Root transformations in Germanic & mood selection in Romance – a ‘QR’-analysis for CPs

Two at first glance unrelated grammatical phenomena in different language-(group)s turn out to be very much related and should be treated equally. One is the application of so-called root transformations in the Germanic languages: verb second in German (Dutch, Scandinavian and Icelandic), leftward movement of constituents (by topicalization; negative constituent, particle, direct quote... preposing, adverb disclocation etc.) in English. The other big field is mood, especially subjunctive licensing in Romance. The similarity between both phenomena becomes obvious in complex sentences. The pictures that emerges looks as follows: it appears that verbs and constructions can be split into two classes depending on how embedded sentences (may) surface: Class1 contains verbs of saying, thinking and semi-factives. Class2 contains volitional, inherently negatives, causatives, factive(-emotives) and related predicates. (Volitional predicates are a problematic, but interesting: they will be discussed separately). Class1 predicates allow for embedded V2 in German (1), they allow for so-called root-transformations in English (3), and in the Romance languages they select for indicative in the embedded CP (5). Class2 predicates do not allow matrix transformations in Germanic (2,4); and they require subjunctive in Romance (6). The on-a-pair-treatment is further confirmed by phenomena that turn class1 into class2: negation, interrogation, speaker’s attitude etc. may trigger class2 behavior if they operate on class1 verbs (7,8). The following claim will be made and defended: Those predicates and grammatical phenomena that block V2 in German subordinate clauses trigger subjunctive mood in Romance.

The account for the facts is based mainly on a version of Stowell’s (1995) treatment of tense and Farkas’ (1992,97) theory about proposition-world-individual anchoring. In brief, Stowell assumes that the tense morpheme in T° is a predicate with two indexical arguments (reference time and event time) which are ordered by it. A simple sentence like (9) comes out as a dancing event in the past because reference and utterance time are identical and ordered by –ed after the dancing event. The sequence of tense in (10) comes out by the ordering of utterance time after saying-time, the saying time binds the reference time of the embedded clause via indexing (control), which in turn by the embedded T° is located after the finding event (past-shifted reading). When a stative verb occurs in the complement of a past matrix clause, both present and past tense may appear on the verb. In the latter case, one reading is analogous to the discover case. With present, the so-called double access reading emerges: in this case the sickness stretches (at least) over the time of Bill’s statement until the speech time. Stowell’s treatment of relative clause attachment to achieve an independent, quasi-matrix (tense) interpretation can and should be applied more generally, especially in the cases discussed here. ‘Be-sick’ is then bound twice: overlapping with the matrix event time via PRO (this happens in the base position), and after attaching the complement sentence high enough to be out of the scope of the matrix event time (11). Then, present is licensed exactly as in a matrix configuration by the utterance time, quite analogously to relative clause attachment. The next step is to carry this same idea to propositions in the scope of speech act or illocutionary operators (Jacobs 1984). It is not new to say that sentences can be split into the propositional content and an illocution. Now, let propositions be assigned an index and assume with Farkas (1992,97) that propositions are anchored to words and worlds in turn are anchored to individuals. In a basic assertion, the speaker claims the truth of his utterance. The index of the proposition is bound by an assert operator linked to the speaker and the actual world. In complex sentences, several possibilities arise (similar to the interpretation of (non-) specific indefinites). The speaker may have different attitudes towards embedded propositions. He may take them for granted, i.e. presupposed: that is the case with factive predicates and in the case of negation, and of course, in contexts where the proposition has been mentioned before (part of the common ground). On the other hand, the speaker may express distance from the content of the embedded utterance, or he may express the proposition as something desirable, fictional...; this is the case with volitional and related predicates. In this case, the embedded proposition must remain in the scope of a predicate and some intermediate, possibly unreliable individual. Often, however, the speaker may explicitly agree with the embedded claim and want to convey the same assertion. In this case we get some sort of double access reading for the embedded proposition. It can then be bound simultaneously by the intermediate subject AND the matrix illocutionary operator (speaker): hence the assertive force (like specific indefinites), sometimes this step is obligatory. In this case the embedded proposition is also a matrix assertion, which enables matrix characteristics: root transformations, verb second, indicative mood. Thus, the chain [ CP ]k...[CP t ] in (12) can be seen ass a variant of QR for clauses: widest scope corresponds to speaker assertion for declaratives (interrogatives and imperatives/directives pattern similarly).

(1) Ich glaube, er ist verheiratet.  / dass er verheiratet ist. (I think (that) he’s married.)

(2) Ich bedaure, * er ist verheiratet.  / dass er verheiratet ist. (I regret (that) he’s married.)

(3) Wendy said that she opened the window and in flew Peter Pan.

(4) *Wendy forgot that she opened the window and in flew Peter Pan.

(5) Je crois qu’il est /*soit marié. (I think that he is(ind/*subj) married.)

(6) Je regrette qu’il soit / *est marié. (I regret that he is (subj/*ind) married.)

(7) Ich glaube nicht, *er ist verheiratet.  / dass er verheiratet ist. (see (1))

(8) Je ne crois pas qu’il soit marié. (see(5))

(9) John danced.
[[Ref time=speech time] ...T°=PAST ...[ZP [Event time] [VP J. danced]]]]

(10) John said that Bill discovered a diamond.

(11) John said that Bill is sick. (double-access)

(12)
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(Hans says/thinks Petra is pregnant.)

Selected References:

Farkas (1992) On the semantics of subjunctive complements. In Romance Languages and Modern Linguistic Theory, eds. P. Hirschbühler & K. Koerner 69-104, J. Benjamins.

Farkas (1997) Evaluation indices and scope. In Ways of Scope Taking, ed. A. Szabolcsi, 183-215. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Helbig / Kempter (1974) Die uneingeleiteten Nebensätze im Deutschen und ihre Vermittlung im Fremdsprachenunterricht. DAF 11 75-86.

Jacobs, J. (1984) Funktionale Satzperspektive und Illokutionssemantik. Linguistische Berichte 91: 25-58.

Quer (2001) Interpreting mood. In Probvs 13, Nb.1, 81-112.

Reis(1977) Präsuppositionen und Syntax (= Linguistische Arbeiten, 51). Tübingen: Niemeyer.

Stowell (1995) The phrase structure of tense. In Phrase structure and the Lexicon, eds. Rooryck, J. & L. Zaring 277-291. Studies in NLLT 33, Dordrecht: Kluwer.

