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1 Overview

1.1 Outline
Cinque’s Puzzle: Syntax and modal flavor are connected. Is this due to
syntactic material above or below the modal?
Western (Atkan) Aleut optative clauses. ..
e Are syntactically dependent/small
o Are exclusively associated with root modality
e Can represent directives and wishes in unembedded contexts

Syntactic structure, modal flavor, and sentential force are connected. Charac-
teristics of optative clauses themselves constrain modality.

e Optative clauses occur on their own (in “insubordinate” constructions),
where they have root modal interpretations.

(1) Chikta-ax-t!
rain-opt-2/3
‘Rain! (That it would rain!)’

e Optative clauses determine the interpretation of certain semantically un-
derspecified predicates like anuxta- ‘think/want/hope/wonder’

(2) Chikta-ax-t anuxtakugq.
rain-opr-2/3 L.think/want/hope/wonder
‘I want it to rain.’

I will sketch my analysis in situation semantics—specifically inspired by Port-
ner (1997), Ramchand (2018), Ramchand & Svenonius (2014), and Wurm-
brand and Lohninger (2023).

1.2 A note on data

Unless otherwise noted, all data is from my original elicitation with 8 native
speakers of Western (Atkan) Aleut. The elicitation sessions occurred in An-
chorage, Alaska between 2025-2026.

2 Past analyses of Cinque’s Puzzle

Standard Kratzerian analysis of modal auxiliaries (e.g., Kratzer 1981):

(3) Theodore must be home.

a. Epistemic reading: For all worlds compatible with evidence,
Theodore is at home

b. Deontic reading: For all worlds compatible with the rules, Theodore
is at home

.. must can have a unified analysis.

However, epistemic modals systematically show traits of being structurally
higher than root modals. E.g.:

(4) Theodore must have to watch TV.
(adapted from Hacquard 2010:1496)
a. Epistemic > root

b. *Root > epistemic

Cinque’s Puzzle
Root modals differ syntactically from epistemic modals (Hacquard 2010).

Why would this be? (see Grano (to appear) for discussion)
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— Syntactic material above the modal constricts modal flavor (Hacquard
2010)

— Characteristics of the complement to the modal constrict modal flavor
(Ramchand 2018)

2.1 Hacquard’s analysis: “Looking up”
Assumptions:

e Modals are event-relative (rather than world-relative); e.g.:

(5) Argqument for modal base £ is an event:

can

fler) 4

(from Hacquard 2011:34, ex. (42b))
(6) [can] = Afie str)-Age sty -Ase-Ae. Fw' € maxye) () f(e)) : q(w') =
1

(from Hacquard 2010:95, ex. (29b))
e Epistemicity requires an event associated with propositional content

The event is either bound by Asp (VP event), an embedding attitude event, or
a speech act operator assert (speech act event).

e Bound by Asp — VP not associated with propositional content — must be
a root modal

e Bound by embedding attitude — attitude event has propositional content
— epistemic modal possible

e Bound by assert — speech event has propositional content — epistemic
modal possible

Example with attitude verb:
(7) [believe] = Ae.Ap.Az.Aw. Exp(e, x) A belief’(e,w) A Vw' € (con(e) :
p(w’) = 1 where (con(e) = pox(tz Exp(e, x), w
— con(e) is the content of the belief event

— Because belief events have content, they can be associated with
epistemicity

Hacquard’s (2010) view of modals

Modal interpretation is constrained by material above the modal
(what Grano (to appear) calls “looking up the tree”)

2.2 Ramchand’s analysis: “Looking down”
3 layers of a clause:

(8) Q

proposition, domain of sort p

transition: 3s.R(p,s)

sttuation, domain of sort s

transition: Je.R(s,e)

event, domain of sort e

(from Ramchand and Svenonius 2014:164, ex. (35))

The complement to a modal is compared against alternatives of the same se-
mantic type. The size of a modal’s complement determines its alternatives
and .. interpretation:

e Smaller than Asp — alternatives have no spatiotemporal information —
circumstantial modality unrelated to actual event instantiations

(9) Hydrangeas can grow here.
not reliant on actual growing events

e Smaller than Fin (or T) — represents a situation that’s a live alternative for
a reference situation — metaphysical' modal base and root modality

(10)  Branching time model for a metaphysical modal base:

T use Condoravdi’s (2002) and Ramchand’s (2018) term for this type of modal base, which is
elsewhere called a historical modal base.
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(from Portner 2009:233, fig. 5.1)

e Bigger than Fin (or T) — linked to a context (an information state) — can
be true/false w.r.t. a context, epistemic

Example with two interpretations of might:

(11) [might]9¢ = As;.JAP. 3s¢ 1 [ P(s) =1 A sisacHoICE at s, in ¢ ]?

a. Root case: Alternatives for s are unanchored in ¢ — alternatives
range across different future times and worlds

b. Epistemic case: Alternatives for s have settled time/world parame-
ters in ¢ — polar alternatives (T/F w.r.t. ¢)

(adapted from Ramchand 2014:116, ex. (21))

Ramchand’s (2018) view of modals

Modal interpretation is constrained by material below the modal
(what Grano (to appear) calls “looking down the tree”)

2.3 What do attitude verbs have to say about this?

Other notable arguments for complement clauses themselves restricting
modality/attitude: Moulton (2009), Bogal-Allbritten (2016, 2017), Grano and
Lu (2021), Grano (2022, 2026).

Similar ideas arise in Portner (1997): Why does think take finite comple-
ments and want take nonfinite complements?

e Situations as “spatiotemporal parts of possible worlds”
o Think-type attitude verbs. ..

- Involve modal bases that must be composed of whole worlds (like
doxastic states)
— Nonfinite complements involve forward-looking situations, .". cannot
embed under think-type verbs
o Want-type attitude verbs. ..

- Contain dispositions or plans to do something in the future (that is,
situations, not full worlds)

2Ramchand posits the primitive notion of cHoick rather than using the standard quantification
over possible worlds analysis.

- Nonfinite complements involving forward-looking situations .". can
embed under want-type verbs

o A simplified semantics for want and believe

(12) [want, ;] = the set of situations which « believes would realize
his desires in belief state b

(13) [believe,] = the set of whole worlds which « believes

An idea from Portner (1997)

Epistemicity and information states are connected to full worlds; disposi-
tions, desires, and plans can be connected to situations.

3 Characteristics of Aleut optative clauses

3.1 Quick background on Aleut moods

Western Aleut is a head-final, polysynthetic language in the Inuit-Yupik-Aleut
family.

Each Aleut clause is marked by 1 of (possibly) 11 different suffixal mood
markers.

(14) Sample moods from Aleut with 1.sg awa- ‘work’:
proximal  Prox awa-ku-q
~ ‘I am working’

remote REM  awa-na-q
~ ‘I worked (yesterday or earlier)’
optative OPT  awa-a-q

~ ‘me to work’
dubitative pus  awa-aktaa-ng
~ ‘if  am working’

o Clause types (as defined by mood markers) might occur embedded, as
matrix clauses, or both

e Embedding predicates may select for certain clause types, but not others

o Clause types exhibit a scale of finiteness
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Two embedded clause examples:

(15) prox clause:

[ Sla-chxiiza-%ta-ku-X ] ukukta-ku-%.
weather-nice-be.apparently-prox-sg see-PROX-sg

‘He sees [ that there’s nice weather ]/
(16) orr clause:

[ Chikta-ax-t ] ala-ku-q.
rain-opt-2/3 want-Prox-1

‘I want [ it to rain ].’

Overview of orr data
e orr clauses are syntactically small

e orr clauses are connected to futurity and root modality

o Characteristics of orr itself result in root modality

3.2 Syntactic characteristics

Future and past tense-related auxiliaries cannot occur under opr clauses (un-
like, e.g., participial ‘ParT’ clauses).
(17) orr clause:
* AyagaX [ ugiin chagik atxaza-akta-ak-t ]
woman her.husband halibut catch-prst.aux-orT-2/3
ala-ku-%.
want-Prox-sg
Intended: “The woman wants [ her husband to have caught halibut
I
(18)  paRrT clause:
[ Hlaam ixchi-ikta-na-a ] hiksaasa-ku-X.
his.son come.home-rst.AuX-PART-sg/sg understand-prox-sg
‘He understands [ his son came home ].’

NPIs can be licensed across an opr clause boundary (but not across, e.g., a Prox
clause boundary).

(19) Embedded oprt clause:
[ Uging lukaxk tachim zari-qali-iX-t
my.husband onion yet

] ala-laka-q.

fry-start-opr-2/3 want-NEG.PROX-1
‘I don’t want [ my husband to yet fry the onion ].’

(20) Embedded prox clause:

* DuuxturaX [ Fiidur tachim haadati-ku-%
doctor F. yet

] hikta-laka-%.
get.better-PROX-sg say-NEG.PROX-sg
Intended: ‘The doctor doesn't say [ Theodore is yet getting better

I

Extraction can occur across an opt clause boundary (unlike, e.g., a REM clause
boundary):

(21) Embedded opr clause:
a. [ Theodore Niigugim Tunuu  hiksaasa-ax-t ]
T. Atkan  language understand-ort-2/3
ala-ku-q.
want-Prox-1
‘Twant [ Theodore to understand Atkan Aleut ].’

b. [ Uging ilaxtii __ hiksaasa-ma-aX-t ]
my.husband also understand-also-or1-2/3
ala-ku-ng.

want-Prox-1.sBJ.sg/0BJ.sg
‘T want [ my husband to learn it too ].’
(22) Embedded rRem clause:

a. IvaanaX [ hlaam qaX atxaza-na-% ] anuxta-ku-%.
L his.son fish catch-rRem-sg  think-prox-sg
‘Ivan thinks his own son caught the fish.”

b. ??IvaanaX [ hlaam __atxaza-qa-a ]
L his.son  catch-rREM-sg/sg

anuxta-ku-u.
think-prox-3.sBJ.5g/OBJ.5g

Intended: ‘Ivan thinks [ his own son caught it |.”

Conclusions
orr clauses are syntactically nonfinite.

3.3 Semantic characteristics

orr clauses are inherently future-oriented with respect to the matrix predicate.
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(23)  Future-oriented:

AyagaX [ ugiim plitaX Subuutam aslaa uXi-i%-t ]
woman her.husband stove Saturday on turn.off-opr-2/3
ala-ku-x.

want-ProOx-sg

‘The woman wants [ her husband to turn off the stove on Saturday ].’
Cannot mean: ‘“The woman wants [ her husband to have turned off the
stove on Saturday |.

(24) Refers to future with respect to the matrix clause:

[ Tiglas sayu-uk-t ] ala-na-q.
Eagles win-oprT-2/3 want-rem-1

After the game: ‘1 wanted [ the Eagles to win |./

ort clauses are only embeddable under predicates associated with future-
oriented preference.

(25) OPT ‘want’, ‘tell (command)’, ‘beg’, ‘fear’
coNy | ‘think’, ‘say’, ‘believe’
PART | ‘know’, ‘see’, ‘understand’

Epistemic “probably’ cannot occur in opt clauses (but can in, e.g., conj clauses).

(26) “Probably’ in opt clause:

* [ Slati-musu-u-t ] igata-ku-%.
get.stormy-probably-oprT-2/3 fear-prox-sg
Intended: ‘I fear it will probably start storming.’

(27)  ‘Probably’ in conj clause:

ati-musu-ugi- anuxtakuX.
Sl gi-1 k
get.stormy-probably-FuT.aux-coNy  thinks

‘He thinks [ it will probably start storming ]

Conclusions
opr clauses future-oriented and connected to root modality.

Thus far, this is not cross-linguistically unexpected.

4 Optative clauses contribute root modality

4.1 Insubordinated optative clauses

Despite being nonfinite, opr clauses can occur as matrix clauses—
“insubordinate” constructions (Evans 2007).

(28) Representing a wish:
ChiXta-ax-t!

rain-opT-2/3

‘Rain!” (“That it would rain!")

(29) Representing a strong command:
Unguchi-iX-t.
sit-opT-2/3
‘Sit down.” (rude to say to an elder)

Insubordinate opr clauses only have wish/directive use; they cannot be used
as epistemic assertions.

Conclusions
orr clauses represent root modality even without an embedding predicate
present.

4.2 Ambiguous embedding predicates

Embedding predicates like anuxta- can mean ‘think’, “‘want’, “hope’, and pos-
sibly ‘wonder’, depending on the type of complement clause they combine
with.

(30) Embedded cony:

AyagaX | slachxiizaX malga-1 ] anuxta-ku-X.
woman nice.weather be.there-cony ANUXTA-PrOX-sg

‘The woman thinks [ there is good weather ]./
(31) Embedded Gen + -Vka:

[ Chikta-aka-@-% ] anuxta-ku-q.
rain-can-Gen-sg ANUXTA-prox-1

‘Thope [ it rains .’
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(32) For some speakers, embedded pus:

AyagaX [ anigdut chaksak ga-akta-a | anuxta-ku-%.
woman her.children soup  eat-pus-sg ANUXTA-PrOX-sg

‘The woman wonders [ if her children are eating the soup ]’
(33) Embedded ort:

[ Chikta-a%-t ] anuxta-ku-q.
rain-opt-2/3 ANUXTA-PrOX-1
‘Twant [ it to rain ].’

Similar ambiguous predicates exist in Mandarin (xiang ‘think/want’; Grano
and Lu 2021) and Navajo (nizin ‘think/want’; Bogal-Allbritten 2016).

Conclusion
The embedded ort clause, rather than the embedding predicate, is re-
stricting the modal interpretation.

5 Analysis

5.1 Assumptions

I will assume that there are 3 layers of clause connected to 3 syntactic zones
(Ramchand & Svenonius 2014, Ramchand 2018, Wurmbrand and Lohninger
2023).

e Event zone: below Asp
e Situation zone: between Asp and T (existentially closed event)
e Proposition zone

- Above T (existentially closed situation), defined as anchored to a con-
text and able to be T/F w.r.t. that context

— I will translate Ramchand’s analysis to a possible worlds analysis:
contexts are composed of worlds; propositions are sets of worlds

- Situations as pieces of worlds (with the maximal situation being a full
world)

I will also assume that utterances can be added to 1 of 3 discourse components,
which are composed of objects of different semantic types (see, e.g., Portner
1997, 2004, 2007, 2012; Charlow 2014; Starr 2020; Biezma 2025).

e Common ground: composed of worlds
e Question set: composed of sets of worlds

o Preference set: composed of sets of situations

5.2 Denotation of oprT

Assuming the following structure:

( 34 ) chikta-ak-t ( 35 ) optP
rain-ort-2/3
‘rain-orT’ orT AspP
Asp \%
Je... rain

Asp results in event closure.
(36) [AspP] = As.Je[rain(e) =1 Aeins]

ort contributes future-orientedness. In Ramchand’s framework, it is a live
situational alternative (s) from the perspective of a reference situation (s,.).>

(37) [opt] = APyt.Asp As. P(s) =1 A 7(s,) < 7(s)

(38) [ortP] = As;-.As. Je [rain(e) =1 Aeins| A 7(s,) < 7(s)
“the set of situations containing a raining event that succeed a reference
situation s,.”

Attitude verbs such as ala- ‘want’, i¢ata- ‘fear’, etc. take the optative clause as
an argument as usual.

(39) [ala-] = APy w1y Asp.Aw. Vs [ s € DES(s,.)(w) — P(s,)(s) = 1]
“true iff all the desired situations s at s, in w have a P-relation to s,.”
(40) [optP ala-] = As,.dw. Vs [ s € pes(s,)(w) — Je [rain(e) =1 A ein
s] A T(sp) =<7(s)]
“true iff every desired situation s at s, in w contains a raining event and
succeeds s,.”

orrt results in a future-oriented reading that cannot be true of an informational
context — it can only occur under preferential predicates.

Contrast with, e.g., Aleut part, which correlates with epistemicity:

Tuse v to represent the semantic type of situations.
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(41) [ Hlaam ixchi-ikta-na-a ] hiksaasa-ku-%.
his.son come.home-PsT.AUX-PART-5g/5g
‘He understands [ his son came home ].
PART existentially closes the topic situation description and represents a set of
worlds that can be true of a context (an information state).

(42) [part] = APy Asp dw. s [P(s) =1 A 7(s) =7(sr) A sinw]
“there is a situation s which is a P-situation, occurs at the time of ref-
erence situation s,., and is in w”*

“Representational” attitude verbs like hiXsaasa- “understand” involve quantify-
ing over information states composed of worlds (such as doxastic states; Anand
and Hacquard 2013) — they must take world-descriptions

Summary

e Predicates involving metaphysical alternatives are only compatible
with future-oriented opr clauses

o Predicates involving information states (Ramchand’s “contexts”) are
only compatible with clauses that can be true of an information state
(e.g., PART clauses)

5.3 ort insubordinated

Recall the denotation for an optP (reproduced from (38)):
(43) [oprtP] = As,-.As. Je [rain(e) =1 Aeins| A 7(s,) < 7(s)

When optP is uttered on its own, the utterance situation itself saturates the s,
argument.

(44) MXs.Je[rain(e) =1Aeins]| A 7(syr) < 7(s)
“the set of situations containing raining events that succeed the utter-
ance situation”

(44) is non-representational: That is, it is non-truth-apt, or not T/F of a world.
It cannot be included in the common ground because it is not propositional (it
cannot be T/F w.r.t. a context).

— Cannot be an epistemic assertion

— Instead, they are added to the preference set and are interpreted as direc-
tives/wishes

(45) [(44)] U PREF

PART also has a presuppositional component, which I do not address here.

4

5.4 Embedding opT under ambiguous attitude predicates

Underspecified attitude predicates are similar to modal auxiliaries in that they
are underspecified for modal base.

(46) [anuxta-] = APy, 1) Af-Asp dw. Vs [s € f(s,)(w) = P(s,)(s) = 1]
(same as (39), but with unspecified modal base)

(47)  f mightbe. ..

a. [Dpes] composed of desired future situations at s, in w
— only compatible with orT
— opTPs under anuxta- are interpreted as ‘want’

b. [Dpox] composed of believed worlds at s, in w
— only compatible with cony
— coNJPs under anuxta- are interpreted as ‘think’

6 Conclusions and looking forward

6.1 Summary

e orr clauses have unique (dependent) syntactic properties that are con-
nected to their unique, situation-level semantics

o Being situation-level limits opr clauses to root modal interpretations

e Thus, despite being syntactically dependent, they can occur indepen-
dently as matrix clauses and under underspecified embedding predicates,
contributing root modal flavor

6.2 Broader patterns in Aleut

In general, clauses in Aleut showing greater structural dependence can never
represent assertions:

(48) Relation between a clause type’s syntactic dependence and its illocutionary
force in Aleut:
more independent PrOx | assertion
REM assertion, question
PART | NA (no independent use)
CONJ | question
more dependent opT | strong command

This is confirmed cross-linguistically by Evans (2007): Insubordinate clauses
(nonfinite clauses that appear in matrix contexts) do not represent epistemic
assertions.
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> >
This is explicable through a Ramchandian framework:
Syntactic size correlates with semantic domain — semantic domain re-
stricts possible sentential force

e Large clauses correlate with epistemicity and assertion

e Small clauses correlate with root modality and non-assertion

More clauses to be explored. . .
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