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Mood and Gradability:
An Investigation of the Subjunctive Mood in Spanish

Abstract

In Spanish (and other Romance languages) certathqgattes select the subjunctive mood in
the embedded clause, while others select the itnécanood. In this paper, | present a new analysis
for the predicates that select the subjunctive mimo8panish that is based on a semantics of
comparison. The main generalization proposed Isetesifollowing: in Spanish, a predicate selects
the subjunctive mood in its embedded propositiahef proposition is compared to its contextual
alternatives on a scale introduced by the predidatehis proposal, predicates that select the
subjunctive mood are thus analyzed as gradabldacated. Furthermore, the subjunctive mood
morpheme is claimed to make a semantic contributiamely to evaluate the contextual alternatives
that are compared by the predicate. In compariisgtioposal to other approaches, | show that it can
more straightforwardly account for a number of nies of these predicates (entailment relations,
practical inferences, and contexts with more thanalternatives). New empirical evidence for two
crucial properties of the predicates that selexstibjunctive mood is provided: these predicates ar
focus sensitive and they are gradable, two pragzettiat follow directly from the proposal developed
here. In the vast literature on mood, the link lestwthe appearance of the subjunctive mood and
these important properties has never been madesbefo



1. Introduction

In Spanish (and other Romance languages) certathgates select the subjunctive mood in
the embedded clause, while others select the itncaood. In this paper, | develop a new analysis
for the predicates that select the subjunctive miao8panish. Starting out with Hew#s (1992)
semantics for propositional attitude predicateleMelop an analysis that is based on a semantics of
comparison. The main generalization proposed Isetesifollowing: in Spanish, a predicate selects
the subjunctive mood in its embedded propositiadhef proposition is compared to its contextual
alternatives on a scale introduced by the predidatehis proposal, predicates that select the
subjunctive mood are thus analyzed as gradablecated.

The following important question will also be adgked: what role does the subjunctive mood
play in the semantic composition of the sentende®ifvestigation of what the subjunctive mood
contributes to the meaning composition providassha $tep towards a better understanding of why
subjunctive verb forms require special semantengng conditions and why they are obligatory in
certain contexts. | will argue that the licensingditions of subjunctive clauses can be explained i
system in which, next to the ordinary semantic @alwe also compute an alternative semantic value
of the sentence (cf. Rooth 1985). The view thats#r@antic component consists of two semantic
values rather than just the ordinary semantic vaageproven to be very fruitful in various areas. |
Rooth (1985) it was introduced to account for fgglilsnomena and focus sensitive operators such as
only, but later also employed by Kritka (1995) for fie@ensing of negative polarity items. Most
recently, Beck (2006, to appear) argues that ikis ¢an successfully be adopted for the analysas of
whole range of constructions and linguistic phenaanéshow here that this view is also fruitful for
an explanation of the licensing conditions of thbjsnctive mood.

Mood selection in Romance is of course too compieke treated here in an exhaustive
manner. This paper concentrates uniquely on thaiSpaata and is limited to a discussion of the
characteristics of the predicates that select tiguactive mood. There are other semantic and
pragmatic factors that may influence mood seledtidBpanish (such as negation, interrogatives or
conditionals) but these will not be discussed here.

The subjunctive mood in Romance languages havegteonsiderable attention in traditional
as well as in recent theoretical linguistic litewrat The subjunctive mood has been related tometio
such as Irrealis (Givon 1994), Non-assertion (By#r 1968, Terrell & Hooper 1974, Panzeri 2002,



2003, Schlenker 2005), Strong Intensionality (Fark885, 1992), Non-Veridicality (Giannakidou
1997, 1998, 1999), Model Shift (Quer 1998), Modaldiorgi & Pianesi 1997, Portner 1992,1997),
and many more. Most of these proposals have ctnatethon characterizing the common properties
of the contexts that trigger the subjunctive maatier than spelling out an explicit semanticstier t
predicates that select the subjunctive mood. Famams of space, | will not go into the detaildhee
approaches herel will limit myself to comparing my proposal thdse approaches that present an
explicit proposal for the semantics of these pragis, such as Heim (1992), von Fintel (1999) and
Giorgi and Pianesi (1997). In particular, GiorgdaRiannesi (1997) propose that the licensing
contexts for subjunctive mood can be charactenzeld Kratzers semantics for modality (cf.
Kratzer 1977, 1981, 1999). | will argue that anrapgh which uses such a semantics for these
predicates cannot account for a number of impontmaperties (entailment relations, practical
inferences, and contexts with more than two alteres). To the contrary, the proposal developed
here accommodates these properties in a straigtafdrway.

Finally, in this paper, new empirical evidencetieo crucial properties of the predicates that
select the subjunctive mood will be discussed:dalpesdicates are focus sensitive (cf. Dretske 1972)
and they are gradable. These two properties falliogctly from the proposal developed here. In the
vast literature on mood, the link between the apgreze of the subjunctive mood and these important
properties has never been made before.

The structure of this paper is as follows. In s@t2, the relevant data are presented. In
section 3, Heims(1992) semantics for desire predicates and ematttive predicates is presented.
In section 4, a new semantics for these predicaitisveloped based on the comparison of contextual
alternatives. In section 5, the proposal is extdridall predicate classes that select the subjenct
mood in Spanish. In section 6, this proposal lmgared to previous proposals for the semantics of
these predicates (Giorgi and Pianesi1l997, von E®®8). In section 7, | investigate the focus
sensitivity of these predicates (cf. Dretske 19925) and make a proposal for the semantic
contribution of the subjunctive mood morpheme. lymin section 8, | present empirical evidence for
the gradable nature of these predicates and nefyn@nalysis: predicates that select the subjunctive
mood are analyzed as having an extra degree argumen

Errort Main Document Only. g0 poriner (1999, 2003), as well as Villalta (3G66an extensive discussion of
traditional and recent approaches to the semautticeod.



2. Thedistribution of subjunctive mood in Spanish complement clauses

In Spanish, one important factor that determinestiar the verb of an embedded clause is in
the indicative or the subjunctive mood is the nxgpriedicate. The indicative mood is selected by
epistemic predicates (e.gsaber >know=, pensar>think=, creer >believe=), predicates of
communication (e.gdecir>say=, anunciar>announce ), predicates of certainty (e.gstar seguro
>be sure, estar convencido>be convinced), commissives (e.gprometer>promise=), fiction
verbs (e.g.sofiar>dreans), predicates of mental judgement (eadivinar >guess, comprender
>understand) and predicates of perception (exgtar>notice=, ver>sees, escucharhear). A few
examples are presented in (1) through (4).

(1) Victoria cree que hara buen tiempo. TO BELIEVE
Victoria believes thatrRO makeFuT.IND.3SG good weather.
>Victoria believes that the weather will be good.

(2) Sofia sabe que se ha planaadpicnic. TO KNOW
Sofia knows thatSe havePAST.IND.3sG planned a picnic.
>Sofia knows that a picnic has been planeed .

(3) Marcela dice que quiere venir.  TO SAY
Marcela says th&RrRowantPRESIND.3SG come.
>Marcela says that she wants to come.

4) Sofiaha prometido que traera etngos TO PROMISE
Sofia has promised theko bringFuUT.IND.3sG the dessert.
>Sofia has promised that she will bring the dessert.

The subjunctive mood is selected by desire pregcée.g.,querer >want=, preferir
>prefer, temer>fear=), emotive factive predicates (e lgmentarse-regret, alegrarse>be glad,
sorprenderse>be surprised), modals (e.g.es possible>it is possible, es necesaric>es
necesarig), predicates expressing doubt (edydar>doubt), directives (e.g.ordenar>order,



aconsejar-advises, suggerir>suggest) and causatives (e.pacer>make=, conseguirachieve).
A few examples are presented below.

(5) Victoria quiere que Marcela venga al icnp. TO WANT
Victoria wants that Marcela conrESSUBI13SG to-the picnic.
>Victoria wants Marcela to come to the picric.

(6) Sofiaduda que Rafael pueda venir. TO DOUBT
Sofia doubts that Rafael ceRESSUBJI3SG come.
>Sofia doubts that Rafael can come.

(7) Marcela se alegra de que la hayan nvitado. TO BE GLAD
Marcelaseglad of thatro her haverAST.SUBA3PL invited.
>Marcela is glad that they have invited ker.

(8) Victoria sugiere que salgan temprano. TO SUGGEST
Victoria suggests th&RoleavePRESSUBJI3PL early.
>Victoria suggests that they leave early.

It can be noted that, in both categories, we fimttife as well as non-factive predicates.
Sentences that contain factive predicates hayadsepposition that the proposition expresseddy th
complement clause is true, contrary to sentencésnen-factive predicates. Among the predicates
that select the indicative mood, we find factivegicates such asaber(>know=), acordarse
(>remember) andolvidarse(>forget), as well as non-factives suchaser(>believe=), prometer
(>promise=), decir(>say=) andsofar(>drean¥). Among the predicates that select the subjunctive
mood, all emotive factive predicates and causaireelicates are factive.

A number of predicates allow both the indicativad ahe subjunctive mood in their
complement clause. Crucially, however, mood alt&onahen correlates with a meaning change in
the predicate. Depending on the mood of the comgterolause, the predicates fall under the
corresponding predicate classes as described aAdea examples are presented below.



The predicatsentircan either be interpreted as an emotive factivéigaiee ebe sorry) and
then selects the subjunctive mood, as in (9), oait be interpreted as a predicate of perception
(>sense/=have the impressier) and then selects the indicative mood, as in (10).

(9) Siento que te hayan hecho dafo.
PROSsorry thaProyou haverAsT.suBi3pLdone pain.
>| am sorry that they have hurt ysu.

(10) Siento que va a haber prablema.
PRO sense tha&RO QOFUT.IND.3sGto there-be a problem.
>| have the impression that there is going to beoalpm=

The predicatélecircan either be interpreted as a predicate of comratian Etell=/=say)
and then selects the indicative mood, as in (11)t can be interpreted as a directive predicate
(>order) and then selects the subjunctive mood, as in [d@3%t of the predicates of communication

are ambiguous in this sense.

(11) Te digo que acabare a tiempo.
PROyou tell thatProO finish:FUT.IND.1SG on time.
>| tell you that | will finish on time=

(12) Te dije que acabaras a tiempo.
Proyou told thatProfinish:PAST.SUB12SG on time.
>| told you to finish on time:

Thus, when a predicate can select both the indecatd the subjunctive mood, the alternation
correlates with a meaning change of the predidadgce, crucially, that the meaning change does not
always correlate with a factive/non-factive distian.

In the following, | turn to a first attempt at chaterizing the semantics of the predicates

that select the subjunctive mood in Spanish.



3. A semanticsfor the predicatesthat select the subjunctive mood in Spanish

In this section, the goal is to develop a firstgosal for a common semantics of the predicates
that select the subjunctive mood in Spanish. L fiesent Heims (1992) proposal for desire
predicates. Heims (1992) analysis of desire predicates builds @n8kers (1984) insight that
every desire report contains a hidden conditio®alittle more explicitly, the leading intuition that
John wants you to leaveeans that John thinks that if you leave he walirba more desirable world
than if you dost.@(Heim 1992, p.193). | then argue that such a ¢mwdil semantics should be
extended to all predicates that select the subijnotood in Spanish.

3.1 Heim=s(1992) conditional semanticsfor desire predicates

We begin with the semantics for propositional atté predicates first introduced by Hintikka
(1969). The truth conditions for the vdsblieveare given in (13).

(13) >a believesp=is true in wiff:  w=0 Dox,(w): ¢ is true in we.
(Dox.(w) contains all the worlds that are compatibldmwhato believes in the world w to be
true, also calledoxastic alternatives af in w.)

The truth conditions in (13) say thai believesp=is true in a world w if and only i is true
in all worlds w= that are compatible with whatbelieves in w. Thus, to take an examgehn
believes that it is rainings true in w iff it is raining in all the worldswthat are compatible with
what John believes in w.

Adopting the Hintikka-style analysis for a verb Buaswantresults in the truth conditions
given in (14). Here, the worlds compatible withs beliefs in w, the doxastic alternatives, have
simply been replaced with the worlds compatiblehwits desires in w, the so-calledbuletic=
alternatives.

Errort Main Document OnlY. iannakidou (1998,1999), Portner (1999, 2003) andr@1998, 2001) also point out that
the conditional semantics proposed by Heim (1992¢levant for mood selection. But they do notuscthe
consequences of adopting such a semantics.



(14) >a wantse=is true in w iff: w=0 Buly(w): ¢ is true in w=.
(Buly(w) contains all the worlds that are compatiblehwithata desires in w, also called
buletic alternatives aof in w.)

These truth conditions, however, cannot appropyiaapture all the characteristics of the
verbwant This becomes clear as soon as we look at an d&angue closely. The example in (15),
from Heim (1992), illustrates that these truth dtods are problematic.

(15) Iwantto teach Tuesdays and Thursdays nexéseer.

Heim notes that the sentence in (15) can be traesituation in which in fact | would rather
prefer not to teach at all. In a situation likesthine following holds: in all the worlds that are
compatible with what | desire | do not teach. If agopt the truth conditions in (14), however, the
sentence comes out as false in this situationptbposition is only evaluated in worlds that are
compatible with my desires, which do not includead® in which | teach Tuesdays and Thursdays
next semester.

To remedy this problem, Heim (1992) develops a mpesposal forwant that captures
Stalnakess insight that every desire report employs a hidaberditional:>to want something, is to
prefer something to certain relevant alternatithesyelevant alternatives being those possibilitias
the agent believes will be realizable if he deggget what he wants.(Stalnaker 1984, p.89). The
sentence (15) can thus be paraphrased as in (16).

(16) Iflteach Tuesdays and Thursdays next seméstél be in a more desirable world than if |
teach on other days next semester.

Heim=s new proposal for the truth conditionsazntis based on the semantics adopted for
conditionals. Following Lewis (1973) and Stalnaf368), a conditionaf ¢, v is true in a world w
iff y is true in allp-worlds maximally similar to w (where@world is a world in whichp is true).
Thus, in (16), the sentence is true if and ontixéf consequent is true in all those worlds in which
teach Tuesday and Thursdays next semester and et@atherwise just like the actual world. By



adopting such a conditional semantics, Heim proptss the verlwvanthas the truth-conditions in
7).

(17) >a wantse= is true in w iff:
For every w0 Dox,(w): Every ¢-world maximally similar to w is more desirable t@in w
than any norp-world maximally similar to w.
(Heim 1992, p.193)

We now apply this proposal to our previous exam@peated here in (18).
(18) Iwantto teach Tuesdays and Thursdays nexéseer.

Under the truth conditions presented above, fardbntence to be true, the following has to
hold: for each doxastic alternativewif | teach Tuesdays and Thursdays next semester,iit is a
more desirable world than maximally similar woridsvhich | teach on other days. If | teach on other
days in v, it is a less desirable world than maximally sanivorlds in which | do teach on Tuesdays
and Thursdays.

In Heim (1992), the truth conditions of this veme atated in a context change semantics.
Since | do not use this framework here, | preseatetquivalent truth conditions in a non-dynamic
semanticd Heim encodes the relation of comparative sintifa@imong worlds with a family of
selection functions as in (19): for each worldere is a selection function Sjrffrom propositions
to propositions which maps each proposition p éostit of worlds maximally similar to w in which p
is true (cf. Heim 1992, p.195).

(19) Simy(p)={w=0 W: w=0 p and w resembles w no less than any other world in p}

% By using a dynamic framework, Heim solves a nunai@resupposition projection facts that
will remain unaddressed here.



Additionally, Heim uses an abbreviation for the kiag of possible worlds in terms of
desirability. She introduces, 3", a relation between worlds, that can also be eyeglin an extended
sense as a relation between sets of worlds, asedief (20) (see Heim 1992, p.197).

(20) (a) For any w, w, w==0W, w= >,,, w== iff w= is more desirable t@ in w than w=
(b) For any w0 W, X@W, YQW, X >,,Y iff w=>,,, w== for all w=0 X, w==0.

The truth conditions of the verbantcan now be stated as in (21).

(21) want (p)(a)(w) = 1 iff
w= 0 DOXo(W): Simy_(p) >a.w Sim,_(5p)

Heim then suggests that this conditional semanéinde extended to other predicates such as
wishandbe glad She argues, however, that there is an imporifietehce between these predicates:
in the case of the predicatentall the desirability comparisons should be entiaehong worlds that
the subject believes possible, contrary to predgatich awishandbe glad

Heim thus proposes to further restrict the truthditoons ofwant. The truth conditions in (21)
only require that all p-worlds that are maximalilypgar to w= be more desirable than &lp-worlds
maximally similar to w. Nothing is said about whether these maximallyilsinworlds have to be
doxastic alternatives or not. In the new propasa{22), all desirability comparisons are entirely
among the subjees belief worlds, because the argument of the srityilunction Sim applies to a
subset of the doxastic alternatives. The functiomi®w returns the set of worlds that are an elémen
of Doxy(w) 1 p and Doxw) 1 5p respectively and which resemble w no less thgro#rer world.

(22) Conditional semanticsfor want
want (p)(a)(w) = 1 iff
w= 0 Doxy(w): Sim,_(DoXa(w) 1 p) >aw Sim_(Doxg(w) 1 5p)

Errort Main Document Only. To express that X is more desirable than Y, | uéké X 3, Y rather than X g, Y as is
originally done in Heim (1992). The definition itherwise identical to the one in Heim(1992).
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It is exactly in this aspect that the predicatntdiffers from a predicate such assh. This is best
illustrated with an example.

(23) John wishes he taught on Tuesdays and Thugsday

This sentence can only be judged to be true inuatgdn in which John believes that he
doesrt teach on Tuesdays and Thursdays. Hence, thesnamidpatible with his beliefs only include
worlds in which he doestt teach on Tuesdays and Thursdays. Thus, we cadopt the same truth
conditions as fowant If all desirability comparisons are entirely argdhe subjects belief worlds,
the set on the left hand side of the comparisatiozl will always be empty. Heim proposes that, for
the verbwish the proposition p is evaluated with respectrevaésion of the worlds compatible with
his beliefs, a set that will also include some pid& Heim proposes that this revised set of worlds
results from Doxw) by suspending some of the assumptions in;®M9x as in the revision of a
context necessary for the interpretation of codattnals. The definition proposed in Heim (1992) is
stated in a context change semantics and is rtabdeifor the semantics adopted here. | will assume
here that the revision of the doxastic alternatiwéh respect to a proposition p, which | call
revp(Doxy(w)), contains all the worlds in Dgiv) as well as all the p-worlds most similar to w.

We can now adopt the truth conditions of the pra@wishgiven in (24). Here, in the first
argument of the ordering relation % the function Sim applies to worlds that are ided in the
revision of the doxastic alternatives.

(24) Conditional semanticsfor wish

wish (p)(a)(w) = 1 iff

w= 0 Doxy(w): Simy_(revp(Doxa(w)) 1 p) > w Simy,_(Doxa(w) 1 5p)
Heim (1992) furthermore extends her proposal tqtieelicatebe glad

(25) John s glad that he teaches on Tuesdays lamgdays.

The sentence in (25) has the presupposition tlmat Jelieves in the truth of the complement,
i.e. John believes that he teaches on TuesdaysThakdays. In this case, Jofs doxastic

11



alternatives do not include worlds in which he deg$each on Tuesdays and Thursdays. Hence, for
the predicatée glad,t is in the second argument of the ordering refatt, ,, that the function Sim
applies to worlds that are included in a revisibthe doxastic alternatives. The truth conditiohs o
the predicatée gladare given in (26).

(26) Conditional semanticsfor be glad
be glad (p)(a)(w) =1
w= 0 Doxy(w): Simy_(Doxa(w) 1 p) 5w Sim,_(revsp(Doxs(w)) 1 5p)

To summarize, in Heim (1992), predicates suctviah, wantandbe gladshare their core
semantics, a conditional semantics. They havedhmeron feature that for each doxastic alternative,
two sets of worlds are compared. The only diffeeebetween these predicates lies in whether the
relevant sets of worlds are included in the dokadternatives of the subject or rather in a revisif
the doxastic alternatives of the subject.

3.2 A conditional semanticsfor predicatesthat select the subjunctive mood

After this brief presentation of Hers semantics for desipgedicates, we now return to the
class of predicates that select the subjunctivechio®@panish. The predicates discussed by Heim
(1992) all select the subjunctive mood in Spanhldlg. hypothesis will be that the conditional
semantics adopted so far can also be extendelbthat predicate classes that select the subyncti
mood in Spanish, such as modals, predicates oftddirbctives and causatives. This hypothesis
naturally accommodates the fact that among thegats$ that select the subjunctive mood we find
factive as well as non-factive predicates. The sgimaroperty shared by these predicates is tlegt th
establish a comparison. Whether this comparisdreiezeen worlds that are among the doxastic
alternatives of the subject or not is irrelevamtrfeood selection.

Under this hypothesis, the predicates that séhecsubjunctive mood in Spanish share the
following common property: they introduce an ordgrrelation or scale. It is important to observe
that the ordering relation expressed by the préglismot a relation afesirability for all predicates.
For instance, predicates suchsagprenderserbe surprised anddudar>doubt rather require an
ordering relation ofikelihood. Also, a number of emotive factive predicates catwe based on the

12



notion of desirability, such &s interesanté>it is interesting), es divertidq>it is amusing), etc. |
will assume that the ordering relation is contrdaliby the lexical meaning of each predicate. Bhis i
reminiscent of what has been said about the measfiggadable adjectives in the literature. The
scalar approaches to the semantics of gradabletagje argue that the meaning of a gradable
adjective such asll directly contributes the dimension of the scalelued (in the case aéll the
dimension is height).

Below, | present a first attempt at a characteopabf the predicates that select the
subjunctive mood in Spanish, as stated in (27).

(27) Preliminary hypothesisfor the subjunctive mood in Spanish
A proposition p that is the complement of the mxgtriedicate requires the subjunctive mood
iff the matrix predicate introduces an orderingtiein and compares p to non-p.

To conclude, | have proposed to adopt Hesr(L992) conditional semantics to characterize
the predicates that select the subjunctive mo&pamish. In the following, | present two arguments
that call for a revision of this semantics.

4. A new proposal: comparison of contextual alternatives

In this section, | propose to revise the semaifdicthe predicates that select the subjunctive
mood in Spanish. First, | argue that their semanticolves comparison of the embedded proposition
p with contextually available alternatives, rattiem simply withbp. Second, | argue that, in the truth
conditions, reference to the subpgtbeliefs can be replaced with the set of contdiytasailable

alternatives. | then develop a new analysis fos¢hgredicates.

Errort Main Document Only. ¢, approaches that adopt a scalar semanticsddagte adjectives see Bartsch and
Venneman 1973, Bierwisch 1989, Cresswell 1976, Ka8v5, Kennedy 1999, Klein E. 1980, 1991, Rullman
1995, Schwarzschild & Wilkinson 1999, Seuren 1943 Stechow 19844a,1984b, and many others.
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4.1 When mor e than two contextual alter natives are available

The central point to be made in this section isttisemantics of the predicates selecting the
subjunctive mood requires comparison of contexdliarnative propositions. In fact, the semantics
adopted so far is based on a special case wheoeiext only provides the alternatives p &pd
Contexts providing more than two alternatives tliate this issue quite clearly. Consider the seenar
in (28).

(28) Sofia has promised to bring a dessert to ibeiq Victoria believes that there are three
possibilities for what she may actually do. Sheldquepare a chocolate cake, even though
Victoria considers that extremely unlikely becaiisepresents far too much work. She might
bring an apple pie, which Victoria considers vékgly since she can just buy it at the bakery
nearby. Or Sofia might bring ice-cream, which seenast likely to Victoria, since she
usually has some in her freezer. Victoria prefeeschocolate cake over the apple pie and the

apple pie over the ice-cream.

The schematic figure in (29) represents the twéesdavolved in this scenario, desirability
according to Victoria and likelihood according txMria. That Sofia will bring the chocolate cake |
the most desirable and most unlikely alternatilvat she will bring the ice cream is the least dééir

and most likely alternative.

(29) + desirable -+ chocolate cake - -likely (according to Victoria)
apple pie
I desirablel ice cream L1+ likely

In this situation, the sentence in (30) is intwetivjudged to be false.

(30) Victoria wishes Sofia would bring an apple. pie

14



Contrary to intuitions, Heims conditional semantics for the venlsh predicts that this
sentence should come out as true in this scenamiter Heinxs proposal, the sentence (30) is true iff
for all worlds we that are compatible with Victor beliefs, the worlds in which Sofia brings the
apple pie are more desirable to Victoria thanhalrhinimally different worlds in which she doesn
This is true, since, in the given scenario, theesd worlds in which Sofia doestrbring an apple pie
are worlds in which she brings ice-cream. Thisdgets not contain worlds in which she brings
chocolate cake (these are not minimally differenMictoria since she considers them as extremely
unlikely). A conditional semantics thus does nokethe correct predictions for this scenario.

Other predicates give rise to similar effects inteats that make more than two alternatives
available. Imagine that, in the continuation of pihevious scenario, Sofia does in fact bring theeap
pie to the picnic. The sentence in (31) can thetrdeein that situation.

(31) Victoria is disappointed that Sofia broughtagple pie.

A conditional semantics for the predichtdisappointechowever, predicts (31) to be false
in this scenario. Simplifying somewhat, | will agseithat the only difference between the semantics
of be disappointecndbe gladis that the ordering relation of desirability eversed. The truth
conditions ofbe disappointedhen predict that the worlds in which Sofia braitjie apple pie are
less desirable to Victoria than all the minimaliffetent worlds in which she doesn This is false,
since the closest worlds are all worlds in whicé Bhings ice-cream. She considers these worlds as
less desirable. Again, a conditional semantics doemake the correct predictions for a scenario as
described above.

| conclude that the semantics of the predicatesnuotidcussion involves comparison of p with
the set of its contextual alternatives rather thdh just5p. | propose to adopt a new lexical entry for
wantasin (32). The difference with the previous lexicatry forwantis that, her&p is replaced by
the contextually given alternatives Q.

(32) Semantics of want based on comparison of alternatives

wank %(p)(@)(w) = 1 iff
9:9 P &q0g(C): Sim,.(Doxe(w) 1 p) > Sim.(Dox{(w) 1 )

15



In the lexical entry in (32), the vemvant carries an index C that stands for a variable
anaphoric to a contextually determined set of psdms (it is an index of type <<s,t>,t>>). This
variable receives its content from the variablegamssent g. Variables of this kind have also been
used before for similar purposes, such as for teain of quantification obnlyin Rooth (1985,
1992) and the resource domain of adverbs of queatidn in von Fintel (1994), as well as the
contextual restriction of determiners in Westers¢h885), and others.

To conclude, in this section, | have argued thatgarison between p aBg is a special case
of comparison of p with its contextual alternativiasow turn to one further revision of the semesti
of these predicates.

4.2 Referenceto the doxastic alter natives

In what follows, | argue that, in Hems semantics for desire predicates, the desirdseof t
subject are too tightly connected to his/her bsligf fact, Heinrs semantics predicts that for
sentences containing desire predicates certairemfes should be possible, contrary to our intugtio
Imagine a situation in which my choices for my taag schedule of the next semester depend on
how much work | get done this semester. The comaius (33c), nevertheless cannot be inferred.

(33) a) Iwanttoteach Tuesdays and ThursdaysseRrester.
b) Ibelieve that | will teach Tuesdays and Thuysdeaext semester if and only if | work hard

now.

c) Invalid inference:

| want to work hard now.

The conditional semantics for the predioant however, predicts that this inference should
be valid. For clarification, | repeat Hewa conditional semantics for the predicatnt.

(34) Conditional semanticsfor want
want (p)(a)(w) = 1 iff
w= 0 Doxg(w): Sim,_(Doxa(w) 1 p) >aw Sim,_(Doxa(w) 1 5p)
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According to (34), from the truth of (33a) it folls that in Doxw) all the worlds in which |
teach Tuesdays and Thursdays next semester aredesirable than maximally similar worlds in
which | doret teach on Tuesdays and Thursdays next semester.tke truth of (33b) it follows that
in Dox(w) the worlds in which | teach Tuesdays and Thaystext semester correspond exactly to
those worlds in which | work hard this semestern¢ée from (33a) and (33b) it follows that in
Dox(w) all worlds in which | work hard this semestee anore desirable than maximally similar
worlds in which | doat work hard this semester. As a result, the infeees expected to be valid,
and (33c) is expected to be true, contrary to wieabbserve.

The invalid inference illustrates that someone believe that two propositions p and q are
true in the exact same set of worlds, and at theestaime want p without wanting q. Hexs
semantics cannot capture this fact. As a conseguérmropose to eliminate the reference to the
doxastic alternatives and simply replace it with slet of contextually relevant alternatives.

The proposal made in (32) can then be simplifiembedingly, as in (35) along with a slight
modification of the definition of (?,WG:

(35) Semantics of want based on comparison of alternatives
want %(p)(@)(w) = 1 iff
q:9 p&q09g(C): p desuwq

where s, w IS defined as follows
a) Foranyw,w, w==0W, w=>_,,, w==iff w=is more desirable to in w than w=.
b) Forany pW, g@W, p >esew qiff w==0q w=0p suchthat w>,,,w==, anditis

not the case thatw=0p w==0 q such that w=>,, w=.

Error! Main Document Only. -, (35), | propose to use a new definition @tz ., adapted from the definition obetter
possibility= in Kratzer(1991), since the ordering relation dedl in Heim (1992) is not suitable for comparative
desirability among propositions. This is so, siatEm=s definition makes a requirement that is too stréinge were
to apply it to propositions we would run into tledldwing problem: if p is more desirable than g thefinition
requires that all worlds in p be more desirablethhworlds in g. However, some worlds in p mayéally bad
worlds for other reasons, and may still not neadgsaffect the desirability relation between p apdKratzers
definition of >better possibility solves this problem.
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With the semantics proposed in (35), no inferesaexpected. The new semantics predicts
that>1 teach Tuesdays and Thursdays more desirable than its contextually relevdietraatives
(for example>l teach Mondays, Wednesdays and Fridayslowever, from the fact thatl teach
Tuesdays and Thursdays next semesaeid>| work hard this semesteiare true in the exact same
set of worlds it does not follow that want to work hard this semesterThis is so, since in both
cases we are comparing a different set of alteresitiFor example, the set of alternatives-favork
had this semestermay be $I dor=t work this semester >I work a little this semeste}. As a
consequence, no inference is expected.

With the semantics proposed here, however, twoanetlems arise. First, we cannot account
anymore for the fact that the subpestbeliefs do sometimes play a role in determinhrgyttuth
conditions of avantsentence. Take the example in (36).

(36) John doestt have to teach at all next semester but he tHiekdoes and he wants to teach
Tuesdays and Thursdays.

In this sentence, the alternatik@ohn doesnt teach at all next semest@is provided in the context,
however, it cannot be part of the set of alterrestithat is relevant for the comparison. If thisens,
we would not predict the correct truth conditiortence, the subjees beliefs do play a role in
determining which alternatives enter the compatrison

A second problem is that we cannot express therdifice betweewant, wishandbe glad
anymore. As we saw before, these predicates phedisier in terms of whether the subject believes
that the proposition expressed by the complemeansel is true or not. As a consequence, | propose to
distinguish these predicates in terms of theirrgfness conditions.

Below, | adopt a semantics in which the prediveamt has a definedness condition which
requires that all contextual alternatives be inetlith the doxastic alternatives

(37) Semantics of want based on comparison of alternatives
want %(p)(a)(w) is defined iff 0 g(C): Dox(w)1q |

" Further refinements may be necessary. As an anamy/nawviewer points out, the predicatantrequires thap be
adesirablealternative, unlike the predicapeefer.That is, in a context in which Victoria considelisatternatives as
highly undesirable it is still possible to say tWattoria prefers pput not thaVictoria wants p
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if defined want %p)(a)(w) = 1 iff
ad:q p&q0g(C): p >esuwd
I will show that this new proposal still does noggict the practical inference discussed earlier
to be valid. The practical inference is repeate®.he

(38) a) Iwanttoteach Tuesdays and ThursdaysseRrester.
b) Ibelieve that I will teach Tuesdays and Thuysdeaext semester if and only if | work hard
now.

c) Invalid inference:

| want to work hard now.

According to (37), from the truth of (38a) it folle that>I teach Tuesdays and Thursdays
next semester is more desirable to me than its contextual adtéves, for example’l teach
Mondays, Wednesdays and Fridays next senmredteom the truth of (38b) it follows that in Digw)
the worlds in which I teach Tuesdays and Thursdayssemester correspond exactly to those worlds
in which I work hard this semester. From this, hegreit does not follow that (38c) is true. (38c)
says that| work hard now is more desirable than its contextual alternafif@snstance $1 don=t
work at alk, > work a little=}. Even if the propositions| teach Tuesdays and Thursdays next
semester and>1 work hard now are true in the same set of worlds, their conebdliernatives are
not necessarily the same.

| propose that the predicatessh andbe gladwill then have slightly different definedness
conditions. The fact that the predicatshrequires that the proposition p should not belidet in
the subjects doxastic alternatives, whereas the predibatgladrequires that the proposition p
necessarily be true in the subpsidoxastic alternatives can now be expressed indbBnedness

conditions.

(39) Semanticsof wish based on comparison of alter natives
wishe 9(p)(a)(w) is defined iff [ Doxy(w) =1
If defined wishe %(p)(a)(w) = 1 iff
0:9 p&q09(C): p besuw g
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(40) Semanticsof beglad based on comparison of alter natives
be glad °(p)(a)(w) is defined iff Doxw) @p
If defined be glag °(p)(a)(w) = 1 iff
9: 9 P& q09g(C): p >esswq

The lexical entries provided here are certainlyimapsfication, given that the precise
definedness conditions of these predicates atberreomplex matter (cf. von Fintel 1992). Since my
main aim is to show that these different predicatesme a core semantics, | will not go into further
discussion of the details of these definednessitiond here, but adopt a simplified semanticsithat
sufficient for the argumentation developed here.

I will now propose that the semantics based on @epn of contextual alternatives can be
extended to all predicates that select the subpsatood in Spanish:

(41) New hypothesisfor the subjunctive mood in Spanish
A proposition p that is the complement of the mxgtriedicate requires the subjunctive mood
iff the matrix predicate introduces an orderin@tiein between propositions and compares p
to its contextually available alternatives.

To conclude, in this section, | have developedw hgpothesis for the semantics of the
predicates that select the subjunctive mood in SpaBy revising Heims (1992) proposal have
developed a semantics of comparison for predicateb aswvant, be gladand wish The new
semantics involves comparison of contextual altdérea to the proposition expressed by the
complement clause. In the next section, | discassthe presented analysis can be extended to all
predicate classes that select the subjunctive mood.

5. Thepredicate classesthat select the subjunctive mood in Spanish

In this section, | will go over all predicate clasghat select the subjunctive mood in Spanish
to show how their semantics can be captured bgeheralization. While it is impossible to present a
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full fledged analysis for every single predicatass here, | will briefly sketch possible ways of
analyzing the different classes under the predepteposal. The exact semantics of causative
predicates will however be left for future research

5.1. Desire predicates and Emotive Factive Predicates

In the previous section, | have discussed the elggedicatesvant andwishand emotive
factive predicates such ke gladandbe disappointedThe analysis can in principle be extended to
all other predicates in these two classes, buethe¥ two important factors that may vary.

The first factor of variation is the dimension bétscale which may differ from predicate to
predicate. This scale should be contributed diydntlthe lexical meaning of the predicate. Desire
predicates such aguerer (>want) and esperar (>hope=) contribute an ordering relation of
desirability. For the class of emotive factive predicates thermore variation in terms of what
dimension is contributed. Many emotive factive jicates contribute a relation désirability, such
asalegrarse(>be glad) andestar content@>be happy), or a reverse relation desirability,such
aslamentarsg>regret), or enfadarsg>be upset). However, a number of other emotive factive
predicates cannot be based on the notion of dddiyaiich ases interesantéit is interesting), es
divertido (>it is amusing), es Util(>it is usefuk), es fascinant€>it is fascinating), etc. | will
assume that the ordering relation is contributethbytexical meaning of each predicate. Parallel to
the scalar approaches to the semantics of graddfdetives, | will propose that gradable predicates
directly contribute the dimension of the scale iwred.

The second factor of variation is the ranking cdrmpong the alternatives. The proposal
developed here leaves room for expressing thatybmthe best, the worst or just a good alternative
While | have argued here that these predicatesreegtio be the best (or highest ranked) among the
contextual alternatives, we will see in section®iRat not all predicates require that p be trst be
alternative, but rather that p be a good altereafsuch as, for examplalegrarse>be glad or
lamentarse>be disappointesl).

5.2 Modals and predicates expressing likelihood and doubt

21



Modal predicates, which select the subjunctive mimo&panish, can be captured by the
generalization quite straightforwardly. | will ibtrate this here with the predica® necesaricbe
necessary. Krasikova (2007) argues thave telike modals such dsave to, need, be required, be
necessaryetc. are associated with the likelihood scale/solgomparative possibility when they
express teleological modalifyarallel to Krasikovas (2007) analysis, | will define the lexical entry
for the predicat&e necessargs follows:

(42) Semantics of be necessary based on comparison of alternatives
be necessagy “(p)(w) =1iff g:q p&q0g(C): p XikeLyw G

where >keLyw IS defined as follows:
a) Foranyw,w, w==0W, w=>, w== iff w=is closer to w than =n~=.
b) Forany pW, ggW, p SLkeryw qiff - w==0q w=0 p such that w>,, w==, and it

is not the case thatw=0p w==0 q such that w=>,, w=.

The likelihood scale as defined here is based orpapative similarity (closeness to the actual world
cf. Lewis1986). Other predicates from this clashsases probabld€>it is likely=), es posibl€>it is
possibles) and dudar (>doubt) can also be analyzed as contributing the scdlkadihood. There
may again be variation concerning the rankingarhyeng the contextual alternatives. For example, in
the case oés posiblg>it is possible), the requirement will be that pietthe best alternative.

Here as well, there will be variation in the kinidscale contributed by the predicate: when
modals express other kinds of modalities (suchdemntic or bouletic modalities), the scale
contributed is a different one (such as rankingedam the closeness to the ideal or law, cf. Lewis
1986).

8 She argues this on the basis of the fact that #imiity to induce thenore than minimumeading in comparatives
correlates to their ability to appear in sufficigmaodal constructions (cf. Von Fintel & latridou®@n.
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Sloman (1970) in fact already proposes an anagyggisvalent to the one presented here for
sentences containing the predicatght® In order to capture their various possible intetgtions
(modal can, mustand directive interpretation), he develops anyamlin which alternatives are
compared with respect to a contextually determinedering relation. He proposes that the
interpretation oft ought to be the case thaspould be>p is, or is a necessary condition for the best,
relative to the basis B, of the possibilities ie ttlass Z (Sloman 1970, p. 389). B here stands for
basis of comparison (dimension of the orderingti@ty, which is contextually given when not
specified explicitly. Z stands for the comparistass. Sloman claims that possible different meaning
of oughtfall out of differences in basis of comparisonnadl as differences in comparison class.

5.3. Directive predicates

Portner(2004,2007) proposes that imperative seasem@ used to contribute to the discourse
component that he labels the To-do List, more pedgithe addresses To-do List. A To-do Listis a
set of propositions that the participant intendsi&ke true. In short, imperative sentences aiktose
make requirements, where the essential functiom oéquirement is to add a proposition to
someones To-Do List. Just as declarative sentences atkttaseake assertions and contribute to the
common ground, in Portner (2004,2007), imperai@resised to make requirements and contribute to
the addresses To-Do List. Another important feature of his aséd is that the To-Do List is
considered to be a subset of the ordering soufdér@tzer 1981) and thus contributes to imposimg a
ordering on the common ground.

Turning now to directive predicates suchnaandar(>order), ordenar (>order), pedir
(>ask=), we can show that, by adopting Portreemain ideas, these can be accommodated in the
proposal developed here. | propose that they nefkeeence to the To-Do List and that the relevant
set of propositions are those propositions thatpamt of (or a subset of) the set of contextual
alternatives. The ordering relation is introducgdhe predicate. For deontic predicates, sudb as
order, | propose the following semantic definition:

(43) Semanticsof to order based on comparison of alternatives

% | thank Kai von Fintel for pointing this out to me.
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orderc Yp)(X)(w) = 1 iff x requires that
d: 9 p&q09g(C) & g0 T(a) : p >eonTicwd

where T@) is the set of propositionsTo-Do List) assigned to a
participanta in the conversation

The ordering relation contributed by the predicasy vary. In Portner(2007), the ordering imposed
may vary depending on what is expressed by theratipe: when the imperative expresses an order,
it will be a deontic ordering source, when it exgs@s an invitation, it will express a bouletic oirp
source, when it expresses a suggestion, it wilfesga teleological ordering source.

Notice that under this proposal the semanticsreftives is slightly different from the other
predicate classes that select the subjunctive nthed¢-omparative meaning component is embedded
more deeply within the meaning of the predicate.

5.4 Causative predicates

In the case of causatives suchhaser(>make=) andlograr (>achieve), | propose that the
relevant comparison relation is onecofnparative similarity.Causatives are usually analyzed with
the semantics of counterfactual conditionals. wis€1973), it is proposed that, in a counterfalgtua
all worlds in which the antecedent is true are wrdewith respect to their similarity to the actual
world. For a causative predicate this means tHatgoalds in which the embedded proposition is true
will be compared to the actual world with respedtteir similarity. This ordering relation mayals
be defined for propositions (cf Lewis 1986) as wase for modal predicates in section 5.2. Hence,
the predicateausecan be defined as expressing that p is the closds actual world among the set
of contextual alternatives.

| suggest that predicates such &scer (>make=) and lograr (>achieve:) contain the
predicatecauseas part of their meaning. Hence, similarly to clinee predicates, the relevant
comparison will be embedded more deeply withinmttganing of the predicate. Even though | will
not go into the details of a semantics of causatiere, we can assume that they share with the othe
predicates classes the fact that they contributerdering relation and compare p its contextual
alternatives.
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6. Comparingthe proposal to other approaches

In this section, | compare my proposal to others&éxg proposals on the semantics of
propositional attitude predicates.

Propositional attitude predicates have receivedtaof interest in the semantic and
philosophical literature independently of the issaemood selection. Since Hintikka (1962, 1969),
predicates such &elieve knowandwanthave commonly been analyzed with a semanticsssible
worlds, more specifically with a semantics of magatessitya believes/knowwantsg is true in w
iff ¢ is true inall the worlds that are compatible wittrs beliefs/knowledge/desires in w. The
question then is to what extent a Hintikka-stylenaatics could be extended to all kinds of
propositional attitudes. In a similar vein, recapproaches have proposed that propositional astud
should be modeled after the semantics of modalessprns involving a semantics of necessity and
possibility (cf., for example Kiefer 1987, von FhtLl999, Giorgi and Piannesi 1997).

In this section, | explicitly compare my propogathiese approaches. As we have already seen
before, a Hintikka-style semantics has its problerhen extended to desire predicates. | will show
here that there are a number of characteristittsegbredicates that select the subjunctive moad tha
are difficult to account for in this type of appoba We will see that, on the contrary, these
characteristics follow straightforwardly from theoposal that | have adopted here.

| now turn to making explicit how the meaning commto the predicates that select the
subjunctive mood can be expressed with a semaaticsodal necessity or modal possibility,
following von Fintel(1999). Since he makes usehef $emantics proposed in Kratzer (1997, 1981,
1999) to capture the meaning properties of predscatich awant, wish, be gladndbe sorry || first
present a brief overview of Kratzes theory of modality.

6.1 A semantics of modal necessity/possibility
Kratzer (1977, 1981, 1991) develops a semantichith modal expressions receive

meanings that are dependent on two contextual gdess) a modal base and an ordering source.
These two parameters are determined by two corti@mahbackgrounds.
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Kratzer points out that there are many differemdki of conversational backgrounds. A
conversational background is the kind of entityated by expressions suchvélsat the law provides,
what we knowwhat is normal, what is rational, what is desiral#éc. What the law provides in a
world is a set of propositions p such that thepaswides that p in that world. The denotatiowbat
the law providess then the function that assigns to every possaarld this set of propositions p.
More generally, a conversational background isretion f which assigns sets of propositions to
possible worlds.

The modal base is defined as a set of worlds détedrby a conversational background f.
The set of worlds in which all propositions of f(aje true constitutes the modal base in w. The
modal base thus determines the set of worlds abte$om each world.

The ordering source is a second conversatiom&ignaund g which assigns to every possible
world a set of propositions. Ordering sources regmeideals, given that they can induce an ordering
on the modal base (the worlds in the modal basebweajoser or further away fromhat the law
provides what is desirable, what is normalic.).

More generally, a set of propositions A can indaic@rderingta on a set of worlds W in the
following way (following Lewis 1981).

(44) The orderinga:
w, w=0W: w#, w=iff {p: pO A and w=0 p} @{p: pO A and WO p}
>A world w is at least as close to the ideal repmesby A as a world wiff all propositions
of A which are true in w are true in w as we#.

Thus, in (44), worlds are ordered with the helamfunordered set of propositions. A world w is at
least as close to the ideal represented by A awrla w= iff it makes at least as many propositions
true as w does.

Sentences containing modals are then evaluatedegiect to an ordered set of worlds. The
ordering source is usually not expressed expliaitihe sentence but has to be recovered from the
context. Consider the following example in (45).

(45) Sofia should bring a chocolate cake.
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In the context of the scenario discussed previQuslyection 4.1, the modal base of this sentece i
formed by the set of worlds that constitute Vices beliefs. The ordering source is bouletic and
corresponds to the set of propositions determineWibtoria=s desires. This set of propositions
induces an ordering on the set of the modal bdse nfodal force of the modshouldis necessity.
The meaning of (45) can then be paraphrased d$)n (

(46) Inview of what Victoria desires, it is nesasy for Sofia to bring a chocolate cake.

We now turn to the implementation of a semanticgeeddaon modal necessity for predicates
that select the subjunctive mood.

Giorgi and Pianesi (1997) propose that the contextéich the subjunctive mood appear can
be characterized with the semantics that Kratzgpgses for modal expressions. The generalization
they propose is that in certain Romance languagdgsas Spanish and French, the subjunctive mood
is selected when the context requires the intemadietween a modal base and a non-null ordering
source. This generalization still does not tellwisat exactly the semantics should be for the
predicates that select the subjunctive mood. GamdiPianesi do not explicitly formalize a proposal
for the semantics of these predicates, but onigtitate the kind of semantics they want to use with
the modamust.l will thus follow here instead von Fintel (1999)ho proposes to adopt a semantics
of modal necessity for propositional attitude pecaties such asant, wish, be gladandbe sorry.He
defines the following concepts.

(47) (i) The>modal base functienf is a function from pairs of an individual andsarld to a set
of worlds.

(i) The >ordering source functienis a function from pairs of an individual and arlddo a
set of propositions (in the casewéntto a set of propositions forming the subject
preferences).

(von Fintel 1999, p.115)

Here, the subjess preferences form an unordered set of propositl@tsnduce an ordering on the

modal base. The best worlds are those that make pnogositions true. This is stated in the
following definition.

27



(48) For any set of propositions P, we define iatgiartial order &
w=,w==: (W= <pw==iff pOP (W==0p6w=0p)& pOP (W=0p & w==(Pp))
(Von Fintel 1999, p. 115)

Von Fintel proposes to use the selection functiemathat selects the best worlds in any set X with
respect to a partial ordep,<as defined in (49).

(49) Foragiven strict partial ordeg &n worlds, define the selection function mthat selects the
set of $-best worlds from any set X:
XQW: max(X) ={w 0X:5 w=0X:w=<pw}
(von Fintel 1999, p.116)

The semantics of the venantcan then be stated as in (50), as proposed iRintel (1999).
The proposition is here evaluated in those worldhé modal based(w) that maximally satisfy the
preferences given by the ordering souraew). Thus, the ordering source is used to induce an
ordering on the worlds in the modal base.

(50) Semantics of modal necessity for want
want "¢ (p)(@)(w) = true iff w=0 MaXyew) (f(a,w)) : w=0p.
>Among the worlds t{,w), the ones that maximally corresponduts preferences in w are
all p-worlds= (von Fintel 1999, p.115)

Von Fintel proposes that the vesantrequiresthe modal base f to be formed by the worlds
that are compatible with the subjestbeliefs. The ordering source g is formed by #teo$ the
subjects desires. In other words, in (5@)wantse is true in w iff among the worlds compatible
with a=s beliefs, the ones that maximally corresponde desires in w are ap-worlds.

Thus, this semantics is identical to the semanwfitise predicateshould The only difference
is that, in the case of the moddlould the ordering source is contextually determinedaijenin the
lexical entry provided here favantthe ordering source is explicitly introduced bg trerb.
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Such a semantics can easily be extended to the thyositional attitude predicates that
select the subjunctive mood in Spanish. Therevavdytpes of parameters of variation that we expect.
First, the modal base should differ from predidatpredicate: predicates suchvashandbe glad
require a modal base formed by the setufseddoxastic alternatives. Second, the ordering source
also varies from predicate to predicate. For examfar predicates such agant and wish the
ordering is determined by the desires of the stbyeaile for predicates such ag surprisecand
doubtthe ordering is determined by what the subjecticens likely.

Von Finteks proposal is modeled after the semantics of maldai®xpress necessity, such as
mustandshould In (50), it is required that the proposition eagsed by the complement clause be
necessarily true iall the worlds that maximally correspondites desires (the worlds selected by the
function max). Let us now consider the option that some optieelicates under discussion may also
be modeled after the semantics of modals that sggressibility, such asayandcould.

Kiefer (1987) proposes that the semantics of d@iffekinds of propositional attitudes involves
both modal necessity and modal possibility. One thay adopt the view that different propositional
attitude predicates may encode different kinds odflah strength.

To adopt modal possibility for the semantics ofedicate, only a few simple modifications
from the previous proposal are necessary. FolloWiagzer (1991), a proposition p is a possibility i
a world w with respect to a modal base f and aermng source g ifép is not a necessity in w with
respect to fand g. (Kratzer 1991, p. 644). Hemstead of requiring that the proposition p be true
all worlds selected by the max-function (the worldat maximally correspond to the subjest
preferences), we require that there is a world antloose selected by the max-function such that p is
true in that world.
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| propose to illustrate this kind of semantics wille predicatdbe disappointedFor a
predicate such d& disappointedhere are indeed situations in whicls disappointed that p inis
true even if p is not true in all worlds that maziiy correspond to whatconsiders undesirable in w,
as illustrated previously with example (31). A satizs of necessity is thus not appropriate for this
predicate: AVictoria is disappointed that Sofia brought an eggbE@can be considered true in a
scenario wherdSofia brought an apple f@s not true in all worlds that maximally correspidon
what Victoria considers undesirable. One may thmrsicler to adopt a semantics of possibility, as
presented in the lexical entry below.

(51) Semanticsof modal possibility for be disappointed
be disappointed™? (p)(@)(w) = True iff  w= 0 maxuw) (f(a,w)) : w=0p.

In the case of the predicdte disappointedhe ordering source g is determined by what is
considered undesirable hyn w. The modal base f is the set of worlds coniyeatvith o=s revised
beliefs. (51) then says thats disappointed that p in is true iff among the worldsd(w) compatible
with a=s revised beliefs, there is a worlei\w the set of worlds that maximally correspond/tato
considers undesirable in w such that p is truéat world we=.

To conclude, in this section | have presented aséins for the predicates that select the
subjunctive mood based on modal necessity and npasaibility that is identical to the semantics
commonly adopted for the modatsistandcan In the following, | investigate a few charactags
of the predicates that select the subjunctive mao8panish that present difficulties to such an
approach. | will argue that my proposal based onpgarison of contextual alternative propositions
can accommodate these characteristics in a maiglsfiorward way.
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6.2 Comparing the predictions

In this section, | argue that there are some engdidifferences between a semantics for the
predicates selecting the subjunctive mood thatadeted after modal necessity/possibility and the
semantics of comparison that | developed in sedtidmthe following, | present several facts retat
to practical inferences, possible rankings of thermaatives, lack of entailment relations, and
association with focus phenomena. | discuss théigiiens of the different proposals concerning
these phenomena. We will see that these phenoraarzecstraightforwardly accommodated within

the semantics of comparison developed here.

6.2.1 Practical Inferences

With the help of practical inferences (Von Wrigh®63)), | will argue that a semantics of
modal necessity or possibility cannot straightfodiyacapture an important property of the predisate
that select the subjunctive mood.

Below, | present an example that shows that, inciveclusion of certain practical
inferences, we cannot replace the maaab (which expressewecessitywith the predicatevant
Under the assumption that both predicates are zedlyith a semantics of modal necessity (i.e. that
they essentially have the same semantics), we heveayect that this should be possible. From the
two premisses a) and b) we can infer c¢). Yet, wanotinfer d).

(52) a) Marcela wants to go to the picnic.
b) Marcela believes that she can only go to theipi she works extra hours.

C) Marcela should work extra hours.
d) Invalid inference:

Marcela wants to work extra hours.

I now show that under the assumption thahtreceives a semantics of modal necessity, we
predict that d) should be a valid inference, jigt k). | repeat here von Finted proposal for the

semantics ofvantdiscussed earlier.
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(53) Semantics of modal necessity for want

want "¢ (P)@)(w) = True iff  w=0 maxyeuw (f(a,w)) : w=0p.

By using the semantics farantas stated in (53), we predict the following for the@mple
(52). From a) it follows that among the worlds catiple with Marcelas beliefs, the ones that
maximally correspond to her desires in w are allléin which she goes to the picnic. From b) it
follows that Marcela believes that all worlds inialhshe goes to the picnic are worlds in which she
works extra hours. We can thus infer that amongvibiéds compatible with Marcets beliefs the
ones that maximally correspond to her desiresanenall worlds in which she works extra hours, and
we expect d) to be true. (53) thus predicts thathajuld be a possible inference from a) and b),
contrary to what is observed.

Among the predicates that select the subjunctivednthere are a number of predicates that
do not allow for such practical inferences, such @eferir (prefer), temer (>fear=), esperar
(>hope=), alegrarse (>be glad), lamentarse (>regret), sugerir (>suggest), recomendar
(>advise), sorprendersé>be surprised) anddudar (>doubt).

To conclude, practical inferences provide an argumagainst a semantics of modal necessity.
To the contrary, a semantics based on comparismmnééxtual alternatives captures the phenomenon
in a straightforward way: in my proposal thereasepectation that the inference should also hwld f
the predicatevant

6.2.2 Lack of entailment relations

An interesting characteristic of the predicatesaunrdiscussion is that entailment relations
between propositions do not survive when theseqgsitipns are embedded under the predicates, as
has been previously observed in Katz (1991), KadarahLandman (1993), Lee & Horn (1994),
Linebarger (1987) von Fintel (1999), and othersuswhen a propositigmentails a propositioq,
this does not necessarily have the consequendes ithglad that pentails that: is glad that g.

The fact that entailment relations between propmostdo not survive in this context is
problematic for a semantics based on modal nege$hits can be shown with an example discussed
in Kadmon & Landman (1993) and von Fintel (1999).
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(54) He bought a Honda.

(55) He bought a car.

(56) Iam glad he bought a Honda.
(57) lam glad he bought a car.

The proposition in (54) entails the propositior(58), given that all the worlds in which he
bought a Honda are worlds in which he bought a Maxertheless, when these propositions are
embedded under the predichteglad we do not find an entailment relation: the propos in (56)
does not entail the proposition in (57). This is siace all the worlds in which | am glad that he
bought a Honda are not necessarily worlds in wharh glad that he bought a car. The sentence in
(56) can very well be true in a situation in whilam not glad at all that he bought a car. | nmay i
fact be upset about it and think that for environtakreasons it would have been much better for him
to buy a bike. But given that he has bought al@an glad that he bought a Honda rather than anothe
car. Maybe the Honda is not as polluting a chogtha other options would have been.

To show that a semantics of modal necessity carapitire this lack of entailment relations, |
repeat here the corresponding lexical entry forptteelicatebe glad

(58) Semantics of modal necessity for be glad
be glad "¢ (p)(@)(w) = True iff w=0 maXy,w) (f(a,w)) - w=0p.

In the lexical entry fobe glad f stands for a modal base that contains all theds that are
compatible with the subjees revised beliefs and g stands for an orderingcsotinat is determined
by the subjects desires. For the sentence pair in (56) and (%t) the following holds. If the
sentence in (56) is true, we predict that amongmbids compatible with my revised beliefs, the
ones that maximally correspond to my preferences @me all worlds in which he bought a Honda.
All the worlds in which he bought a Honda are alolds in which he bought a car. Hence, we can
conclude that among the worlds compatible with myised beliefs, the ones that maximally
correspond to my preferences in w are all worldshirch he bought a car. Thus, with the semantics
in (58), whenever the sentence in (56) is truesédmtence in (57) is true as well. As a conseqyence
semantics of modal necessity cannot capture ttkeofaentailment relations.
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The problematic aspect of a semantics based onlmedessity is that it requires to verify
whether p is true in all the worlds that bestfits desires. If in all those worlds it is true that h
bought a Honda, automatically it is also true thall those worlds he bought a car. However, we
have seen that the entailment does not neceskaldyif | am glad that he bought a Honda it does
not necessarily hold that | am also glad that heghba car.

To remedy this problem, Kadmon and Landman (199&)est that for predicates suclbas
gladthere is another contextually interpreted modedipeeter involved, a so-called perspective. The
perspective enters into the semantics of thesegated and affects the truth conditions of sentence
containing it. This would explain why it is posgl§br me to be glad that he bought a Honda (because
a Honda is a better choice than other cars), aticeatame time not be glad that he bought a Honda
(because | have something against buying card)pwitcontradicting myself. Kadmon and Landman
(1993) claim that entailment relations are mairgdinnless the perspective changes. However, they
do not present an explicit proposal as to howghrspective is to be incorporated into a semaotics
predicates such && glad.We will see that the proposal that | have develdpere provides us with
the means to make this notion more explicit. Undgrproposal, a change in perspective simply
corresponds to a change in the set of alternativegsitions.

Von Fintel (1999) suggests that a semantics of inoelzessity can still be maintained. He
proposes that, for the two examples (56) and (8i8re is a shift in which worlds are being
considered, because they assume different contextshe example (56), only worlds in which he
bought a car are compared. For different sentetikesnodal base then would not always be the
same, rather it would be contextually determinattl&f this assumption, we do not expect there to be
an entailment relation between the two sentencesthds proposes that the phenomenon under
discussion is explained by the fact that there beag contextually signaled narrowing of the modal
base relevant for the interpretation of the pradicA semantics of modal necessity can thus be
amended to capture the fact if we allow the modaktto change with the context.

One of my main goals has exactly been to showldéisispoint, namely, that for different
examples, different contextual alternatives arevaht. At the core of my proposal is the idea that
contextual alternatives are an important ingrediéttie semantics of these predicates. By employing
a semantics of comparison of contextual alternatisethe predicatbe gladwe do not expect that
an entailment relation should hold between thedwamples (59) and (60), repeated from before.
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(59) Iam glad he bought a Honda.
(60) Ilam glad he bought a car.

In my proposal, no entailment relation is expéctnce the set of contextual alternatives
differs for both examples. In the example in (59¢, set of alternatives could be {He bought a Hpnda
He bought a Toyota, He bought a Mercedes}, whilthemnexample in (60), this set could be {He
bought a car, He bought a bike, He ditlbuy anything}. Thus, we do not expect that (5%eads
(60).

Kadmon and Landmas notion of perspective can then be characterizédtiae help of the
set of alternatives. A change in perspective cporeds to a change of the set of alternatives.
Similarly, a change in the modal base in von Fagelccount, corresponds to a change in the set of
alternatives.

6.2.3 Possiblerankings of the alter natives

Predicates such dse glad be disappointedand regretillustrate that p is not always
necessarily the best/worst alternative. In certaimextsg is glad that gs true in w even if p is not
true in the worlds that best matehs desires. We can illustrate this again with tlexjmus scenario
that has more than two alternatives. | repeatthemsatic figure below.

chocolate cake

(61) + desirable - - likely (according to Victoria)

apple pie

| desirable 1 ice cream 1 + likely (according to Victoria)

Imagine, that Sofia in the end brought an apple fien, the sentence in (62) can be true in this

scenario:

(62) Victoria is glad that Sofia brought an appk p
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Victoria may be glad that Sofia at least ditlbring ice cream, which she would have hated. Times
sentence in (62) is true in a scenario in whick pat the best alternative. It would have been much
better for Victoria if Sofia had brought a chocelatke.

By employing a semantics of modal necessity, wedwawpredict that this sentence should be
false in this scenario. A semantics of modal neteis the predicatde gladis given in (63).

(63) Semanticsof modal necessity for be glad

be glad "? (p)@)(w) = true iff  w= 0 Madyew (f(o,W)) : w= 0 p.

The lexical entry obe gladin (63) predicts that the example (62) should bgefan this
scenario. It requires that among the worlds corbfgatvith Victoria=s revised beliefs (the modal base
f), the ones that maximally correspond to Victegagreferences in w are all worlds in which Sofia
brings an apple pie. But, in fact, Victoria woulavie preferred it if Sofia had brought a chocolate
cake. Thus, in none of the worlds that best maickovia=s preferences it is the case that she brings
an apple pie. Hence, a semantics of modal necesskgs the wrong prediction for predicates such as
be glad

Let us now see whether a semantics of modal pdisgibould better capture the truth
conditions of the predicatee glad The lexical entry of the predicadbe gladis then as in (64).

(64) Semanticsof modal possibility for be glad
be glad "9 (p)(@)(w) = true iff w= 0 maxw) (f(a,w) : w= 0 p).

This semantics of the predicdie gladdoes not make the correct predictions for the abov
scenario either. The meaningl# gladexpressed in (64) predicts that the example (b@)lsl be
false in the given scenario. The lexical entry reggithat there is a world among the worlds that be
match Victorias desires such that Sofia brings an apple pieatnibrld. Nevertheless, we already
saw before that this is false: since Victoria prefine chocolate cake, all worlds that maximally
correspond to her preferences are worlds in whinffeSloesrt bring an apple pie, but rather a
chocolate cake.

Hence, we have seen that neither modal necessitpodal possibility can capture the fact
that, for certain predicates, p may not necessheilthe best alternative. The problem with thiglkin
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of semantics is that we only consider worlds tresdtlmatch the subjexs desires. But these may
sometimes in fact be irrelevant.

To the contrary, the proposal that | have develoeidr can capture the truth conditions of a
predicate such de glad,because it allows to express that p is not neabsta best alternative.
The predicates under discussion seem to vary wgpect to this issue. Some predicates, such as
prefer,for example, require p to be ranked highest ambeg@lternatives, whereas other predicates
such age gladandregretdon=t. This information should then be encoded in thedal entry of
these predicates. The lexical entrylbergladcould be formalized as in (65).

(65) Semanticsbased on comparison of alternativesfor be glad
be glag “(p)(@)(w) =1iff q:q p&q0g(C): p >pesawnd

This lexical entry for the predicabe gladdoes not require that p be the best alternativiesather
that there be an alternative q such that p is rdes#rable than g. In this scenario, we predict the
sentenc/ictoria is glad that Sofia brought the apple foecome out as true: there is an alternative
(>Sofia brings ice crean) such that the alternativeSofia brings an apple pigs more desirable.

To conclude, we have seen that a semantics basaecessity or possibility cannot capture
the fact that certain predicates suchbasgladdo not require the proposition expressed by the
complement clause to be ranked highest. A semardagxsd on comparison of contextual alternatives
leaves room for variation in this domain. Differdsmds of constraints on how the proposition p
stands with respect to the other alternatives eaimiplemented.

In Kratzer (1991), next tonodal possibilityandnecessityother modal strengths are also
defined, among which the modal strengtlaieast as good a possibiligndbetterpossibility. Let
me now show in what respect my proposal differsnfikratzers proposal on comparative
possibility, which is based on the interaction ehadal base with an ordering source:

(66) Definition 9 (Kratzer 1991:p644)
A proposition p isat least asgood a possibility as a proposition g in a world w with respect
to a modal base f and an ordering source g ifffiar such that 0 1 f(w) and u0 q there is a
v 0 1 f(w) such that ¥y u and VO p.
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(67) Definition 10 (Kratzer 1991: p.644)
A proposition p isa better possibility than a proposition g in a world w with respecato
modal base f and an ordering source g iff p is@$tlas good a possibility as g and q is not at
least as good a possibility as p in w with respeétand g.

The notion obetter possibilitys defined here for propositions p and g with egsppo a modal base f
and an ordering source g. The ordering source sjporeds to annorderedset of propositions that
induces an ordering on the relevant set of worideé modal base. Crucially, in this definitiong th
propositiong andq to be compared are not part of the set of projeositthat forms the ordering
source. Hence, we could not assume, as was prévidase in von Fintels proposal for the
predicatavant,that the ordering source contains those propasitilbat correspond to the subjext
preferences (since, at least in the case of trdigatewant, the proposition p and g to be compared
are presumably propositions that express the siHgj@esires).

In my proposal, the set of contextual alternativeppsitions is not used to induce the
ordering. Rather, the different propositions expirggthe desires of Victoria are ranked with respec
to an ordering relation or scale. Thus, the crutiifrence between the two approaches is thatén o
case the propositions that express the desirasharelered while they are ranked with respect to a
scale in the other.

As pointed out to me by Barbara Partee, in theagutr that uses ordering sources, one may
express ranked desires by using a set of disjursets the relevant ordering source. For our seenatri
we would need the set-§ofia brings a chocolate cake>Sofia brings a chocolate cake or apple
pie=, >Sofia brings a chocolate cake or apple pie orreans=}. Given such an ordering source, the
best worlds are then the worlds in which Sofiadsithe chocolate cake: these are the only worlds
that make all three propositions true. If it segriasisible to use ordering sources of this kinds¢he
two approaches may turn out to be equivalent.

In the following section, however, | will show thtite proposal developed here has two
advantages. Given that predicates are analyzetlgbdoafocus sensitive operators sucloasy, we
predict these predicates to be focus sensitiveedtion 7.1, | show that this prediction is borm. ou
The Kratzer-style approach, which is based on titeraction of a modal base with an ordering
source, however, does not make this predictiosettion 7.2.1, | argue that the subjunctive mood
morpheme makes a particular semantic contributramely that it evaluates the contextual
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alternatives for the matrix predicate. In the Keatgtyle semantics, there does not seem to be room
for such a semantic contribution: the subjunctiveothmorpheme would simply have to make a
vacuous semantic contribution. Hence, the propmtesatloped here has the advantage of providing a
first step towards a better understanding of tresstjon why subjunctive verb forms are obligatory
under the predicate classes discussed here.

7. Mood and Focus

In this section, | turn to investigating an impaottaonsequence of my proposal. Given the
analysis presented here, we expect the predica#tsselect the subjunctive mood to be focus
sensitive. The focus sensitivity of these preds&itlows directly from the fact that they are saald
analogous to other focus sensitive operators ssdnlgt. We thus expect the meaning of these
predicates to be affected by a focused constitueiie embedded clause.

7.1. Focus sensitive predicates

As already pointed out in Dretske (1972,1975), $ecliphrases embedded under certain
propositional attitude predicates give rise to nmagdifferences. In the context of the previousiic
scenario, the sentence in (68) is felicitous, wthie sentence in (69) is not (words in capital are
focused).

(68) Victoria wants Sofia to bring A CHOCOLATE CAKE
(69) Victoria wants SOFIA to bring a chocolate cake

The proposal developed here can provide a rathegktforward analysis of the meaning
difference between examples (68) and (69). Thisrthenakes explicit that for predicates such as
want an analogy to focus sensitive operators suchnisis expectedBoth want andonly make
reference to a domain of quantification C of cotuaely determined alternatives, which following.
Rooth (1992) is constrained by focus.

In fact, Rooth (1985,1992) shows that focus hasth tonditional effect in the context of the
adverbonly.He presents the following example: in a contextlmch Mary introduced Bill and Tom
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to Sue and there were no other introductions,i€7®ye, but (71) is false. These two sentenceg onl
differ in terms of what constituent is focused (keat in capital letters).

(70)  Mary only introduced Bill to SUE.
(71) Mary only introduced BILL to Sue.

For the predicates discussed here, we thus alslicpdsfferences in focus structure in the
embedded clause to have a truth conditional effedhis section, my goal is to show that, while
predicates that select the subjunctive mood do shmeffect, predicates that select the indicative
mood do not.

We begin with the class of desire predicateduktitate their behavior with the predicatant
and use some examples similar to the one discussteim(1992). Consider the following context:

(72) In the linguistics department, at the facufigeting, the teaching schedules of the different
faculty members for the upcoming semester are gésall There is only one syntactician in
the department (John), one phonologist (Lisa),teuadsemanticists (Lara and Frank). John
can only teach syntax. Lara can teach syntax amausgcs. There is some controversy on
which days John should teach his syntax classeseT®re two options: he may teach syntax
on Tuesdays and Thursdays, or he may teach syntisbopWe & Fri. Lisas preferences are
the following: she would prefer it if Lara wouldaieh syntax rather than John. But given that
John has to teach syntax, she prefers it if hdnemaon Tuesdays and Thursdays rather than on
Mo, We & Fri (because she wants the teaching sidéo, We & Fri for her own phonology
class, which cannot conflict with the syntax class)

In this scenario, consider the following utterances

(73) Lisa wants John to teach syntax ON TUESDAY ANHURSDAYS.
(74) Lisa wants JOHN to teach syntax on TuesdagisTaursdays.
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In the described scenario, the utterance in (783es However, the utterance in (74) cannot
be true (since Lisa would in fact prefer it if Lavauld teach syntax, not John). The only difference
between these two utterances is that a differemétitaent is focused in the embedded clause.

We can thus conclude that, in the presence of tbdigatewant, the focus structure of the
embedded clause has a truth conditional effect.séhge can be shown to hold for other predicates
that select the subjunctive mood in Spanish. Ferctass of emotive factive predicates, | illustrate
this with the predicatbe glad.

In the context described above, assume that, anithef the faculty meeting, it is decided that
John is indeed going to teach syntax on TuesdagsTanrsdays. Consider now the following
utterances.

(75) Lisais glad that John teaches syntax ON SDEYS AND THURSDAYS.
(76) Lisais glad that JOHN teaches syntax orsdlags and Thursdays.

Here again, (75) can be true in the described sicertaut not (76) (for the same reasons as before).
The predicatée gladcan thus be considered to be focus sensitive.

Boer(1978) illustrates that this same kind of fosessitivity also appears in conditional
sentences. He presents an example introduced lbskie(@972) with the following scenario: Tesl
father left a clause in his will stipulating thagd' can only receive his inheritance if he is mdrga
certain date. In this context (77) is true, but)(@3alse:

(77) If Ted hadat MARRIED Alice, he would have lost his inheritance
(78) If Ted hadat married ALICE, he would have lost his inheritance

Similarly, the causative predicatauseand the directive predicatemand’, which in Spanish select
the subjunctive mood, show focus sensitivity. Matgbur examples after the conditional sentences,
in the same context, the examples (79) and (&l)rae, while (80) and (82) are false:

(79) His father caused Ted to MARRY Alice.
(80) His father caused Ted to marry ALICE.

10 See also Dretske(1975), p.415, for an example whidirates that directive predicates suctkradvises are
focus sensitive.
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(81) His father demanded that Ted MARRY Alice.
(82) His father demanded that Ted marry ALICE.

Notice that a modal predicate suctbasiecessargiso displays this pattern: in the same cont8%, (
is true while (84) is false :

(83) In order to receive his inheritance, it wasassary that Ted MARRY Alice.
(84) In order to receive his inheritance, it wasessary that Ted marry ALICE.

We have thus seen examples for each predicatetbltsselects the subjunctive mood (desire
predicates, emotive factives, modals, directivesaausatives) that show that the matrix predicate i
sensitive to the focus-structure of the embeddadse.

In contrast, consider now some examples contapnedjcates that select the indicative mood
in Spanish. The following examples contain the tepnsc predicat&now

(85) Lisa knows that John teaches syntax ON TUESBAYXD THURSDAYS.
(86) Lisa knows that JOHN teaches syntax on Tyssdad Thursdays.

Contrary to the previous examples, here the manexlicate does not seem to be sensitive to the
focus structure of the embedded clause. These d&amue both true under the same circumstances:
all contexts that make one of them true make theratne true as well. The fact that the predicate
knowis not focus sensitive can best be illustratet witlialogue. If speaker A sayd:isa knows that
John teaches syntax ON TUESDAYS AND THURSDA®ESpeaker B cannot repANo, thats not
true. Lisa knows that JOHN teaches syntax on Tyssdad Thursday&without contradicting
himself. Notice that this is different for the piemtewant. If speaker A saysALisa wants John to
teach syntax ON TUESDAYS AND THURSDAY®. speaker B can than naturally repijo ,
that=s not true. Lisa wants JOHN to teach syntax on daysand Thursday@without uttering a
contradiction”.

Y For some speakers, a more explicit context is sacgdo make this a natural dialogue. For exampéalker B
could naturally reply: "well, that's not really &uas she doesn't mind which day these classeplade, as long as
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Other predicates that select the indicative moach sis predicates of communication are not
focus sensitive either, as can be illustrated Withpredicatsay.

(87) Lisa said that John teaches syntax ON TUESDAX® THURSDAYS.
(88) Lisa said that JOHN teaches syntax on Tuesalaysl hursdays.

In these examples, focus on a constituent in tHeeeisled sentence creates alternatives that are not
evaluated by the predicate of the matrix clauseatternatives that are available for an exampulk su
as (87) are the alternatives to the whole clausieghe embedded clauseLisa said that John teaches
syntax on Tuesdays and Thursdayand >Lisa said that John teaches syntax on Mondays,
Wednesdays and FridaysSimilarly, in (88), the available alternative® alisa said that John
teaches syntax on Tuesdays & Thursdaysd>Lisa said that Lara teaches syntax on Tuesdays and
Thursdays.

It can easily be shown that the same holds forqiteslicate classes that select the indicative
mood in Spanish: predicates of certainty (esiar convencidebe convinced, estar segure-be
certairr), commissivesgrometer>promise=), and fiction predicates (e.gpfiar>dreans) have this
same property.

In fact, in the literature, some examples haveadlydeen provided to show that focus does
not always have the same effect in the contexil pf@positional attitude predicates. The following
examples are from Boér (1979). He suggests thdt prieédicates such &now and believethe
meaning differences induced by focused constituenthe complement clause are much less
perceptible.

(89) Tom knows/believes that Bob HIT Alice.
(90) Tom knows/believes that Bob hit ALICE.

Similarly, Dretske (1972) points out that predisatach abelieveandsayare not sensitive to
the contrastive differences of the embedded cl@aes=footnote 16, p.435).

John is the one who does the teaching, so onedhatller say that Lisa wants JOHN to teach syntetuesdays
and thursdays." (personal communication, JennyjBget
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Finally, let me illustrate with the example of theedicatesentirwhich can select both the
subjunctive and indicative mood, that such predgaire only focus sensitive when they select the
subjunctive mood. The predicaentir,when it selects the subjunctive mood, has the mganfithe
emotive factive predicatebe sorry. In the scenario above, (91) turns out to be faidgle (92) is
true:

(91) Lisa siente que Juan de clases de sintaxiSIARTES Y JUEVES
>Lisa is sorry that Juan teaches syntax on TUE&THUR

(92) Lisa siente que JUAN de clases de sintasisrlartes y jueves
>Lisa is sorry that JUAN teaches syntax on Tue&¥Fhur

To the contrary, when the predicate has the mearfingense/=have the impressien and selects
the indicative mood, the two examples (93) and éé)truthconditionally equivalent:

(93) Lisa siente que Juan dara clases de siltesxMARTES Y JUEVES
>Lisa has the impression that Juan will teach synotaXUE&THUR=

(94) Lisa siente que JUAN dara clases de sintagisartes y jueves

>Lisa has the impression that JUAN will teach syrdaxTue&Thur

To conclude, the purpose of this section has beeardue that predicates that select the
subjunctive mood are sensitive to the presencdamfiesed constituent in the embedded clause: when
different constituents are focused, there is ehtoanditional meaning difference. We thus have
evidence for the claim that the predicates thagctethe subjunctive mood are focus sensitive
operators.

In the following section, | turn to making precisat the semantic contribution of the
subjunctive mood morpheme is.

7.2 The semantic contribution of the subjunctive mood
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In this section, | address the following questiarat role does the subjunctive mood
morpheme play in the semantic composition of tiéesee? The literature on the semantics of mood
rarely addresses this question. The main focuseofrtajority of previous studies has rather been to
provide a characterization of the contexts in witiehsubjunctive mood appears. The investigation of
what the subjunctive mood contributes to the meganomposition provides a first step towards a
better understanding of why subjunctive verb foretglire special semantic licensing conditions and
why they are obligatory in certain contexts.

To begin, | introduce Rootts (1985,1992) terminology for the semantics of eeces
containing focused constituents and present higstos for focus sensitive operators sucbrag.

7.2.1 Focus according to Rooth (1985,1992)

As mentioned before, Rooth (1985,1992) shows tatd has a truth conditional effect in the
context of the adverbnly. | now present Rootfs proposal for the meaning of sentences of the
following kind:

(95) Mary only introduced Bill to SUE.
(96) Mary only introduced BILL to Sue.

In Rooth (1985,1992), next to the ordinary semawvdilcie, an additional semantic value is
used to express the contribution that focus makéset meaning of a sentence. The focus semantic
value of a constituent is represented asu a7 , its ordinary semantic value aa ,. The focus
semantic value of a sentence is the set of prapnsibbtainable from the ordinary semantic value by
making a substitution in the position correspondatipe focused phrase. | present here the ordinary
and alternative semantic values for the sentertm@geavithoutonly.

(97) Mary introduced Bill to [Sug] , = Aw.Mary introduced Bill to Sue in w
(98) Mary introduced Bill to [Sug] a.r ={Aw.Mary introduced Bill to x in w/0 D}

(99) Mary introduced [Bill} to Sue , =Aw.Mary introduced Bill to Sue in w
(100) Mary introduced [BillE to Sue a.r ={Aw.Mary introduced x to SuefXD}
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The denotation adnly carries an index C which (through the variablégassent g) refers to a
contextually determined set of propositions:

(101) onlyc %=ApAiw. g:q0g(C) & gqWw)6p =g

For a focus sensitive operator sucloaly, Rooth proposes that its domain of quantification
C is constrained by the focus semantic value. Fadusduces a variable C which anaphorically
constrains the domain of quantification of the ®eansitive operator. Rooth defines the ~-operator
which is adjoined to the variable C and evaluates dlternatives introduced by the focused
constituent. The sentence in (102) can be assuoneave the underlying representation in (103):

(102) Mary only introduced Bill to SUE.

(103) IR
ri
onlyc 174
ri
IR ~C
6
Mary introduced Bill to [Sue]

There are two constraints on the variable C intcedlby focus interpretation. The first is that C
presupposes that C is a subset of the focus semaaitie fore (and contains both the ordinary
semantic value ofp and an element distinct from the ordinary semarglae of ¢). The choice of
antecedent for the variable C is free, but it islgd by the presuppositional constraint introduzgd
the ~-operator:

ty
(104) 49 ~C4yisdefinedonlyif C o @ ¢ ar

ty
If defined, 4 ¢ ~C4y= ¢
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The second constraint is that, in the expresspon €], focus has been interpreted, so the semantic
effect of the foci inp has to be neutralized:

ty
(105) 4([) ~C4ALT :{ (0] 0}

Rooth=s semantics can also be adopted for predicatesaswhnt Parallel toonly, the

predicatevanthas been defined here as carrying an index Cdfeas to a contextually available set
of propositions. For convenience, | repeat my psapfor predicates such asmnthere:

(106) want 9=ApAxAw. q:q p&q0g(C): p desxwq

Just like in the case ahly, the index C of the predicateantshould be constrained by the
focus semantic value of the embedded clause. Tdperator, if placed in the appropriate position in
the tree, evaluates the alternatives for the pagglid illustrate this here with an example frora th
previous section, with a focused constituent inemoedded clause:

(107) Lisa wants John to teach syntax ON TUESDAYYOATHURSDAYS.

The appropriate tree structure for the senten¢®dn) is the one below, where ~C is attached at the
level of the CP of the embedded clause.
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(108) P

ep
NP VP
g eo
Lisa \Y Ck
g ri
wants CR ~C
5

Johnto teach syntax [on Tuesdays and Thursdays ]

We can thus conclude that Rosthproposal for focus sensitive adverbs sucbrdgcan
straightforwardly be carried over to the predicagat. Notice, however, that we have to ensure that
the ~-operator is adjoined to the CP-level of tmbedded clause. Other structures, in which the ~-
operator is adjoined to other positions, have texmuded. The following structure, for example, is
uninterpretable because the elements in C arefribeaight type (since ~C is adjoined at the VP
level, the elements in C are of type <e,<s,t>>):

(109) * IP
ep
NP VP
g eo
Lisa \ CP
g r
wants NP VP
g tu
John 5 ~C

to teach syntax [on Tuesdays andSdays }

A structure in which the index C is attached atltevel of the higher clause, such as in
(110), leads to a nonsensical interpretation: eékieagh the elements in C are of the right type, C
does not correspond to a set of alternative prtipasiofthe embedded clauddere, C corresponds
to the following set of alternative propositionsl{sa wants John to teach syntax on Tuesdays and
Thursdays, >Lisa wants John to teach syntax on Mondays, Wedtyssahd Fridays}. These are not

the appropriate alternatives that the predieaatrequires.

(110)* P
ep
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ep
NP VP
g eo
Lisa \Y CP
g ri
wants NP VP
g 5

John to teach syntax [on Tuesdays & Thursdays |

In the following section, | turn to the semanticntrdoution of the subjunctive mood
morpheme. | propose that the role of the subjurcatiood is to ensure that C contains the appropriate
set of alternatives, or in other words, that thel@ation of contextual alternatives happens imitite

place of the tree, namely at the level of the erdbddtlause.

7.2.2 The subjunctive mood: evaluation of contextual alter natives

In this section, | return to the Spanish datalllagsume that the subjunctive mood is realized
in a projection above IP, presumably in Mo&dPwill argue that subjunctive mood is an operator
that has the role of the ~-operator, namely towatal the alternatives for the matrix predicateaAs
consequence, the evaluation of alternatives nedlgdsappens in MoodP. Subjunctive mood thus
ensures that the evaluation of alternatives hapaetie right place in the tree. Indicative moad, t
the contrary, will be argued to prevent evaluatibalternatives at the level of the embedded clduse

define the SUBg-operator as follows:

12 See Bhatt & Yoon (1991) for arguments for the exise of the functional projection MoodP. In propgsihat
MoodP is between CP and IP, | follow Kempchinsk§98) and references therein.
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(111) Definition of SUBJc:

ty ¢
a. 4 SUBL IP4,is only defined if g(CJp IP %1 & Card(g(C)) > 1
ty 9
when definedt SUBL IP4,= IP 9
ty ¢

b. 4SUBL IP4ar={ IP %}

The semantic contribution of the subjunctive moad best be illustrated with an example
that contains a focused constituent in the embediZese:

(112) Victoria quiere que Sofia traiga UNA TORTA DE CHOCOLATE.
Victoria wants that Sofia brireressuBi3sc a  cake of chocolate.
>Victoria wants Sofia to bring A CHOCOLATE CAKE.

I will assume again that the relevant contextutdrahtives are the followingzSofia bring a
chocolate cake >Sofia brings ice cream or>Sofia brings an apple pieThe relevant tree structure
corresponding to (112) is given below.

(113) 3]

ri

NP VP
g ri

Victoria \% CcpP
g ri
quiere: C MoodP
g r
que SUBd IR

5
Sofia traiga [una torta de chocolate]

Given the definition of the SUBJperator, the semantic derivation of (113) is@®ws:

(114) 1P. % =)\w. Sofia brings a chocolate cake in w.
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IP; 9.7 = {Aw. Sofia brings a chocolate cake inA. Sofia brings ice cream in V.
Sofia brings an apple pie in w}

MoodP % = SUBZX IP; % is only defined if g(C Yp IP; %1 = {Aw. Sofia brings a
chocolate cake in vikw. Sofia brings an apple pie in fwy. Sofia brings ice cream in
w}

when defined

MoodP 9% =Aw. Sofia brings a chocolate cake in w

MoodP 91 = {Aw. Sofia brings a chocolate cake in w}

CP % = MoodP 9 =X\w. Sofia brings a chocolate cake in w

CP %t = MoodP %t = {Aw. Sofia brings a chocolate cake in w}

want: %= ApAxAiw=. q:q p&q0g(C):p desxwd

VP %= want %( CP %)=
=MAw=. g:qg [Aw. Sofia brings a chocolate cake in w] &¢Aw. Sofia brings a
chocolate cake in vikw. Sofia brings an apple pie in fwy. Sofia brings ice cream in
w}: [Aw. Sofia brings a chocolate cake in Wz «w. q

P, % = VP %( NP %)=
=ww=. q:q [Aw. Sofia brings a chocolate cake in w] &dAw. Sofia brings a
chocolate cake in viyw. Sofia brings an apple pie in ¥y. Sofia brings ice cream in
w}: [Aw. Sofia brings a chocolate cake in W2 victoria.w 0

The resulting meaning can be paraphrased as fallowsng the relevant alternativesJofia brings
chocolate cake, >Sofia brings an apple pie>Sofia brings ice crean} >Sofia brings a chocolate
cake= is the most desirable alternative to Victoria.

| thus propose that MoodP is responsible for thaduation of contextual alternatives for the
class of predicates that select the subjunctivednbleese predicates require the subjunctive mood in
the embedded clause because they require the peestm set of contextual alternatives to the
embedded proposition. The SURBdperator evaluates this set of contextual alteresfor the matrix
predicate. At the level of the embedded clausejusgbve mood is thus the morphological
realization of Rooths ~-operatot®

13 According to this theory of the subjunctive moo@, @pect interaction with other possible focus-sieas
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operators in the sentence. For instance, we exipaiginly should not be able to associate vétbhocolate caken
the following example (since we predict tm&ntassociates with chocolate cake)

0] Victoria only wants Sofia to bring A CHOCOLATEAKE
However, as pointed out to me by an anonymousw&rign Englishonly can associate with the Focus in the

embedded sentence. This may potentially be a profdethe theory. Interaction with other focus-sttise
operators will be left for future research.

52



Let us now examine what would happen if the embeédtiise was in the indicative mood. |
will propose that when the SUB®&perator is replaced by the IND-operator, no eatadun of
contextual alternatives takes place in MoodP. Rathe ordinary and alternative semantic values of
the IP are simply inherited. In other words, tN®loperator is essentially an identity function.

Is such a definition of the IND-operator sufficigntexclude indicative clauses to appear
under predicates such asmant? The IND-operator does not evaluate alternatihes may be
introduced by a focused constituent in the embedtrdse, hence the combinationnaintwith an
indicative clause is, in principle, not interprdeafunder the assumption that, just like in theeaats
only, C has to be constrained by focus and cannot tedygarovided by context). However, we still
have to exclude the possibility that the ~-operatorld appear in an appropriate position in the
structure and do the work that otherwise would dxeedby the SUBs}operator. In other words, we
have to exclude structures of the following kind:

(115)* IP

ri

NP VP

g ri

Victoria Vv CP
g r
quiereg C MoodP
g ri
que MoodP ~C
ri
IND IP

5
Sofia trae [una torta deocolate}

Hence, the IND-operator has to introduce some &frabnstraint that prevents evaluation of
alternatives at the level of the embedded clauséicélthat the ~-operator should still be able to
appear in other positions in the tree. This isisoespredicates that select the indicative mood als
allow for focused constituents in the embeddedsdau

(116) Victoria sabe que SOFIA trajo una torta de chocolate.
Victoria know that Sofia bringasT.IND.3sG a  cake of chocolate.
>Victoria knows that SOFIA brought a chocolate cake.
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In this example, evaluation of contextual altewedihappens at the level of the whole clause.i$his
seen from the fact that (116) is felicitous in atext that provides alternatives such>aActoria
knows that Marcel brought a chocolate cakeVictoria knows that Rafael brought a chocolate

cake=. The corresponding tree structure is given in 117

(117) IR
ri

B ~C
ri
NP VP
g ri

Victoria \Y CP
g ri
sabe C MoodP
g r
que IND IP

5
[Sofia]r trajo una torta de chocolate

The following example illustrates that evaluatidrtontextual alternatives may also happen below
the level of MoodP, for example in the presencanather focus sensitive operator sucloraly:

(118) Victoria sabe que solo SOFIA trajo una torta de chocolate.

Victoria knows that only Sofia  brimggsT.IND.3sG a  cake of chocolate.
>Victoria knows that only SOFIA brought a chocoletde=
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(119) IP
ri

NP VP
g ri
Victoria \Y CP
g ri
sabe C MoodP
g ri
que IND IR
ri
sola: IR
ri
|P4 "‘C
5

[Sofia]r trajo una torta de chocolate

We can conclude that for predicates that selecintieative mood the following holds:
evaluation of contextual alternatives is possilieriot at the level of the embedded MoodP. In order
to block evaluation of alternatives at the leveMwodP, | thus propose the following definition of
the IND-operator

(120) Definition of INDc:

ty ¢
a. 4INDc  IP4,is only defined if

If thereisa g(C¥ IP %t theng(C)={IP 9%}

when defined ty °
4 IND¢ IP4, = IP 9,

ty ¢
b. 4|NDC |P4/.\|_T = |IP g,/.\|_T

This definition of the INR-operator introduces the presupposition that ifehe a contextually
available set of alternatives included in the alive semantic value of the IP immediately below
MoodP, it only contains one single element, nantileéyordinary semantic value of that IP. This
constraint prevents a predicate suclwastto combine with an indicative clause: a contexyual
available singleton-set is not sufficient for théerpretation ofvant.
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The definitions of SUBgJand IND: capture the fact that predicates that selectubjeisctive
mood necessarily require the subjunctive mood & é¢mbedded clause: SUBdvaluates the
contextual alternatives for the matrix predicatdD¢ prevents evaluation of the contextual
alternatives for the matrix predicate. Finally, m&ed to ensure that the predicates that select the
indicative mood also disallow the subjunctive maodheir complement clause. For the moment,
nothing would prevent SUBJo appear under a predicate that selects theaitidanood. To remedy
for this, | propose that the following constraiids for the operator SUBJ

(121) Constraint on SUBJc:
SUBZ can only be licensed if it appears in the scope fofcus sensitive operator.

SUBL is thus different from the ~-operator: ~C may appea sentence even in the absence of a
focus sensitive operator. As it stands, this caiston SUBJ is a stipulation. However, it captures
well the fact that subjunctive mood is essentialphenomenon in embedded contexts. Furthermore,
under certain circumstances, predicates that st#iecindicative mood do in fact allow for the
subjunctive mood in the embedded clause as lotitgegsare embedded under another operator such
as negation or the question operator, as illustrat¢he examples beldi

(122) Lucho no dijo que la comida estuviera lista.
Lucho not said that the food besT.suBi3sGready.
>Lucho didrrt say that the food was reasdy.

(123) Dijo Luchoquela comida estuviera stdf
Said Lucho that the food lpesT.suBi3sready?
>Did Lucho say that the food was ready?

14 as pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, the caimgton SUBJ is not precise enough. As it stands, it predicts
that SUBJ can be licensed under any focus sensitive operatibure research will address the question of thaw
relevant set of focus sensitive operators can heaclterized.
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SUBE thus can appear under predicates that selectdiwtive mood, as long as itis licensed by the
presence of negation or the question operator.eraes operators that are also known to be focus
sensitive.

To conclude, in this section, | have proposedtti@semantic contribution of the subjunctive
mood is to evaluate the contextual alternative®thutced in the embedded clause. To the contrary,
the indicative mood blocks evaluation of contexaltdrnatives at the level of the embedded clause.

8. Empirical evidence for a semantics of comparison

The proposal defended here makes the following rapbclaim: predicates that select the
subjunctive mood introduce a gradable propertyofdiering relation) with respect to which the
contextual alternatives are compared. The ordeglagion is contributed by the lexical meaning of
each predicate. Under this assumption, we expediqates that select the subjunctive mood, just lik
gradable adjectives, to appear in certain typedegiee constructions. There are only very few
predicates for which this expectation does not hwdehely some of the causative predicates (such as
hacer >make= and lograr >achievee) and some of the directive predicates (suclordgnar
>order)" . | proposed earlier, in section 5, that in thezses the comparative meaning component is
more deeply embedded within the meaning of theipagéel These predicates are thus not gradable
predicates as a whole but rather contain a gradabéming part. As a consequence, we do not expect
them to allow for degree modification on the suefac

In the following, | discuss the distribution of va@us degree modifiers such asucho
(>much=), bastante(>quite=), demasiadq>too muckr), enormement€enormously), and the
comparative construction with predicates that séhecsubjunctive/indicative mood. The distribution
of these degree modifiers provides further eviddacéhe proposal defended here.

8.1 Gradability in the adjectival versusverbal domain

Gradable predicates suchtall express properties that are ordering inducing-amecompare
individuals according to whether they have the propof being tall to a greater or lesser extehe T

5 see the appendix for more examples.
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crucial difference between gradable and non gradpt#dicates is that the domains of gradable
predicates can be partially ordered accordingteesgradient property, whereas the domains of non-
gradable predicates cannot.

For adjectives, modifiers such asery= are an indicator of their gradable/non gradable
nature: while gradable adjectives can combine witry=, non gradable ones cannot. The sentence
in (124) expresses that the victim is tall to ehhiggree, while the sentence in (125) cannot egpres
that the victim is dead to a high degree:

(124) The victim is very tall.
(125) *The victim is very dead.

Another good test for the gradable/non gradablaireabf an adjective is the comparative
construction. Only gradable expressions can appeamparative constructions:

(126) The victim is taller than his neighbor.
(127) *The victim is more dead than his neighbor.

When we turn to the verbal domain, the tests fadgbility are less straightforward. Bolinger
(1972) suggests that we can distinguish degreesvfiesin non degree verbs by their acceptance of
lexical intensifiers such apuite, rather, so,etc. Thus, in the example (128), the acceptalofitye
modifier quiteindicates that the predicag@asperateés a degree verb. The modifiguite expresses
that there is a quite high degree of exasperation.

(128) He quite exasperates me. (Bolinger 1972)

However, Bolinger points out that such modifiersidbalways signal degree modification. In
fact, a number of these degree modifiers are ambigyand do not necessarily modify the degree of
the intensity of the property denoted by the pra@icFor example, a modifier suchragchas in
(129) can also be used to modify tetensibilityof a predicate. Here, the modifier indicates that
quantity of talking was high, not the intensitytalking.
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(129) He talks too much. (Bolinger 1972)

Doetjes (1997) points out that there is one cléssadlifiers that is not ambiguous in this way,
but has a much more restricted distribution: higbrde adverbs suchasnormously exclusively
modify the degree of the intensity of a propertye Examples below illustrate ttgtormouslyan be
used to express a very high degree of apprecidiidmot to express a very high quantity of movie-

going.

(130) John appreciated the movie enormously
(131) *Anne goes enormously to the movies. (Dee1j@97, p.122)

The modifier>enormously thus seems to be the best test for distinguisbragable from non-
gradable predicates. | now turn to the distributbddrdegree modifiers with the predicates under
discussion.

8.2 Degree modification for predicatesthat select the subjunctive/indicative mood

In this section, | show that predicates that setesubjunctive mood differ from predicates
that select the indicative mood in what type ofrdegnodification they allow.

A wide range of the predicates that select theundbive mood in Spanish allow for
modification withenormementé&>enormously). This holds for all desire predicates, most exeoti
factive predicates, all predicates of doubt, adicates of probability and possibility and somthef
directive and causative predicates, as illustratete examples beloW

(132) Marcela desea enormemente que Rafael venga.
Marcela desires enormously that Rafael can®gIPRES3SG.
>Marcela enormously wants Rafael to come.

16 See the appendix for more examples.
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(133) Sofia se alegra enormemente de que vdagan a visitar.
Sofiaseglad enormously of th@&Roher comeRESSUBJI3PL to Visit.
>Sofia is enormously glad that they will visit ker.

(134) Te sugiero enormemente que o galgas.
PROYOU suggest enormously  tim&o not leavePRESSUB12SG.
>| suggest enormously that you ddreave=

However, among the emotive factive predicates,ett@@e some predicates that cannot
combine with high degree modifiers: certain prediszhat express high extremes of scales sueh as
estupendd>it is great) andes extraordinario>it is extraordinary), as well as predicates that
express a lower bound of a scale suchcaptar(>accept), andes suficient€it is sufficient). For
predicates that express such extremes of scakesadt unexpected that they disallow high degree
adverbs. High degree adverbs simply contributenddnt information in this case. Notice that all of
these predicates allow for other degree modifiech asnuy(>very=). Furthermore, as we will see
below, they can also appear in comparative consbns

There are also a few other emotive factive predgdhat do not allow for high degree
modifiers, such ass l6gico(>it is logic=), es natural>it is naturaf), es normal>it is normak), es
mejor (>it is better) andes peor(>it is worse=). For some reason, these predicates resist high
degree modification. They do however allow for @egmodifiers such asuy(>very=) andmucho
(>much=). Since all the above mentioned examples aretadiscl will assume that the possibility of
the modifiemuy(>very=) is sufficient a test to show that they denotelglde properties. Again, all
of these predicates can also appear in comparm@aiveructions.

To the contrary, none of the predicate classes dbkgct the indicative mood allow for
modification with high degree adverbs suckeasrmementé>enormously) (with the exception of
the class of predicates of certainty). The incombgday with high degree adverbs is illustratedine
examples below with an epistemic predicatker(>know=), and a predicate of communicatibecir

(>say=).
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(135) *Sofia sabe enormemente que no ¢ued venir.
Sofia knows enormously that PRO not ea&e&S.IND.3SGcome.

*=Sofia knows enormously that she cannot ceme.

(136) *Alberto dijo enormemente que tenia hambre.

hungry.
Alberto said enormously thekRohavepPAST.IND.3SG

* >Alberto said enormously that he was hungry.

As expected under the proposal, all predicatesdblaict the subjunctive mood (with the
exception of certain directive and causative piae) allow for modification with a whole range of
other degree modifiers suchrascho(>much=), bastantg>quite=), tanto(>so muckr), demasiado

(>too muck):

(137) Marcela teme mucho que Rafael venga.
Marcela fears much that Rafael cosuB1PRES3SG.
>Marcela very much fears that Rafael will come.

(138) Sofia se alegra tanto de que la gaen a visitar.
Sofiaseglad so  of thatRoher comeRESSUBJI3PL to Visit.
>Sofia is so glad that they will come to visit ker.

To the contrary, with predicates that select trticiative mood these modifiers are inacceptable

(when they express modification of the intensityha property):

(139) *Rafael sabe muchoque no tiene razon.
Rafael knows much thakonot haveND.PRES3SG  right.
>Rafael much knows that he is not right.

(140) *Rafael promete mucho que podra venir.
Rafael promises much therocanFUT.IND.3SG come.
>*Rafael promises much that he will be able to ceme.
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For predicates that select the indicative mood nwhedification with such degree modifiers
they can only express modification of the extensibility of the predicate or
Is possible, > =

repetition. Thus, in the example below, with the predicate of communication decir

say , demasiadocan only mean too often and not too intensely

e =) > = > =

(141) Alberto dijo demasiado que tenia hambre.

, havepasTIND-35G
Alberto said too-much tharo hunger

Alberto said too often that he was hungry.
>

Importantly, for those predicates that can selett the indicative and the subjunctive mood,
degree modification is only possible when the satjive mood is selected. This is illustrated here
with the predicatsentir.

(142) Siento enormemente que te rhaya hecho dafio.
PROsorry enormously thaRoyou havepAsT.suBi3rPLdone pain.
>| am enormously sorry about the fact that they Haue you=

(143) * Siento enormemente que va a haber un problema.
PRO sense enormously thatogo:FUT.IND.3sGto there-be a problem.
*>| sense enormously that there is going to be al@nmob

The predicatesperarhas also been claimed to allow for mood altermafi. Ridruejo 1999Y.
When this predicate selects the subjunctive mbloas the meaning of the factive emotive predicate

17 However, the indicative mood is only possible whtemembedded clause is about a future event (asegoout
in Ridruejo(1999):

(Error! Main Document Only.) Espero que venga /vendra mi hermano
PROhope that comeRESSUBI3sGcome::FUT.IND.3SG my brother
(Error! Main Document Only.) Espero que mi hermano viniera/*ha veragier

PRO hope that my brother corr@sT.SUB13SG/*PAST.IND.3SG
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>to hope, whereas when it selects the indicative mood & th@ meaning>to anticipate/=to
expect. Crucially, modification witlrenormementeis possible only when the predicate selects the
subjunctive mood:
(144) Espero enormemente que venga mi hermano

PROhope enormously that corRESSUB13SGmMmy brother

>| enormously hope that my brother will come

(145) * Espero enormemente que vendra mi hermano.
PROhope enormously that comeTHND.3sGmy brother
*>| enormously anticipate that my brother will come.

Among the predicates that select the indicativeanaa exception is formed by the class of
predicates of certainty suchestar segur@>be certair). For these predicates, degree modification
is in fact possible. We will see, however, that seenantics of these predicates does not involve
comparison of contextual alternatives.

Imagine again a context in which there are th@Wwihg three possibilities: Sofia may bring a
chocolate cake, she may bring an apple pie or sl bring ice cream. In this scenario, the
interpretation of a sentence containing the preelmacertaindoes not involve ranking the possible
alternatives on a scale@drtainty. For example, the sentence in (146) does not idgly). Rather it
implies (148):

(146) Victoria is certain that Sofia will bring atalate cake.
(147) Victoria is less certain that Sofia will bgirce cream.
(148) Victoria is certain that Sofia will not brince cream.

We have seen previously that for predicates suclvaad the contextual alternatives are
ranked on a scale of desirability. Thus, if Vickowants Sofia to bring chocolate cake, this implies
that the other alternatives are ranked lower orstiade of Victorias desirability. As we have seen
here, this is not the case for a predicate suble asrtainlf Victoria is certain that Sofia will bring a
chocolate cake, this does not imply that she & destain about the other alternatives.

18 The predicatereer>believe= also allows for modification witenormementandmucho(the only predicate in
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the class of epistemic predicates).Parallel toipegels of certainty, if Victoria believes that Soill bring a
chocolate cake, this does not imply that she betidess in the other alternatives. Rather it inspat Victoria
believes that Sofia will NOT bring ice cream.
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Finally, there is one further type of empirical demce for gradability, namely the kind of
comparative construction illustrated in the exan{f{k9).

(149) Itis more likely that Sofia will bring a cbalate cake than that she will bring an apple pie.

Notice that, in this example, overt comparisorsiablished between two of the possible alternatives
namely>that Sofia will bring a chocolate cakand>that Sofia will bring an apple pteThis kind of
comparative construction is thus a very straighitéod test for the proposal developed here. As
expected, apart from the class of directives angaiives, all predicate classes that select the
subjunctive mood can appear in such comparativetngstions. To the contrary, predicates that
select the indicative mood cannot appear in contipareonstructions of this kind. This is illustrdte

in the examples below.

(150) Sofia teme mas que pueda perder su trab@ma que tenga que trabajar demasiado.
>Sofia fears more that she could loose her job thanshe may have to work too mueh.

(151) Es mas probable que Rafael venga a la fipstano que Lucia venga.
>|t is more likely that Rafael will come to the pathan that Lucia will come.

(152) *Sofia sabe mas que Lucia vendra a la figg&ano que Rafael vendra.
*>Sofia knows more that Lucia will come to the pahsn that Rafael will come.

(153) *Sofia comprendio mas que tenia que trabdganasiado que no que podia cambiar de
trabajo.
>*Sofia understood more that she had to work toolmhban that she could change herjob.

To conclude, in this section | have provided engpirevidence for the claim that predicates
that select the subjunctive mood are gradable paézh. These predicates can combine with degree
modifiers and can appear in a certain type of coatpe construction, contrary to the predicates tha
select the indicative mood.
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8.3 Refining the proposal: predicates that select the subjunctive mood have an extra degree
argument

In this section, | will refine the proposal in orde accommodate the empirical facts presented
above. In doing so, | will follow recent semanttefature that has adopted a scalar anaRfsisthe
semantics of gradable adjectives. In the scalaioagp, gradable adjectives are analyzed as retation
between individuals and degrees. In the literatinere are different variants as to what exacty th
denotation of a gradable adjective should be. Il assume here that a predicate suclaliss a
function of type <d,<e,<s,t>>>:

(154) tall =2Xdg.AXe.AWs. X is tall to a degree d in w.
Similarly, 1 will assume that the predicat@ntis a function of type <d,<<s,t>,<e,<s,t>>>:
(155) want = AdApAx.Aw. X wants p to a degree d in w.

The degree morphology then applies to this functiod imposes some requirement on the degree.
This requirement is different for each type of degronstruction (absolute, comparative, superlative
and equative constructions). For each differenstrantion in which the predicate may appear, this
degree morpheme introduces a different orderirgtiogl. In absolute constructions, the ordering
relation is contributed by an abstraetmorpheme. In comparative, superlative and equative
constructions the overt morphenmsre, less, mosir astake the place of this abstraahorpheme.

I will thus propose that, for predicates suclwvast the comparison relation is introduced by
an abstract-morpheme. Notice that, in such an analysis,itherpheme has the meaning of a
superlative morpheme, rather than an absolute neanph(as is the case for adjectives). | will not
make any commitments as to what exactly the syotdke verbal projection should be (see, for
example, Kennedy 1999 who proposes that adjedtiares an extended projection DegP that hosts

19 see for example Bartsch & Venneman (1973), Biefw{d©89), Cresswell (1976), Heim (1985, 2000), Keshn
(1999,2001), Kennedy & McNally (2005), Klein (199¢pn Stechow (1984a,b). See Kennedy (1999) for an
overview of scalar analyses of gradable adjectives.
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their degree morphology). For the sake of simpliditwill assume that the degree morpheme is
attached at the ¥tlevel, in the same position in which we find otlwerbal modifiers. For the
predicatavant this abstraat-morpheme carries the variable C (which referfigosiet of contextual
alternatives to p):

(156) VP
ri
\E= CP
ri p
DegP \%
lc want

The denotation of the whole VP should be the folimwy
(157) VP 9= xaw. g:q p&qg0g(C):
max{d. x wants p to a degree d in w) > miadf. x wants q to a degree=dn w)

where max(S) sx:x0S & y[yOSWy x]

We obtain this meaning from the two following parts

(158) want ¢ AMApAX.AW. X wants p to a degree d in w.
(159) 1c ¢ = Mg <st<est>APAXAW. ¢  p & g0 g(C): maxgd.P(d)(p)(x)(w)) >
max@.d=.P(d=)(a=)(x)(w))

In fact, some clarification is in order to expldiow this proposal for the meaning of the
predicatavantis related to the definition developed previouslgection 4. Before, the comparison
relation >es, w Was used to compare propositions, here > is usedrmpare degrees. Based on the
definition of the relation ges, w, We can express the meaning of a degree by dgfamrequivalence
relation (following Cresswell1976):

(160) Definition of an Equivalence Relatian

p.q iff Z: (P >pesuw Z Iff 4 >pesyw Z) & (Z >pesyw P Iff Z >pEsyw Q)
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We can now define a relations:s,.., between degrees based on the relatiggz. \( soes.s) iS the set
of all >pes, w -equivalence classesgtands for field of a relatiosthe set of all things that are related
in one direction or another to something @8xesswell1976, p. 266, andtands for the degree to
which p is desirable):

(161) iy 0\( >DES[1,W) iff p O\(>DES(1,W): p= {Z: z p}
(162) P .oeswq  iff P >pesuw 0

The meaning of the predicatantshould thus be as follows

(163) want 9= AdApAx.Aw. X wants p to a degree d in w.
where d0 \( -oes.)

(164) 1c 9=APycst<estsAPAXAW. q:q p & q0g(C):
max@d.P(d)(p)(X)(W)) soesw Max@d=.P(d=)(g=)(X)(W))
where d0 \( soesw)
and max(S) axx:x0S & ylyoOSWy x]

(165) VP 9= MxAw. g:g p&q0g(C): maxid. x wants p to a degree d in w)
soesxw MaxQd=. X wants ¢ to a degree=dn w)
where d 0 \( oesc)
and max(S) x:x0S & y[ly0oSWy x]

The definition in (165) thus replaces the previdefinition of the meaning of the predicatant
from section 4. Notice that this proposal amoutsabalyzing the comparative as a phrasal
comparative, as in Heim(1985).

To conclude, in this section, | have refined mypasal for the semantics of the predicates that
select the subjunctive mood. Following the reciéatdture on the semantics of gradable predichtes,
have proposed that these predicates have an additiegree argument. Furthermore, the meaning of
the predicate is decomposed into two parts. Theigaee introduces the dimension of comparison

(for the predicatevantthe dimension is desirability), and theorpheme introduces the comparative
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meaning component, as well as the variable C. Wnese predicates are modified by some degree
modifier such asnucho(>much=) or enormement€enormously), or appear in a comparative

construction, the-morpheme in DegP is replaced by the correspondidggee morpheme.

9. Conclusion

In this paper, | have argued for a new semantit¢eepredicates that select the subjunctive
mood in Spanish, a semantics based on the comparismntextually relevant alternatives.

| have proposed the following generalization fa skbjunctive mood in Spanish complement
clauses: a proposition p that is the complemetiteomatrix predicate requires the subjunctive mood
iff the matrix predicate introduces an orderingtien (or scale) and compares p to its contextually
available alternatives. This generalization captthie fact that whether these alternatives arelpess
or counterfactual alternatives is irrelevant fag thstribution of the subjunctive mood.

Furthermore, | have addressed the following impurtquestion: what role does the
subjunctive mood morpheme play in the semantic asitipn of the sentence? The literature on the
semantics of mood rarely addresses this questiba.niain focus of the great majority of these
studies has rather been to provide a charactenzaftithe contexts in which the subjunctive mood
appears. The investigation of what the subjunatim®d contributes to the meaning composition
provides a first step towards a better understandirwhy subjunctive verb forms require special
semantic licensing conditions and why they aregaldtiry in certain contexts.

In the analysis presented here, the predicates#hatt the subjunctive mood are treated as
focus sensitive operators, and the subjunctive nmorpheme is given the role of evaluating the
alternatives for the focus sensitive operator. Gudttjve mood is then licensed by the presence of a
focus sensitive operator. This analysis has thardge that it may be extended to other contexts in
which the subjunctive mood appears. It is well knawat the subjunctive mood in complement
clauses may also be triggered under negation agdestions. As has been widely assumed in the
literature (cf. for example Biring 1999, Borgon@®@03, Erteshik-Shir 1997, Jakobs 1983,1991,
Partee 1991,1993) negation can be analyzed asua $ensitive operator. Parallel to what | have
proposed here, in the context of negation, theusudbive mood morpheme can then have the same
role of evaluating the alternatives for the negatiperator (see Villalta 2006). Similarly, Beck (to
appear) proposes that the question operator Q sexdbe alternative semantic value of the
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proposition to turn the sentence into a questiorotdion, namely the alternative semantic value of
the sentence. Assuming that this question opeisagdiocus sensitive operator, the subjunctive mood
morpheme could, in the context of a question, hlagesame role as in the other contexts: namely to
evaluate the contextual alternatives for the famrssitive operator.

Finally, | have shown that two important properbéthe predicates that select the subjunctive
mood follow directly from the proposal developedeh& hese predicates are focus sensitive and they
are gradable. The focus sensitivity of these pegdifollows directly from the fact that they are
analyzed analogous to focus sensitive operatorsasanly. Their gradability follows from the fact
that they are analyzed as introducing an orderhation or scale. After presenting the empirical
evidence for a comparative semantics, | have reuise analysis accordingly: in the final proposal,
predicates that select the subjunctive mood cargxéra degree argument. This final proposal points
to a parallelism between the semantics of predidaiat select the subjunctive mood and what has
been proposed for the semantics of gradable adgscitn the literature.
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APPENDIX
In this appendix, a few examples for each predicktss are provided and their behavior with
respect to focus sensitivity and degree modificafaf intensity) is summarized

A. PREDICATES THAT SELECT THE INDICATIVE MOOD

Focus-sensitivity  Modification with Modification with  overt congpative
enormemente muchdintensity) construction possible
(intensity)
EPISTEMIC
PREDICATES
saber(>know=) * * * *
pensar ¥think=) * * * *
creer (>believes) * Y Y *
PREDICATES
OF CERTAINTY
estar convencido * Y Y *
(>be convinced)
estar seguro * Y Y *
(>be certair)
es cierto * * Y *
(>it is a matter of faet)
es claro(>it is clear) * * Y *
es obvio(>it is obviouss)  * * Y *
PREDICATES
OF

COMMUNICATION
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aclarar (>clarify=) * * * *

anunciar(>announce) * * * *
confesarnconfess) * * * *
confirmar (>confirm=) * * * *
contar (>tell=) * * * *
decir (>say=) * * * *
explicar (>explairF) * * * *
indicar (>indicate=) * * * *
mencionar(>mentiorF) * * * *
Focus-sensitivity Maodification with Modification with  overt congpative
enormemente muchdintensity) construction possible
(intensity)
COMMISSIVES
prometer(>promise-) * * * *
ofrecer(>offer=) * * * *
proponer(>propose) * * * *
FICTION VERBS
sofar(>drean¥) * * * *
imaginar (>imagine=) * * * *
PREDICATES OF
MENTAL JUDGEMENT
acordarse(>remember) * * * *
adivinar (>guess) * * * *
anticipar (>anticipate) * * * *
comprendef>understand) * * * *
darse cuentg>realize=) * * *
descubrir(>discover) * * * *
estar de acuerd@>agrees) * * * *
sospechaf>suspect) * * * *
suponer(>suppose) * * * *
PREDICATES
OF PERCEPTION
notar (>notice=) * * * *
sentir(>feek) * * * *
ver (>see) * * * *
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entender(>hear)
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B. PREDICATES THAT SELECT THE SUBJUNCTIVE MOOD

Focus-sensitivity

DESIRE
PREDICATES

esperar(>hope=) Y
desear(>desirer) Y
preferir (>prefer) Y
temer(>fear) Y

EMOTIVE FACTIVE
PREDICATES

admirar (>admire=) Y
aburrir (>be bored) Y
alegrar(>be gla¢k) Y
aceptar(>accept) Y
fascinar(>fascinate) Y
gustar(>like=)
importar (>cares) Y
interesar(>interest) Y
es estupendo Y
(>it is great)

es extraordinario Y
(>it is extraordinary)
es fabuloso

(>it is fabulous?) Y
es fantastico

(>it is fantastie) Y
es justo(>itis fair) Y
lamentar(>regret) Y
es logico

(>it is logic=) Y
es natural

(>it is natura¥) Y
es normal

(>it is norma¥) Y
es peligroso

(>itis dangerous) Y

Modification with

enormemente

< < <<

< < <
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Modification with
muchaémuy
(intensity)

< < <<

< < <

overt congpative
construction possible
(intensity)

< < <<

< < <<=

< <



Focus-sensitivity

preocupar
(>be worried)
es raro

(>it is strange)
qguejar
(>complairF)
sentir

(>be sorry)
sorprender
(>be surprised)
es util

(>it is usefuf)
es urgente

(>it is urgent)

MODAL
PREDICATES

es posible

(>it is possible)
es necesario
(>it is necessany)
es probable

(>it is likely=)
necesitar
(>need)

DIRECTIVE PREDICATES

autorizar(>authorize) Y

aconsejar(>advises) Y

animar (>encourage)

exigir (>request)

invitar a (>invite=)
impedir (>hinder)

mandar(>order)
obligar (>oblige=)

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Modification with
enormemente
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Modification with
muchaémuy
(intensity)

overt congpative
construction possible
(intensity)

>(-_< >(-_<
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pedir (>ask=) Y * * *

prohibir (>forbid=) Y * * *
Focus-sensitivity Modification with Modification with ~ overt congpative
enormemente muchaémuy construction possible
(intensity) (intensity)
recomendar
(>recommend) Y Y Y Y
sugerir(>suggest) Y Y Y Y

CAUSATIVE PREDICATES

hacer(>make=) Y * * *
conseguir(>achieve) Y * * *
lograr (>accomplisk) Y * * *
evitar (>avoid) Y Y * Y
contribuir
(>contribute) Y Y Y Y
ayudar a(>help=) Y Y Y Y

* * *

causar(>cause) Y
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