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1. Introduction

This paper is concerned with modal markers in complemenisela under certain
matrix predicates. The leading question will be whetherroredal auxiliaries in
complement clauses are interpreted or not and how we camictar the modal
interpretation of simple complement clauses. After givamgoverview over the Ger-
man data, | will discuss two approaches, one by Fabriciusselaand Stechow 1982,
the other by Geurts and Huitink 2006, and show that both denadde the right pre-
dictions for infinitival complements. To show how we can aobeth finite and
infinitival clause, | will draw a comparison between influerpredicates and future-
oriented predicates (cfr. Abusch 2004) and show that trgdéinse as a variable can
well be transferred to mood in the style of Kratzer 1998. Meadables andie re
interpretation mood can account for the whole puzzle undesideration.
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1.1. The puzzle
Consider (1) to (4).

1)

)

3)

(4)

Er zwingtsie dazu, dasssie arbeitet.
He forces her PART that sheworks.

‘He forces her to work.’

Er zwingtsie dazu, dasssie arbeiten muss.
He forces her PART that shework-INF must.
‘He forces her to work.’

Er befiehtihr, dasssie arbeitet.

He orders herthat sheworks.

‘He orders her to work.’

Er befiehlt ihr, dasssie arbeiten soll.

He commandserthat shework-INF ought.
‘He orders her to work.’

The semantic equivalence of (1) vs. (2) and (3) vs. (4) sugdkat the modal verbs
in (2) and (4) do not contribute any additional meaning todbmplement. This is

problematic for the semantic compositionality principldees it mean modal auxil-
iaries are not interpreted in these complement clauses? ilVeee that the picture

is even more puzzling when we consider not only finite compleinslauses but also
infinitival complements. Infinitival clauses can in prinigfhave an overt modal aux-
iliary except for deontisollenwhich is ill-formed in the infinitival complement (but
not in the finite complement cfr. (4)).

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

Er zwingtsie zu arbeiten.
He forces herto work.

‘He forces her to work.’

Er zwingtsie,arbeiten zumiissen.
He forces her work-inf to must-inf.
‘He forces her to work’

Er befiehltinr zu arbeiten.

He orders herto work.

‘He orders her to work.’

*Er befiehltihr, arbeiten zu sollen.
He orders herwork-inf to ought-inf.
‘He orders her to work’

In this paper, | will give an outline of two approaches comeer with ‘superfluous’
modal auxiliaries. | will examine whether they account fog tlata presented for fi-
nite and for infinitival complements. Second, | will comp#ite modal phenomenon
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to a related temporal phenomen in future-oriented preelicalt will then present a
new analysis for influence predicates which makes use oZzKra{1998) zero tenses
andde reinterpretation for some finite complements.

2. Data and approaches
2.1. The semantics of influence predicates

The control predicates | will be concerned with here will ladled ‘influence pred-
icates’. | will caputure their semantics as modal causativ€ause is a semantic
operator in the style of Dowty 1979 which embeddes a proijoosit will argue that
in the case of influence predicates, this target propositsiomodalised. It is thus the
causation of a circumstantial or deontic effect. The ara@rfte predicates involving
both modal forces:

(9) Er zwingtsie dazu,dasssie arbeitenmuss.
Heforces herto-it that shework  must.

‘He forces her to work.’ circumstantial necessity

(10) Er befiehltihr, dasssie arbeiten soll.
Heorders herthat shework-INF ought.

‘He orders her to work.’ deontic necessity

(11) Er erniglichtihr, dasssie arbeiterkann.
Heenables herthat shework can.

‘He enables her to work.’ circumstantial possibility

(12) Er erlaubtihr, dasssie arbeiten darf.
He allows herthat shework-INF may.

‘He allows her to work.’ deontic possibility

This semantic verb class corresponds i. e. toatiier and permit typén Sag 1991,
where one participant is being influenced to perform a aersation. It includes
predicates likgpersuade, bid, command, impel, induce, influence, predsidfand
permit

2.2. Finite complement clauses

In the preferred reading, all complement clauses underenfle predicates are in-
terpreted modally. The question is where the modality coimes and why absence
and presence of the modal lead to the same interpretatidre afdmplement clause.
At first sight, there are two ways to argue. The first one is smae a covert modal
in all cases. Either there is one already, then we do not tiresért one, or there
is no overt modal auxiliary, then we will have to add one at L&ill exemplify
this idea by an approach by Fabricius-Hansen and Stecho@ dB&h deals with
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subject clauses which have to be interpreted modally. |gii# an outline of their
approach in section 2.2.1. and refer to inagdal transmission approach

The second intuition people have about the puzzle is to denglie overt modals
an agreement element. | will present tim@dal concordapproach of Geurts and
Huitink 2006. The modal auxiliary is seen as a mere reflex efrttodality in the
clause. An outline will be given in section 2.2.2.

2.2.1. Transmitted modals

According to Fabricius-Hansen and Stechow 1982, a modal vas to be inserted
when not present in order to assure interpretability in thiefing examples. They
argue that (13) and (14) are semantic equivalents.

(13) DassdeProfessor wird, ist eineMoglichkeit.
That Edea professobecomesis a  possibility.

(14) DassEdeProfessor werden kdnnte,ist eineMoglichkeit.
That Edea professobecome-INFcould, is a  possibility.

As a consequence, the interpretation of (14) shouldt iEpossible that it is possible
that Ede becomes a professowhich is not the case. One of the modal markers must
not be interpreted — but which of them is redundant? The rahjair in (15) and
(16) can clarify this.

(15) DassdeProfessor werden kdnnte,ist eineerfreulicheMdglichkeit.
That Edea professobecome-INFcould, is a  pleasing possibility.

(16) DassdeProfessor werden konnte,ist erfreulich.
That Edea professobecome-INFcould, is pleasing.

Again, both clauses are semantically equivalent. As tren®imodal marker in the
matrix clause in (16), it must be the modality marker in thenptement which is
relevant. Fabricius-Hansen and Stechow 1982 concludé¢htatomplement clause
has to be interpreted modally in all similar cases. When tieen® overt modal it
has to be ‘transmitted’ (p. 189) from the matrix clause ifite tomplement for a
correct interpretation.

Applying thismodal transmission approa¢h modal verbs in complement under
influence predicates, we would have to insert a modal verlvémyecomplement
clause which does not contain an overt modal. Complementiseoform in (17)
would be interpreted as (18).

(17) Peterernmbglicht Pauladasssie gewinnt.
Peterenables Pauladassshewins.

(18) Peterrmdglicht Pauladasssie gewinnerkann.
Peterenables Paulathat shewin can.

‘Peter enables Paula to win.’
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For finite complements, this seems to work fine. We will seer|titat this approach
leads to difficulties with infinitival complements.

2.2.2. Modal concord

Geurts and Huitink 2006 suggested that apart from negatimeard we can assume
modal concord as well. Their example involves modal conadrddverbials and
auxiliaries as in (19). A cumulative meaning as in (20) dagisseem to be intended,
so the doubling in (19) must be a concord effect.

(19) You may possibly have read my little monograph upon thgext.

(20) Itis possible that it is possible that you have read il lmonograph upon
the subject.

Applying this idea to complement clauses this means thatahglement clause
itself is modally marked and that the modal merely indicatesdal agreement.
When interpreting the sentence, the modal has to be ignoreglibe modality is
present covertly and independently of the modal. Considgf1) and (22), it could
be triggered by the matrix predicate with regard to modagtgp well as quantifica-
tional force.

(21) Er ernmiglichtihr, dasssie arbeiten kann.
Heenables herthat shework-INF can.

(22) Er befiehltihr, dasssie arbeiten soll.
He orders herthat shework-INF should.

Considering only finite complement clauses, both positaresequally well. The
complement clause is to be interpreted modally and it doésnadter in this case
whether we transmit modality via a covert modal or assumerigiit modality be-
cause of the presence of an agreeing element.

2.3. Infinitival complement clauses

Let us turn to infinitive complements. Both examples in (28) §24) are seman-
tically equivalentt Under the modal transition view, the modal in (24) has to be
interpreted. Under the modal concord view, it mastbe interpreted.

(23) Er zwingtsie zuarbeiten.
He forces herto work.

(24) Er zwingtsie,arbeiten zumissen.
Heforces herwork-INF to must.

Let us have a look at infinitival complement clauses embednhetr a deontic
predicate:

IThere is a reading in which the modal is interpreted. But itiglro imagine a necessity to work which
follows from a different forcing source than the matrix pide (for a short discussion see 3.3.).
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(25) Er befiehlt ihr zuarbeiten.
He commandserto work.

(26) *Erbefiehlt ihr arbeiten zusollen.
He commandderwork-INF to should.

(26) shows that the mod# interpreted, leading to ungrammaticality. If consider-
ing modal auxiliaries as modal concord markers, (26) shbalgrammatical analo-
gously to (24). Recall that in the finite complement in (22) treontic auxiliary is
grammatical. First of all, why might (26) not well-formedagd&ieda 1970 shows
that iteration of modality is not allowed in the casesoilenwhile it is possible —
even though redundant — for other modality types (cf. (271) @8))?

(27) *Ersoll  arbeitensollen.
He shouldwork-inf should-inf.

(28) Er mussarbeiten missen.
He mustwork-inf must-inf.

The modal transition approach runs into trouble here. Whylshio be the case
that we must not insert the modal into infinitival clauses?foBe moving to the
structural difference between infinite and finite completreéauses, let us see how
the data can be explained in the modal concord approach.

The ungrammaticality of (26) is a strong argument againstrntivdal concord
approach. Modal concord elements should not be restriotedrtain contexts, and
deontic modality normally allows concord elements (seargtas in Geurts and
Huitink 2006). Janneke Huitink (p.c.) pointed out to me thassibly we could
assume that infinitivasollendoes not have the same meaning as fisidlken The
modality triggered byoefehlermight have the same meaning as in firstdlenbut
differ from the meaning of infinitivakollen She taught me that infinitival modals
rarely participate in modal concord. Still, (27) shows ttiedre are infinitival com-
plements which allow to stick to the source of obligation.

(29) Peteglaubt, arbeitenzusollen.
Peterbelieveswork-inf to ought-inf.

‘Peter believes that he is obliged to work.

Anyway, what is important for this issue is the fact thatatén of deonticsollenis
disallowed and leads to ungrammaticality. It shows thahfimitival complements

2 A formal approach for explaining why deonsollencannot be iterated might be possible in regard of
Fintel and latridou 2008. | will not go into this here.

4J. Huitink’s idea is that this is due to the fact tisailenneeds a connection to who is the source for
this obligation and only finitesollencan fulfill this. As there are counter examples like (29), Ilwwibt
rest on this argument. Still, in tendency | share this indaitalthough | have no idea how to deduce this
structurally.
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like (26) which | repeat in (30), there is an underlying déontodality which cor-
responds tsollen This is not the case in finite complements like (22) repeated
(31).

(30) *Erbefiehlt ihr arbeitenzusollen.
He commandserwork-inf to should-inf.

(31) Er befiehltihr, dasssie arbeitensoll.
He orders herthat shework-inf should-inf.

3. Proposal

In my proposal, | will argue that the crucial difference beem infinite and finite
clauses is the fact that infinitives lack mood just as thely tanse. Generallygollen
should not be allowed in complement clauses uridehlenbut it is possible be-
cause finite complements allow an interpretatitenre where the modalised mood
is moved out of the scope tlefehlen This is why finite clauses can contain overt
modals without redundancy or ill-formedness.

To do this, | will rely on the treatment of tense in Kratzer 89%he analyses
tense as variables analogous to pronouns. As there aremgéérand bound pro-
nouns, there is indexical and zero time. The latter are fekgss variables which
get their features at PF from their antecedent. | will asstimecontrol predicates
serve as binders for person, tense and world variables §tchow 2001). The
complements of influence predicates just like the compleésnefattitudes are ana-
lysed as properties of tense and mood (and person which igniire here). Before
I move on to ‘modal embedding’, | would like to present a sanjpuzzle concerning
tense. Analogously to the modally shifted reading of the gie@ment clause under
influence predicates, there are predicates which invohesrgorally shifted inter-
pretation of the complement. They have been investigateAldmsch 2004 and |
will present her approach and the critisism of Katz 2001 teefassing on to mood.

3.1. Embedded future

Abusch 2004 adresses non-tensed complements having a foterpretation. They
are embedded under so called F-verbs. Their interpretaiirture-oriented (32),
while present-oriented ‘B-verbs’ have a simultaneousrprigation (33).

(32) Paula expects to meet Paul.
(33) Paul believes to meet Paula.
Under the assumption that infinitive complements themsehave a present inter-

pretation, it must be the semantics of the predicate whiehifips the temporal inter-
pretation of the complement. To account for the differenesvieen future-oriented
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and present-oriented verbs, she proposes that the forreeifysp futurate interpre-
tation of the complementExpect in her account, can be paraphrasedeleve +
will.

Katz 2001 points to the fact that this lexical-future anays unsatisfying when
we take finite complements under future-oriented predéciati® account as well.

(34) *Paula expects that she meets Paul.
(35) Paula expects that she will meet Paul.

(34) is ungrammatical (at least for most speakers), the temmmt has to be futu-
rate as in (35). If we assume the same lexical semantics asdueitth infinitival
complements, (34) should be well-formed because the figtudentation would
be specified already sufficiently by the lexical semanticthefpredicate. For (35),
we would expect that the futurate orientation would be dptiwice, once by the
lexical semantics and once by the complement. It is ungaigfto have different
temporal requirements for finite and infinitival complengent

Katz 2001 solves this problem by type-shifting the completa@nder futurate-
oriented verbs. Infinitival complements are in principladeless. With predicates
like expect the infinitival complement takes over the futurate oriéintaspecified
by the lexical semantics of the matrix predicate.

(36) [expecl(w,t,z, P) = 1iff V(w',t') € Dox(w,t,z) 3t [t* >t & PWt",t) = 1])
[=Katz 2001, (42)]

The crucial point is that complements eéfpecthave to be abtracted over both per-
spective time (equivalent to evaluation timeg)d event time. Withbelieve only the
perspective time has to be abstracted over. Attitudesbidtievedo not specify any
temporal relation for their complement. With an infinitv@amplement, the event
time will be the subjective present of the attitude holdee # (39) how Katz works
out the truth conditions foexpectwith infinitival complement:
(37) Fritz expects Arnim to laugh. [=Katz 2001, (48)]
(38) Fritzy PRES expect\ 2 [Arnim to laugh] [=(49)]
(39) W(w.t') € Dox(wy,tp,Fritz) 3t" [t" > t' & laugh(w’,t",Arnim) = 1]) [= (50)]
In an tensed complement, we have to abstract twice in ordgelmd the right type.

(40) Fritz expect that Arnim will laugh. [=Katz 2001, (43a)]

(41) Fritzy PRES expecth 1 A 2 [Arnim; FUTR, laugh] [=(44)]

(42) V{w.t') € Dox(wp,tg,Fritz) 3t" [t" > t' & laugh(w',t",Arnim) = 1]) [=(45)]
The lexical semantics @xpectpecifies existential binding of t”. The temporal rela-

tion between event time and perspective time is specifietidyense as well. Since
there is no contradiction that would arise with a preserggen the complement, the



Binding mood by influence predicates

truth conditions come out well.

Let us have a look on the German counterparts of future-mtiepredicates and
see whether we can find a solution which accounts for the Gedata and which
is tranferable to mood in influence predicates. One diffeeeio English is that in
German, we can have either present tense complements ¥ fahise complements
under future-oriented predicates. (Note that there is fnitine of werdenin Ger-
man.)

(43) Petererwartetdasser morgen gewinnt.
Peterexpects that hetomorrowwins.

(44) Petererwartetdasser morgen gewinnerwird.
Peterexpects that hetomorrowwin will.

(45) Petererwartetmorgen zugewinnen.
Peterexpectstomorrowto win.

‘Peter expects to win tomorrow.’

(46) 7?7 Peteerwartetgewinnenzuwerden.
Peterexpects win-INF to will.

The surface difference between English and German lieifeitt that German
erwartencan take a present tense complement. Among the differestipesna-
lyses for this | would like to propose two. First, one might@se that there is a
covert future tense in (43). The analysis would then be edgit to the one for (44).
This claim is reasonable as unembedded present tense aaa havrate reading in
German as well:

(47) Petefahrtmorgen in denUrlaub.
Petergoestomorrowin the holiday.

‘Peter will go on holiday tomorrow.’

Still, 1 would like to propose a second possible analysig.ussassume that there are
tenselesslassclauses in German. Their tense ought to remain un-intergrenly
when they carry an unmarked, ‘default’ tense, namely ptasaise which serves as
a zero tense form in German. Their interpretation would twemquivalent to the
one of tenseless infinitival clauses in (39). Both analysescovert future and the
zero tense approach might account for the facts. | wouldtbkargue thaexpectis

a binder for tense (selects for properties of tenses) araifigsea futurate interpreta-
tion for the bound tense. In infinitival complements, thereéro tense in the sense
of Kratzer 1998 as infinitives lack tense. Overt future motpby in infinitival com-
plements as in (46) will lead to a double future which in tliseis redundant. Finite
complements do not have the right type because they carsg tepresent tense can
either be interpreted as zero tense or as covert futurenpakie same semantics as
futurate complements).
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If we interpreted tense ate rein this case then it would not be specified once
again as futurate because it is not in the scope of the teripioder. It binds zero
tense if necessary. My proposal does not differ from KatzZlgsis in the basic in-
tuitions that the matrix predicate specifies the tempofaticns and that the future
tense is interpreted and contributes a temporal relatiomedls In my approach,
though, concerned with German data, we have to allow zegetemfinite comple-
ments. Among other differences, there is one | would like #ntion. In Katz’s
analysis, the temporal relation specified by the matrix ijoegd holds between the
local now (evalation time) and the event time. | do not thimis is right for German.

(48) Peterrwartetegestern, dasser morgen gewinnenwird.
Peterexpectedyesterdaythat hetomorrowwin will.

‘Peter expected yesterday that he would win tomorrow.’

The question is whether (48) is well-formed: can the evenetof the complement
clause only be following the utterance time or can it be feilg the local now as
well? | tend to say that it has the former reading only. Thisangethat it is not
interpreted with respect to the local now but indexical.

The same argument holds for German present-under-pastfutitre-oriented
predicates. Considering tlie sereading in which the time of the winning follows
the expecting time, we can see that German differs from Ength this respect. In
the German sentence, there is no past feature in the compigiimes no past feature
transmission into the bound variable. The only analysisltbink of s a zero tense.

(49) Peterrwartetegestern, dasser gewinnt.
Peterexpectedyesterdayhat hewins.

‘Peter expected yesterday that would win.’
Things lie differently in cases like (50), of course:

(50) Peterrwartetegestern, dasser morgen/heute krankseinwirde.
Peterexpectedyesterdaythat hetomorrow/todaysick be would.

‘Peter expected yesterday the he would be sick tomorroaytbd

Here the past tense is anaphoric to the matrix tense, tebsei and the temporal
relation hold between the local now and the event time. Ehi®t an indexical tense
here.

I will not go into this in detail because my concern is not temgh semantics
here. In this section, | have presented an analysis of fudtiemted predicates and
tensed and tenseless complements. Predicategiiectselect for properties of
times which are bound and interpreted as futurate. Unteocsagblements do not
contribute a temporal specification and therefore are pné¢ed futurate. In Ger-
man, the analysis alassclauses either is interpretel® seor de re Present tense
complements might correspond to tenseless complements whessume a zero
tense for some present tense clauses.
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3.2. Embedded modality

The pattern we faced in the case of future-embedding prediéasimilar to the one
we found with modal auxiliaries in complement clauses unltwence predicates.
Future-oriented predicates:

(51) Peterrwartetdasser gewinnt/gewinnenvird.
Peterexpects that hewins/win will.

(52) Peterrwartetzu gewinnen/*gewinnerzuwerden.
Peterexpectsto win/win to will.

Influence predicates:

(53) Petebefiehlt Pauladasssie gewinnt/gewinnersoll.
Petercommandd$aula that shewins/win ought.

(54) Petebefiehlt Paulazugewinnen/*gewinneu sollen.
Petercommandg$aulato win/win to ought.

| propose that there is a phenomenon which | call ‘necegsisgibility-orientation’

of influence predicates. The claim is that influence prediapecify the modal ori-
entation of their complement. The rest is all along the liofesy temporal analysis.
The analogy between pronouns and tense on the one hand amtblamdbe other
hand has been noticed and implemented before (cfr. Stong, Ei8chow 2001,
Speas 2004 and Schlenker 2006).

Influence predicates are analysed as causatives. Thajprietation includes an
intensional factor CAUSE (cfr. Dowty 1979). The effect stita proposition. Influ-
ence predicates, of course, are no causatives in the @dassitse. | assume that they
specify the modal space of the effect state just like futuiented predicates speci-
fied the temporal relation between the evaluation time aa@tent time. The lexical
semantics of an influence predicate involves an operatarhwatiifts the modal do-
main. For instance, this has to be a deontic domaineifehlen | ignore temporal
and aspectual issues here.

(55) PetebefiehltPaulazugewinnen.
Peterorders Paulato win.

(56) Peter causesn [YW (W € Hgeon (W,Paula)— (Paula wins in w’)]

The semantics of the influence predicate consists of twepé&itst, the causation
which has a proposition as its effect state. This propasisdtself a complex con-
sisting of a modal with an appropriate modal base and an edaldedroposition

which covers the intension of the complement clause. The igléhat all influence

predicates follow either pattern (a) or (b), depending @nrttodal force determined
by the matrix.

(@) Ax Ap [x cause\w [YW' (W' € H geop /cire (W) — P(W)]]
(b) AX AP [X cause\w [VW’ (W, € Hdeon/circ(w) A p(W’)]
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3.3. Infinitives and dass-clauses again

Let us look at infinitival complements first. | assume thaglagous to tense, infini-
tives lack mood (I will concentrate on mood here althouglséeis a matter here as
well). Consequently, they are propositions (not truth gajuand have the right type
to be complement of an influence predicate:

(57) PetebefiehltPaulaeinzukaufen.
Peterorders Paulato-go-shopping.

(58) Peter causgw [YW' (W' € Hye,,, (W) — Paula goes shopping in w']

I will adopt the idea of Kratzer 1998 here that there is zenséeand extend it to zero
mood (cfr. Fabricius-Hansen and Sae bg 2004). Zero tenseaisadbhe which has to
be bound because it does not have an indexical meaning onrits o

For infinitival complements within modal auxiliary, recalat deonticsollen
leads to ungrammaticality. In (59), we can see why.

(59) *PeterbefiehltPaulaeinkaufen zusollen.
Peter orders Paula go-shoppingo ought.

(60) Peter causgw [YW' (W' € Hgeorn (W) — YW (W” € Hyeo (W) — Paula goes
shopping in w”)]

We have to iterate the modsbllen As | have argued above, this generally leads to
ungrammaticality. The infinitival complement itself is granatical as its mood has
to be bound.

If we take finiteness seriously, finite complements do havedrfeatures, i. e.
indicative mood. In order to have the right type, we have s&tralot over mood and
bind it. 1 assume that it is the matrix predicate that bindsrttood variable in finite
complements, analogously to binding of world and tenseatéas under attitudes.

(61) Petebefiehlt Pauladasssie einkauft.
Petercommandd$aula that shegoes-shopping.

‘Peter commands Paula to go shopping.’
Note that finite zero mood is fine under counterfactive mooaels

(62) PetewlrdePauladazuzwingen,dasssie einkauft.
Peterwould Paulato-it force  that shegoes-shopping.

‘Peter would force Paula to go shopping.’s

What about finite complements within modal auxiliary? If wewsed an analy-
sis corresponding to finite complements without modal @aryil the same problem
we had with modalised infinitival complements should arisewe interpret the
modal auxiliary in the complement, it should lead to disa#d iteration in combi-
nation with the modal specification in the lexical semantitthe control predicate.



Binding mood by influence predicates

To avoid this, | would like to propose that finite complemeaotfer a second pos-
sibility which is interpretatiorde re along the lines of temporale rein Abusch
1997, Kratzer 1998 and Ogihara 1989. In Abusch’s analysisain tenses are inter-
pretedde re i. e. parallel to tenses in extensional contexts. This b&a®tthe case in
present-under-past sentences in English because the éatbpesent tense has no
present tense antecedent und thus must be interpdetesl Though Kratzer 1998
follows Ogihara in interpretingle rewith respect to eventualities, | will leave it at
tenses and transfer this to mood. As we interpret the inglecatood in sentences
like (63), mood is not bound but is interpreted re

(63) PeterzwingtPauladazu,dasssie einkaufen muss.
Peterforces Paulato-it that shego-shoppingnust.

‘Peter forces Paula to go shopping.’

The indexical and modalised mood is then coindexed with theimmood. A coun-
terfactive counterpart with anaphoric mood is possible el w

(64) PetewlrdePauladazuzwingen,dasssie einkaufen miisste.
Peterwould Paulato-it force, that shego-shoppingvould-must.

‘Peter would force Paula to go shopping.’

De reexpressions can be given paraphrases. Temperedin attitude contexts can
be paraphrased as illustrated in (65).

(65) Asfort, Peter believes that Paula is sick at t'.

What would be an adequate paraphrasedforemood in influence predicates? In-
fluence predicates include the intensional operator cause.

(66) As for her obligations, Peter causes that it is that sles ghopping.

This certainly is not simple mood selection but a more compiedal requirement.
The basic intuition is captured: the influence predicatesgjus the modal domain
where the embedded proposition is interpreted. But we cpreex mood indepen-
dently and ‘emulate’ the modal domaie re The reason why thée reinterpretation
is possible only for finite complements is that infinitiveskanood and thus cannot
have an indexical reading but always have to be bound by thexpaedicate. The
main difference between English and German in this resgatisit German allows
zero mood (and tense) without any morphological reflexesedims as if German
zero mood and tense ‘came into life’ (cfr. Kratzer 1998) a® ferms while English
allows abstraction over tense and mood while the featueprasent at PF.

The question is how do we know that the obligations in (66)thecone Peter
causes? That is, are there only anaphddaereadings or can they have different
indexes as well? There might de rereadings with a different source of obligation.
Imagine Peter forces Paula to ride a rollercoaster wheréssioeced to put on her
seat belt. The reading with different modal bases for néyassot the salient one
but possible in (67):



Jennifer Rau

(67) PeterzwingtPauladazu,dasssie sich anschnallen  muss.
Peterforces Paulato-it that sheREFL put-on-seat-beldhust.

De reinterpretation of mood variables offers the same rangetefimetation asle
re tense does.

4. Conclusion

Let us have a look at the starting point. We examined two agaires capturing the
basic ideas about modal auxiliaries in complement clauségdded under influence
predicates. In the modal transmission approach, we havestaree a covert modal
in every complement clause if there is no overt modal auxilidn this approach,
we had difficulting when facing infinitival complement witlvert deonticsollen It

is not possible to make the covert modal overt. In my propasabd is bound by
the matrix. The lexical semantics of the control predicatsuees that the embedded
proposition is interpreted modally. Wigvllenin infinitival complements, this leads
to iterated modality which is redundant with circumstantiadality but is ill-formed
with deonticsollen | do not assume a covert modal in the complement but the
modality has is origin in the lexical semantics of the cohpredicate.

The second approach was a modal concord approach. Modéhaesiin com-
plements were analysed as an agreement phenomenon. DdBclise again with
infinitival complements with overt deontsollen We have to stipulate that it is not
possible to have agreement in infinitival complements iresasf deontic obliga-
tional modality. The difference between infinitival and fencomplements can be
explained in my approach by the absence and presence oficatlexood. With
indexical mood, which is present only in non-zero finite skesj the complement
clause is interpretede re

| have presented a proposal which accounts for whole rangeeadata without
stipulations and within ideas from the treatment of tensasiiy on Kratzer 1998,
| assumed that there is zero tense and mood. Infinitival meadinays zero mood
and has to be bound. In finite complements, mood can be ietegpindexically
or bound. | have shown that finite complements thus hade & reading which
is not possible in infinitival complements. The differenagvieen infinitival and
finite complements follows from the absence of mood in alhitifial complements
and does not have to be stipulated. Mooddanre complements is not bound by
the control predicate. Therefore, the complement ‘bypsithe modal operator and
modality is not iterated e recomplements.

It is not the case that some modal auxiliaries are intergretgle some are not.
In my proposal, all modal auxiliaries are interpreted whesspnt. The crucial point
is that mood is not always interpreted. Infinitival complenselack mood. In fi-
nite complements, we getde rereading and the modality which is contributed by
the lexical semantics of the control predicate with zero choamplements is ‘emu-
lated’ in thede reexpression when mood is interpreted. In fimtesecomplements,
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mood is not interpreted which allows an interpretation agaus to infinitival com-
plements.
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