as Wh-questions,

summarized in Section 2.2.4.1., and (ii) the correlation between the type of agreement

44 Lee’s analysis is more complex in the sense that she assumes four potential scope-taking positions
for subjects of modal have: the specifiers of embedded clause VP and TP, the specifier of matrix
TP, and the specifier of matrix CP. These positions are marked with ‘X’ in the following structure
provided by Lee (2006:249):

(vi) [cp X [ mX [Vp have [cpt C/p [Tp X to [Vp X Verb]]]]]
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(singular vs. plural) exhibited by group-denoting subjects with a given modal

interpretation, to be discussed in Section 2.2.4.2.

2.2.4.1. Wh- subjects of epistemic constructions

As mentioned above, Lee argues that modal constructions in which the subject
takes scopes over modal have to exclusively correlate with a root reading. That is to say,
the subjects of epistemically interpreted have to constructions should not be able to take
scope in the matrix clause. If this account is correct, then contexts in which a wide
subject scope is forced, such as subject wh-questions, should be banned in epistemic

construal.

Let us consider the following sentence in (58):

(58) Epistemic reading ruled out in Wh-subject questions:
Who has to be in call tonight? Root/#Epistemic (unless interpreted as an

echo question)

The example in (58) involve modal have to in the context of an interrogative sentence in
which the subject undergoes wh-movement to a position where it takes matrix clause
scope, hence, scoping over have to. As expected, the natural interpretation of this
sentence is a root interpretation in which the speaker is asking who is obliged to be in
call that night. Note that an epistemic interpretation is ruled out, unless the sentence is
interpreted as an echo question, and not a true question.

As argued by Lee, echo readings with epistemic modals are licensed because
echo questions do not involve the same movement constraints as normal wh-questions
do. Following Dayal (1996) (cited in Artstein 2002) she assumes that in echo questions,
wh-expressions do not raise at LF; instead, they are bound in situ by operators in CP.
Thus, Lee takes the obligatory echo question interpretation of subject wh-questions
out of epistemic have to constructions to indicate precisely the inability of the subject

to outscope epistemically interpreted modals.
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(59) Obligatory echo-question reading of epistemic have to construals (Lee 2006: 250)
a. Pam has to be crazy to like that movie.
b. Who has to be crazy to like that movie?

To sum up, Lee takes the construction involving wh-subject questions to
evidence the different scope interaction between modal have to and the subject in root
and epistemic construals. Under the assumption that the unmarked interrogative reading
is licensed when the wh-subject is interpreted in the matrix scope position, while the in-
situ scope reading of the wh-subject correlates with a marked echo question reading,
the obligatory echo-question interpretation of epistemic have-to construals further
supports her hypothesis that epistemic interpretations correlate with a narrow scope

reading of the subject relative to the modal.

2.2.4.2. Agreement patterns of group-denoting nouns

The second empirical argument that the subject of epistemic have to sentences
must take narrow scope with respect to the modal predicate in the epistemic construal

concerns the agreement of group-denoting nouns.

As is well known, group denoting nouns can either trigger plural or singular

agreement in British English.

Sauerland and Elbourne (2002) argue that plural agreement corresponds to a
high position of the subject at LF (in the TP)45,

(60) Agreement of group denoting nouns and subject scope (adapted from Sauerland
and Elbourne 2002)
a. A northern team are likely to be in the final. (3 > likely, *likely > 3)

45 In Sauerland & Elbourne’s (2002) view, British English has two distinct number features: the
standard number feature indicates how many nominal entities are being referred to and the second
feature, dubbed Mereology, signals if the entity being defined has more than one member. In
group denoting nouns like a northern team in (60), the Mereology feature is plural. According to this
authors, in order for the Mereology feature to surface as plural verbal agreement this must be checked by
overt syntactic movement and LF interpretation of the DP in Spec, TP. This accounts for the absence of
a narrrow-scope reading of the indefinite subject in (60).
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b. A northern team is likely to be in the final. (*3 > likely, likely > 3)

Lee observes that when have to constructions involve group-denoting subjects,
as in (61), there is a correlation between the type of agreement exhibited by the verb and
the modal interpretation the sentence can give rise to: singular verbal agreement
correlates with an epistemic modal reading (61a) whereas plural verbal agreement is

associated with a root interpretation (61b).

(61) Agreement of group-denoting nouns in have to modal contexts (Lee 2006: 251)
a. The committee has/*have to have made a decision already. Epistemic

b. The committee have/has to make a decision by this afternoon. Root

Based on Sauerland and Elbourne’s analysis whereby plural mereology
agreement requires that the relevant DP overtly move and be interpreted in Spec, TP
(see fn. 45), Lee argues that the correlation in (61a-b) provides further evidence that in
root construals the subject takes scope over modal have to, whereas in epistemic

construals the subject takes a narrow scope position relative to modal have to.

To sum up, the different scope interaction between the subject and the modal
predicate in wh-subject questions and sentences involving group denoting nouns allows
Lee to derive the different modal readings exhibited by necessity modal have to in a

simple and compositional way.

However, it is unclear whether Lee’s scope-based account of modal

interpretation can be extended to other modals.

On the one hand, it is impossible to test whether other modals that admit
epistemic readings in British English (i.e. must, should, might, may, could, cannot, need
not, etc.) behave like modal have to with respect to the verbal agreement morphology
triggered by group denoting noun subjects, since these other modals do not inflect for

number in British English.46

46 The only other modal that inflects for number in British English is need (to). However, it seems that in
a context parallel to (61), epistemic interpretations of modal need (to) are unavailable regardless of the
number agreement the modal shows up with. When | asked my British informants about the the following
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On the other hand, there is evidence that some epistemic modal construals can
have a non-echo, unmarked interrogative readings in constructions with wh-subjects.

We find an example in the following sentence provided by Brennan (1993):
(62) Who can have left this baby on my doorstep (1993: 24)

These facts lead us to conclude that Lee’s analysis is insufficient to explain the
whole range of modal constructions available, and that more research is necessary in
order to derive the (un-)availability of epistemic readings with modal predicates in the

different syntactic environments in which they can appear.

counterpart examples involving need (to) and the group-denoting subject the committe (i-ii), they reported
that the only available interpretation in all cases is a root interpretation.

(vii) The committee need to have made a decision already. Plural agreement
a. ‘The committee are required to have made a decision.’ Root
b. #‘As far as I know, it needs to be the case that the committee have made a decision.’
(#Epis)
(viii) The committee needs to have made a decision already. Singular agreement
a. ‘The committee is required to have made a decision.’ Root
b. #‘As far as I know, it needs to be the case that the committee has made a decision.’
(#Epis)
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2.3. THE EPISTEMIC/ROOQOT DISTINCTION REVISED

In the literature, it has often been assumed that modals differ with respect to
whether or not the modality they express is directed to the subject. This difference was
first made explicit in Feldman’s (1986) essay in formal deontic logic, in which Feldman

distinguished between ought-to-be and ought-to-do modals:

Sometimes, instead of saying that a certain person ought to do a certain thing, we

may say that a certain state of affairs ought to be, or ought to occur [...]. The ought-

to-do involves a relation between an agent and a state of affairs. The ought-to-be

involves a property of a state of affairs. (Feldman 1986: 179)

From the point of view of the syntax, different authors have tried to capture the
split between ought-to-do/subject directed modality and ought-to-be/non subject-

directed modality compositionally.

One such syntactic account which shares the intuition that modals split into
subject-directed and non subject-directed is Barbiers (1995). More specifically, Barbiers
argues for a four-type classification of modalities in Dutch: directed deontic modality,
non-directed deontic modality, probability modality (which is how he refers to the
epistemic modality) and dispositional modality. The classification is based on two
semantically and syntactically motivated parameters: one of these parameters is polarity
transition, which I will not treat here explicitly (the reader is referred to Babier’s work
for a detailed explanation). The other is subject orientation7. It is precisely subject-

orientation that determines the split between directed and non-directed deontic

47 Concretely, subject orientation is determined by the syntactic relation between an abstract head (D/P°)
— encoding notions like origin, source, possessor, starting point, agent and cause of the event —, the modal
and the subject. Polarity transition is contingent on whether the verbal complement of the modal denotes
a definite or an indefinite event. A definite event gives rise to the probability (i.e. epistemic)
interpretation, whereas an indefinite event gives rise to polarity (i.e. non-epistemic) interpretations. The
interpretation of an event as definite or indefinite depends on the syntactic position of the modal: when
the modal is merged above D the event is interpreted as definite, and when it is merged below it it is
indefinite (how the two interpretations (definite/indefinite) are derived is somewhat intricate, the reader is
referred to Barbier’s (op. cit.) work for a detailed description). Thus, the main syntactic difference
between the four type of modals has to do with their different syntactic position relative to the abstract
head D°/P° and with the syntactic relation established between this head, the modal and the subject of the
construction.
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modalities. Let us briefly explain how exactly each of the types in Barbier’s

classification behaves with respect to the parameter of subject orientation.

For Barbiers, non directed deontic readings are those where the necessity,
obligation or permission conveyed by the modal is not directed towards the subject of
the clause; that is to say, it is not the subject who has an obligation or permission to do
something. By contrast, in directed modality the bearer of the necessity, obligation or
permission conveyed by the modal is always the subject of the clause. The examples in

(63a) vs. (63b) illustrate the two types of deontic readings:

(63) Jan moet schaatseh
John must skate
a. ‘John has the obligation to skate’ directed deontic

b. ‘It is required that John skates’ non-directed deontic

The dispositional reading expresses a force, tendency or capacity internal to a
subject#8. It differs from the directed deontic reading in that the latter has an external

source; this is illustrated in (63c).

(63) Jan moet schaatseh
John must skate

c. ‘John definitely wants to skate' dispositional

Finally, the probability (/epistemic) reading “involves a qualification of the truth
value of the proposition expressed by the sentence, i.e. an estimation of the degree of
probability of a proposition.” (Barbiers 2006: 145), and it is not ascribed to the subject;
hence, it is not subject-oriented. An example of this type of reading would be (63d).

(63) Jan moet schaatseh
John must skate

d. ‘It must be the case that John is skating' probability

48 For moeten 'must', iflilen 'will' and willen 'want', this internal force is a (strong) will or desire. For
hoeven 'need' it is a need felt by the subject. For mogen 'may’ it is sympathy or attraction experienced by
the subject. For kunnen 'can’, it is ability, capacity. (Barbiers 1995: 142)
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Summing up, probability(/epistemic) and non-directed deontic readings are
characterized for being non-subject oriented (adopting Feldman’s terminology, we
could say they correspond to ought-to-be modality). By contrast, dispositional and

directed-deontic readings fall within the subject-oriented (~ought-to-do) group.

Another account concerned with the ought-to-be/ought-to-do distinction is Eide
(2002). Concretely, Eide correlates the ought-to-be vs. ought-to-do distinction with a
thematic difference, along the traditional view pursued in the early Parameters &
Principles literature (Perlmutter 1971; Jackendoff 1972; Huddleston 1976, 1984;
Zubizarreta 1982; Roberts 1985) reviewed in Section 2.2.1. The difference with respect
to these early proposals is that rather than assuming that the split is between epistemic
and root modals, Eide assumes, along the line of Barbiers4®, that the split is between
epistemic and non-directed deontic modals on the one hand, grouped under the ought-
to-be type, and directed-deontic and dynamic/dispositional modals on the other hand,
grouped under ought-to-do modality. Thus, Eide contends that ought-to-be modals are
one-place predicates which do not enter into a thematic relation with the subject;
whereas ought-to-do modals are always two-placed predicates that establish a thematic

relation with the subject of the clause.

Although the one-place vs. two-place relation hence cannot be maintained as a
dichotomy between root modals on one side and epistemic modals on the other,
it is still the case that epistemic modals can never be construed as a relation
between the subject and the embedded proposition, whereas the dispositional
root modals always encode such a relation. Deontic root modals are ambiguous
between two possible readings; one 'ought to do' reading and one 'ought to be'
reading. Hence, our findings suggest that epistemic modals are always one-place
predicates, dispositional root modals are always two-place predicates, whereas
deontic root modals are ambiguous between a one-place predicate and a two-
place predicate construal. (Eide 2002: 21)

For Eide, the thematic relation of Norwegian ought-to-do (dynamic/dispositional
and directed deontic) modals and ought-to-be (epistemic and non-directed deontic)

modals is syntactically encoded by means of theta-role assignment, and correlates with

49 Notice that, in this, Eide’s (2002) account differs from Barbier’s, who arther than to a thematic
difference, ascribes the ough-to be/non-directed vs. ought-to do/directed distinction to modal height and
the interaction between the subject, the modal and the abstract head D°/P°
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a raising vs. control distinction. This is made manifest by the behaviour of the two big

groups of modals in pseudo-cleft modal constructionss9 51,

Thus, whereas epistemic and non-directed deontic modal readings are
unavailable for a modal with a pseudoclefted complement, dynamic and dispositional
modals are perfectly allowed in the same context. Eide argues that this is so because
epistemic and non-directed deontic modals pattern with raising verbs, and raising verbs
are ungrammatical in these constructions. In contrast, directed deontic and

dispositional/dynamic modals pattern like control verbs.

(64) Modal interpretations of pseudo-cleft modal construction in Norwegian (Eide

2002)

a. Det Jon vil, er a kjepe bilen.
it Jon wants, is to buy car-DEF
'‘What John wants, is to buy the car.’ Dispositional/dynamic
#‘What will be the case, is that John buys a car’

b. Det vi ikke trenger, er a kjgpe flere baker.
it we not need, is to buy more books
"‘What we don't need, is to buy more books.' Dispositional/dynamic
#‘What need not be the case, is that we buy more books’

c. Det Marit ma, er a snakke med ham.
it Marit must is to talk to him
'What Marit must (do), is to talk to him.' Directed-deontic
#‘What must be the case, is that John buys a car’

50 Thrainsson & Vikner (1995) were the first to observe that different modals contrast with respect to
their ability to be licensed in pseudo-cleft constructions; the difference between these authors’ and Eide’s
(200) account is that the former assume a traditional two-fold epistemic/root distinction whereas for Eide
the divisién is rather between ought-to-be and ought-to-do modals.

51 In her view, the thematic relation between the modal in pseudocleft sentences must be syntactically
encoded — it cannot be a contextually derived relation, since in this type of construction the non-directed
reading is never available. “An approach that invokes contextually determined “6”-assignment would
have to explain why this is so. In which way are the contextual properties of the pseudocleft able to
prevent the non-directed reading from arising?” (Eide 2002:134).

73



d. Det du skal, er & pusse tennene.
it you shall is to brush teeth-DEF
‘What you will (do), is to brush your teeth.' Directed-deontic
e. Det vi alle bar, er a tenke gode tanker.
it we all should, is to think good thoughts
‘What we all should (do), is to think good thoughts."  Directed-deontic
f. *Det en kvinne ber, er & bli var neste statsminister.
it a woman should, is to be our next prime minister.
(Intended: "What should happen is that a woman Non-directed-deontic
becomes our next prime minister.")
g. *Det apene  ikke ma, erdmatesav besgkende.
it the monkeys not must, is to feed-PASS by visitors
(Intended: 'What must not take place is that Non-directed-deontic

the monkeys are fed by visitors.")

Note that none of the sentences in (64) can convey an epistemic reading; they cannot
have the interpretation ‘What will be (/must be/need not be/should be...) the case, is
that...”; likewise, if the sentences are interpreted deontically (e.g. 64c-g), the permission,
obligation or requirement expressed cannot be interpreted as directed to the subject.
This comes to support Eide’s assumption that, unlike dispositional and directed deontic

modals, epistemic and non-directed deontics are raising verbs.

Like Eide (2002), Asarina and Holt (2005) too draw a distinction between
directed and non-directed deontic modalities based on their different theta-assigning

properties. Their analysis focuses on the Tagalog deontic modal kayangan ‘must’.

In Tagalog, lexical control verbs that assign an external theta-role to the subject
license unmarked case (NG) on the subject. In contrast, raised subjects are marked with
the case assigned by the embedded verb (ANG). Crucially, when kayangan ‘must’
occurs with an unmarked subject (NG), the latter is interpreted as the bearer of the
obligation (hence, the deontic modality is directed to the subject); however, when the
subject of kayangan ‘must’ exhibits the case properties of the uninflected complement
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verb, the deontic modality is interpreted as non-directed to this subject. This is
illustrated in (65a) vs (65b).

(65) Deontic modal kaylangan (Tagalog) (Asarina & Holt 2005: 4-5)

a. Kailangan mawama ang tinapay. Subj. marked ANG by lower verb
must  dissapear ANG bread (Raising)
‘The bread must disappear’.
— Non-directed deontic: inanimate subject allowed.

b. #Kailangan ng tinapay mawala. Subject NG marked by modal
Must NG bread disappear (Control)
#’The bread must make itself disappear.’

— Directed deontic: inanimate subject disallowed.

Notice that the impossibility that inanimate subjects surface as the unmarked controlled
subject of kaylangan in the directed deontic construal in (65b) further supports that
these are in fact control constructions, since, as explained in Section 2.2.1., the subject
of control constructions, unlike those of raising constructions, must meet the selectional

animacy requirement of control predicates.

Summarizing, Eide (2002) and Asarina & Holt (2005) show that in languages
other than English deontic modals split into two classes regarding their thematic and
control properties: non-directed deontic modals, like epistemics, do not assign a theta-
role to the subject (hence, they cannot occur in pseudo-clefts in Norwegian and cannot
case marked the subject in Tagalog); by contrast, directed-deontics modals, like
dynamic/dispositional ones, do assign a theta-role to the subject (they can thus occur in
pseudoclefts in Norwegian52 and assign case to the subject in Tagalog).

All things considered, it can be concluded that the epistemic/root distinction fails

to capture the full range of crosslinguistic data. As it will become clear through the

52 To credit Eide (2002), what she in fact states is that deontic modals optionally assign an external 6-
role. Their external 0-role being optional, they accept non-argument subjects and prohibit pseudo-cleft
constructions in a non-directed (/proposition-scope) reading; by way of contrast, under the directed
deontic reading, Norwegian modal constructions reject non-thematic subjects and in turn admit pseudo-
cleft constructions.
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analysis worked out in Chapter 6, the best classification is one that distinguishes four
types of modality — epistemic, non-directed deontic, directed deontic and
dispositional/dynamic — along the line proposed by Barbiers (1995).53

53 In my analysis, the reasons for adopting a four-type classification will be different than those argued by
Barbiers (1995) and by Eide (2002) and Asarina & Holt (2005). Unlike Barbiers, | will not assume that
the different modalities are derived from the relation of the modal and the subject with an abstract
adpositional head D° or from the position of the modal in the clause structure (cf. footnote 37). Also, I
will not assume that the difference between these modal-types only lies in their theta-assigning properties;
if this was the whole story, then we could just draw a two-fold ought-to-be (or non subject-directed)
/ought-to-do (subject-directed) division of modals. What | will defend, instead, is that the behaviour of
the modal under each of these interpretations in relation to a combination of (thematic, selectional and
scopal) properties leads us to assume the four-type classification adopted here as a natural conceptual
paradigm of modal interpretation (see the concluding section of this chapter and Chapter 6 for more
details)
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2.4. CONCLUSION

In this chapter, we have reviewed the main syntactic accounts that have tried to
derive modal interpretation through a direct syntax-semantics mapping: (i) traditional
control vs. raising account of epistemic and root modals, (ii) alternative non-thematic
approaches in which modal interpretation is derived from structural height and (ii) Lee’s
subject-scope based account of the epistemic/root interpretations of the have to modal. |

have shown that these views face various problems.

Regarding the epistemic vs control account, some scholars have convincingly
shown that (at least not all) root modal constructions pattern like control structures
(Bhatt 1998, Wurmbrand 1999, Bobaljik & Wurmbrand 1999, Lee 2006). Therefore, it
cannot be maintained that there is a no one-to-one correlation between epistemic and

root construals and raising and control structures respectively.

However, neither is the case that modals are unambiguously raising verbs
(contra Wurmbrand 1999); for instance, besides dispositional/dynamic modal, which are
widely assumed to enter into a thematic relation with the subject, it has been attested
that in some languages certain deontic modals also pattern like control verbs (i.e. Eide’s
(2002) analysis of pseudo-cleft modal constructions with deontic modals; and Asarina
& Holt’s (2005) analysis of the case pattern exhibited by deontic modal constructions in
Tagalog).

On the other hand, even if there might be reasons to think that in some languages
different modals may take different positions in the clausal architecture, it is unclear
whether this necessarily correlates with a difference in modal interpretation, as there is
sound evidence that some modals tend to always scope low (i.e. under quantificational
subject, negation, past tense or other modal verbs), even when they receive an epistemic

interpretation.

I will take up again the question concerning the syntax-to-semantics mapping of
modal constructions in Chapter 6, where | provide an analysis of the raising/control
properties of Basque modal constructions involving necessity modal behar ‘need’, and

of the scopal interaction of this modal with quantificational subjects and negation.
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There 1 will conclude that none of the syntactic accounts presented in this chapter is

adequate to explain the set of properties this modal predicate exhibits in Basque.

To start with, the epistemic/root distinction proves too coarse to account for the
syntax-semantics mapping of necessity modal behar. From the point of view of its
semantics, the Basque necessity modal behar can convey the four-type of modal
meanings proposed in Barbiers (1995) for Dutch modal moeten, as illustrated as

follows:

(66) Types of modalities conveyed by the necessity modal behar
a. EPISTEMIC:
Diruak  hor egon behar du, nonbait.
money.SE there be need HAvE.3sE apparently
‘The money must be there, apparently.’
b. NON_DIRECTED DEONTIC:
Biharko diruak nire mahai gainean egon behar du.
Tomorrow-by money.sE table on-the be need Have.3sE
‘It is necessary that the money be on my table by tomorrow.’
c. DIRECTED DEONTIC:
Jonek berandu arte lan egin behar du.
John.sE late until work do need HAVE.3sE
‘John is required to work until late.’
d. DISPOSITIONAL/DYNAMIC:
Non dago komuna? Txiza egin behar dut.
Where is toilet.3sA pee do need HAVE.1SE

‘Where is the toilet? I need to pee.’

Crucially, in addition, these four modalities not only differ in their semantic
interpretation, they also exhibit different syntactic properties. However, as mentioned,
none of the accounts reviewed in this chapter — the thematic account, the subject-scope
based account or the hierarchical account — can straightforwardly derive the four types
of modalities expressed by behar. | will argue that, rather than relying on a single

syntactic factor (i.e. the argument structure, the syntactic position or the scope relation
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of the subject relative to the modal), the syntax-to-semantics mapping of the four types
of modality behar can convey rather relies on a combination of different syntactic
factors (whether the modal enters into a thematic relation with the subject, the subject’s
animacy, the scope interpretation of the subject relative to the modal and the scope of

the modal relative to negation).
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3. On the functional vs. lexical nature of modals:
behar and its crosslinguistic kin
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3.1. INTRODUCTION

In this chapter I will concentrate on the categorial status of the Basque necessity
modal behar, which encompasses the meanings of the English necessity modals
need/have to/must/should, and | am going to discuss whether or not it should be best
analysed as a functional or lexical modal.

The question whether the different modals are functional or lexical items has
been long debated in the literature.

For instance, in early thematic accounts of English modals, these are considered
to be lexical one-place (epistemic) or two-place (root) predicates (Ross 1969,
Jackendoff 1972, among others); however, in later thematic accounts, English modals
(whether epistemic or root) are taken to be auxiliaries (Roberts’s 1985, 1993; Roberts
and Roussou 2003), some of which (i.e. root modals) have the atypical property of
assigning a special type of theta-role to the subject™.

Within the hierarchical view, some early accounts (Picallo 1990) draw a
correlation between the functional vs. lexical status of modals and their interpretation;
more specifically, it is argued that, in Catalan, epistemic modals are auxiliaries
generated under Info whereas root modals are lexical predicates (vP-adjuncts)®. Cinque
(1999 et seq.) (also Butler 2003, 2004; Hacquard 2006), however, assumes that the
different types of modals occupy different positions in a universal hierarchy of
functional heads; that is, in his view, modals are functional categories universally. This
view of modals as uniformly functional categories contrasts with Cardinaletti &

Shlonsky’s (2004) assumption that modals in Italian (i.e. volere ‘want’ or dovere

54 Despite the change from being a lexical verb to becoming an auxiliary, in Roberts’ (2000) (also
Roberts and Roussou’s (2003)) accounts root modals keep the potential to theta-mark their subjects.
These authors follow Zubizarreta (1882) in the assumption that root modals assign a special adjunct-theta
role:

Adjunct 6—roles differ from 'main’ 6—roles [...] in that they are not subject to the 6—criterion. So
adjunct 6—roles can be assigned to some argument already bearing a 6—role. Also adjunct 6—role
assignment is optional. [...] So root modals appear in ungoverned positions in present day
English and assign adjunct 6—roles to the agent argument in the clause in which they appear.
(Roberts 1993: 51).

55 Picallo (1990) also proposes that voler ‘want’ and a few other verbs function both as verb-adjuncts
(secondary predicates) and main verbs (primary predicates).
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‘must’) can be merged either as hierarchically arrayed functional heads (as proposed by
Cinque 1999), or as lexical verbs.

In this chapter, | will first present the reasons that have led some scholars to
consider modals to be auxiliaries or functional heads in different languages. For
instance, in English, as well as in German, modals exhibit morpho-syntactic properties
that set them apart from lexical verbs. In Romance languages like Spanish, Catalan or
Italian, and in German, modals exhibit a series of observable restructuring properties
which align them with functional verbs. Among those observable properties are their
co-occurrence and ordering restrictions, which have figured prominently in the

discussion about the functional/lexial status of modals.

I will show that Basque behar ‘need’ as well as do not behave homogeneously
for the different properties for which modals have been considered functional heads.
This observation can be extended beyond Basque behar to other comparable modal
predicates crosslinguistically. I will argue that all these modals belong to the class of
what | will refer to as need-type predicates. One of the properties shared by these modal
predicates is that they appear to be derived from a homophonous (or morphologically
related) noun ‘need’ (Harves & Kayne 2012). Another thing these modals have in
common is that they all exhibit to a more or lesser extent other morpho-syntactic
properties that make it difficult to determine in an unequivocal way whether they should
be assigned to the class of functional or lexical verbs. The intuition that need-type
modals constitute an atypical case of modal (as compared, for instance, with English
must/may/might/should,...) is shared by different authors who refer to these modals with
labels like semi-auxiliaries, semi-modals, quasi-modals, marginal modals or peripheral
modals (Quirk et al. 1985, Biber et al 1999, van der Auwera & Plungian 1998;
Depraetere and Reed 2006)*°. The innovative aspect of the present work is that it

56 In English, many works draw a distinction between what it is referred to as the class of core or central
modals (e.g. can, could, may, might, shall, should, will, would and must), on the one hand, and the class
of peripheral/marginal/semi-/quasi- modals (e.g. need, dare, ought to, have to, etc.), on the other hand
(Quirk et al. 1985, Biber et al 1999, van der Auwera & Plungian 1998; Krug 2000, Hopper & Traugott
2003, Depraetere and Reed 2006, among others). As will be shown in this chapter, the former class of
modals differs from the latter in that they display a behaviour typical of functional heads (i.e. they exhibit
the typical properties associated to functional heads).
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provides a more thourough crosslinguistic analysis, including properties that have
previously gone unnoticed.

After discussing these morpho-syntactic properties, | will conclude that they can
only be fully captured if we assume that these modals can be merged as either
functional or lexical verbs (as claimed by Cardinaletti & Shlonski 2004, and contra
Cinque 2000, 2006). This view will help us to account in an elegant way for the syntax-
semantics mapping of the modal constructions in which behar can occur.

The chapter is organized as follows: in Section 3.2., | introduce the main
properties that have led scholars to view modals as functional heads. In Section 3.3., |
present the special properties exhibited by predicate behar and other denominal modals
with a comparable meaning which show similar properties in other languages. In
Section 3.4., | introduce the two main approaches in the literature to restructuring and
clause structure and explain how they account for the dual behavior of some modals and
restructuring verbs. In Section 3.5. | argue that need-type modals can be merged as
either functional or lexical heads. Section 3.6. summarises the main conclusions reached

in the discussion.
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3.2. THE MORPHOLOGICAL AND SYNTACTIC PROPERTIES OF
FUNCTIONAL MODALS
In this section | will introduce some of the morphological and syntactic
properties of modals in a number of well studied languages that have led researchers to
conclude that modals are functional heads. As we will see, some of the properties are
specific of a language or a family of languages, however others are considered to hold

universally.

3.2.1. Morphological deficiency

In some leanguages (e.g. Germanic languages) modals have some common

morphological properties that separate them from standard lexical verbs.

English modals have no 3™ person inflection (1a) no tense inflection®” (1b) and
non-finite forms (1c) (Palmer 1990: 100). A modal that illustrates these properties in a

consistent way in English is the modal must.*®

(1) Morphological deficiency
a. She must(*musts) come.
b. *She musted come.

c. *To must, *musting, *musted

This morphological deficiency is also found to a lesser extent among German
modals. German modals, unlike full verbs, do not inflect for 3™ person agreement (i.e.

they lack the — ending), although they exhibit regular verbal morphology otherwise

57 The present-day modal verbs of English come from the cl