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PAST, a That part of eceniity with some srnail fradon of which we have a slight and 
regrettable aquaintance. A moving Iine called the Resent parts it from an imaginary 
period known as the Future. These two grand divisions of Eteniity, of which the one is 
continually effacing the other, are entirely unlike. The one is dark with somw and 
disappointment, the otha bnght with prosperity and joy. The k t  is the region of sobs, 
the Future is the realm of song. In the one crouches Memory, clad in sackcloth and 
ashes, mumbling penitential p y a ;  in the sunshine of the other Hope flies with a free 
wing, beckoning to tempies of success and bowers of ease Yet the Past is the Future of 
yesterday, the Future is the Fast of temorrow. They are one - the knowledge and the 
dream. 

PRESENT, K niat part of aanity dividing the domain of disappointment h m  the realrn 
of hope. 

FUTURE, n That period of time in which our affairs prosper, our friends are true and 
OLU happiness is assured. 



This study examines the forms and rneanings of tensed and non-tend clauses in 

English, and proposes an analysis of them th& is 'Reichenbachian' in spirit and 
syntactic in orientation. The study considm tensed verb f m s  in simple sentences, 
focussing on 'present', 'future*, and 'perfect' forms and their interaction with 

adverbials of temporal 1OEatiOn; and those in oomplemeat, relative, and temporal clause 
consîructions. It also considem three types of non-tensed verb forms - infinitives, 
gaunds, and 'bare infinitives* - in vab complements. 

The mdy demonstrates that the interpraation of tensed and non-tensed f m s  can 
be described in terms of Reichenbach's (1947) tempord schemata, which express 
relations between 'S* ('speech time'), 'R' ('reference time'), and 'E* ('situation time*). 
However, its central claim is that the tensed forms themselves are 'temporaliy 
underqecified*, ericoding relations between 'S* and 'R', and leaving the relation 
between 'R' and 'E' and the location and duration of both of these intervals to be 
determinecl by Iexical properties of the vexb and its arguments, temporal adverbials, aad 
wntext. Non-tensed verbs forms have a similar syntactic representation, differing 
primarily in na M y  encoding a relation between 'S' and 'R'. This daim is cashed out 
in tenns of two devices: a feature system that expresses tenses as particu1a.r values of the 

feature matrix [Anterior, Posterior]; and a device of 'tense linking', based on 
Higginbotham's (cg. 1983) proposal for binding theory, which associates v&s with 

temporal adverbials or tensed Infi, and one (tensed or non-tensed) Infl with a higher 
one. 



Cette &de s'intéresse au rôle cies temps verbaux en anglais. Elle examine les formes et 
les significations des propositions conjuguées ou non, et en propose une analyse 
rReichenbachienne dans son esprit mais syntaxique das sa forme. On considère les 
formes verbaies conjuguées dans les phrases simples, avec un accent sur les formes 
epresent*, 4ùturm, et " p e r f e c î m  et leur interaction avec les locutions adverbiales & 
localisation temporelle. On &die aussi les subordonnées complétives, relatives, et 
temporelles. Enfin, trois types & formes verbah non conjuguées sont examinées, les 
formes infinitives, gérondives, et (infinitives sans t ~ w  dans les complements verbaux. 

Cette étude montre que l'interpretation des formes conjuguées et non conjuguh 
peuvent être déaites en ternies des structures temporelles de Reichenbach (1947), qui 
expriment des relations entre .Sv (*temps de l'énonciationm), UR* (temps de 

référe.ncm), et a J 5  (*temps de Ia situation,). Notre thèse centrale est cependant que les 
formes temporelles elies-memes sont temporeliernent sous-spécifiées, et qu'elles 
expriment essentiellement des relations entre *RD et US*, laissant la détamination des 
relations entre 4 2 s  ec SE=, ainsi que la &ennination de la localisation et de la durée de 

ces deux intervalles, aux proprietés lexicales du verbe et de ses arguments, aux 
adverbes temporels, et au contexte. Les formes verbales non conjuguées ont une 
représentation syntaxique similaire, Ia différence consistant en ce qu'eues n'expriment 
pas pleinement de relation entre UR, et .Sv. Notre proposition est éîablie avec l'aide des 
deux dispositifs suivants: un système de traits qui caractérise les temps comme des 
valeurs particulières des traits [Antérieur, Postérieur]; et un système de utense linking* 
(base sur la proposition de Higginbotham (1983, entre autres) concernant la Théorie de 
Liage), et qui associe un verbe donné avec un adverbial temporel ou avec un nœud Infl 
a+ Tensm, et un nœud Infl(*+ Tenss. ou a- Tenw) avec un nœud Infl supérieur, 
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BUILDING A THEORY OF TENSE: 

GOALS, ASSUMPTIONS, PROPOSALS 

There may k m a q  wu& reasons for rejecûng the idea explored in ihis paper in favor of 

some alternative, oltbwgh 1 do rat h n w  of ury. If îkm are, it m l d  be wonh taking 

the imuble b show this ia detail. and make the altwnative fully expticit, r a h  than 

assuming tbat somerhing dong tbe b s  of eulier geIiefative analyses (where the= are 

any) can be acœped I t  will be udonmw if curredy uoconaoversial but iii thaight-out 

analyses continue to be maïnîained on the basis of a default pnnciple of pure 

conservatism 

Puiium 1982: 210 

1. BUILDING A THEORY OF TENSE 

A signifiant part of linguistic research (iike scientific research generally) has been the 
process of discovering that things are not as simple as they seem, and then of 
determining what organizing principles underlie this new complexity. This is 
particularIy true given that linguistic theory seeks to explain natural language 
phenornena in t m s  of one or andher set of basic assumpiions, which often arnount to 
simplifying assurnptions, about language and languages. Thus, the process in question 
has cornmoniy involved a choice between more or le-ss F ~ d û ï ï î ~ b i  deviaiions from 
such assurnptions. 

1.1. Assu~mo~s  AND THE DATA 

This dialectic between assurnptions and data can easily be iliustrated with resped to the 
phenornenon of tense. If we begin with the 'cornmonsense' view that 'present' tense 
refers to present tirne, 'past' tense to past tirne, and 'future' tense to future tirne, then 
we are able to explain the temporal interpreîation of a vast nurnber of sentences, such as 
those in (1). However, sentences such as those in (2) indicate that matters are not so 

straightforward, and that (at the very least) some modification of the 'comrnonsense' 
view will be necessary . 

(1) a. The temperature is 350. 
b. Ozymandiaswashere. 
c. Joe wiii be here on Tuesday. 



(2) a. Trishleavestomorrow. 
b. If I had a million dollars, I'd be rich. (Page & Robertson 1992) 
c. (Wben the bel1 rings) That wiIl be the miilanan. 

@eclerck 199 1 : 87, (1 45 b)) 

The question that aises, thai, is what fonn this modification should take, or 
indeed whether mere modification, ra thm than outright abandonment, of our original 
claim is sufficient to solve the @lem that the latter sentences pose. 

Of course, the kind of solution we offer depends iargeIy on how we choose to 
charaderize the problem that these sentences do pose. A recognition that they are 
instances in which 'present', 'pas', and 'future' tenses do not refer, respeaively, to 
present, p s t ,  and future situations can lead us in any number of different directions. 
One, adopted by many researchers, is to reject the relation baween tense and time 
explicitly (see kclerck 199 1: 77-79 for a review). Another is to subordinate this 
relation to that be$ww temporal adverbials and time in the çomputation of temporal 
interpretations (e.g. Vlach 1993). A thira which we hall be taking here, is to modify 
rather than rejed the 'cornmonsense' view, seeing it nd as misguided but only as too 

resûide-d. More specif idy,  such a view is taken to be correct only for a narrowly 
defined &main, which encornpasses the 'standard' readings of tases, such as those 
given in (1). What is required, then, is a theory that describes how this domain can be 

embedded within a more broadly defined one, so that the specific rneanings associated, 
for example, with 'pst', 'present', and 'future' tenses in (1) can be seen to reflex3 only 
one possible set of meanings associated with these forms, d e r  sets of which would 
include the rneanings iliusaated in (2). One kind of ttieory that fulfls these requirements 
takes tenses themsdves to be indeteminate in meaning, and describes the meanings that 

they do bear cn particular occasions as being secured only in concert with other 
grammatical dements and cuntext. The development of just such a theory, the particuiar 

form of which wiiI be that of a 'linking theory* of tenses, will be the primary goal of 
this work. 

1.2.0- AND METHODOUXiY 

Before we go into any more detail about the anaIysis to be proposeci, we should rnake 
explicit what we want our theory of tense to tell us. It seems safe to say that its primary 
goal shouId be to speii out what tenses are, and how and what they contribute to 
temporal hterprebtion. This is hardly a trivial ta&, as we shaU see in 52 below and 

throughout this study. This is because the task is not only one of observing and 
cornparhg various types of tensed and untensed dauses. It is also one of estabiishing 
which of the patterns that emerge from such examination may be attributed to the 



properties of tenses themselves, and which to the properties of various linguistic and 
non-linguistic concomitants of tenses as they are aaually employed, and of daerrnining 
which 'level* of linguistic description - that of the word, the sentence, or the discourse 
- and fmm which linguistic perspective - phonological, rnorphological, syntactic or 
semantic - these properties of taise are best captured We shall have m m  to say about 
how this might be accomplished below. 

Our theory should, £irst of dl, be able to account for certain salient properties of 
Censes. The first of these is th& referential properties - that is, their ability to allow a 
sentence to refer to some object and some situation by locating them at some time 
(McGilvray 1995a). The sentence in (3), for example, refers to Joe and the situation of 
his living in Toronto, both of which the present tense of the verb locates at a time 
overlapping with the tirne of speech: 

(3) Joe lives in Toronto. 

Significantly, these referential properties of tenses are, as McGilvray argues in his 
(1991) study of tense and reference, 'world-independent*. That is, a tensed sentence is 
able to locate some entity at some time regardlas of the 'reaiity* of the world that this 

entity inhabits, allowing us 'to refer to anything, anywhen' (McGilvray 1991: 3), and 
to 'encouter no difficulties in telling stories of fictional worlds. .. our sentences [not 
seemingl to differ in any structurai respects ... when they appear in fidionai discourse* 
(ibid, 8). McGilvray illustrates this fact about tense and reference with the fist line of 
Macbeîh's '1s this a dagger' soliloquy: 

(4) is thk a dagger which 1 see before me? (Shakespeare, Macbeth II. i.33) 

This sentence, he points out, 'appeats in a piece of fiction, refas identifyingly to an 
illusion, and is a question* (ibid, 27) - all of which sbongly suggest that a description 
of these propaties should not appeal to worlds or truth. 

Also salient are the anaphoric properties of tmses, by virtue of which the tirne 
indicated by a given tense depends upon a tirne already established by a temporal 
adverbial, as in (Sa), or ander tense, as in (Sb): 

(5) a. Last week, J o e  did not visit Trish in the suburbs. 
b. Trish told Joe that she was leaving him. 

uiterestingly, this anaphoric property of embedded tenses, whereby they depend on 

matrix tenses, bears a strong resemblance to this ability of infinitival forms ( s e  e.g. 
Rigter 1986: 106-7). 



(6) a. f oe expected Trish to cal1 him. 
b. Trish considefed Joe to be a selfish bastard. 

Thus, another challenge for an analysis of tense is to distinguish the contributions of 
tmsed and non-tensed forms in such a way that the temporal contributions of the Iatter 
are stiii recognized 

A third salient property of tenses is their abiLity to interact with refeaentially 
ambiguous temporal adverbials in establishing a particular time (eg. Smith 198 1: 2 19- 
20; Karnp & Reyle 1993: 494). This is illusîrated in (7), in which the referent of the 
temporal adverbial atfive o 'clock in each sentence can be seen to depend crucially upon 
the particular tense with which it cobxux 

(7) a. The train left the station at five o'cIock. 
b . The train will f eave the station at five O' clock. 
c. The bain leaves the station at five o'clock. 

Interestingly, the sentences in (7) each have two quite distinct readings, a 
'semelfactive' (or 'single event') reading in which the temporal adverbial indicates a 
particular five o'clock, and an 'habitual'l reading in which it indicates all of the times in 
question within the period during which the habitua1 adivity takes phce. The sentence 

in (7a) has a third reading in addition to these two: a 'futurate' reading - that is, one in 

which the tense is 'understood as refening to future tirne' (Huddieston 1977: 732p - 
which is the 'past' tense analogue of the 'single event' reading availabIe in (7c), 
accordhg to which train's leaving is located at a time subsequent to the basic p s t  time 

at which the train is located by the 'pst' tense (what we shall be referring to later in this 
study as the 'reference time'). The availability of these various readings indicates 
another important property of tenses, which is most prevalent in morphologically 
irnpoverished languages like English. narnely, the underspecified and highly context- 

dependent nature of their temporal contributions (eg. Smith 19771). 
The properties of tense enumerated so far have ali been semantic ones, attention to 

which has led rnany authors to view tense as an essentially semantic phenornenon, to 

which its syntactic and morphological realization (which varies in what appear to be 

sernantically irrelevant ways h m  language to Ianguage and even within the same 
language) c m  provide limited insight (se e.g. McGilvray 1991: 41, 125, 131). But if 

This is one of a cluster of tenns - which aiso inclucies ' f r e q d v e ' ,  'repetitive', Md 'iterative' 
- hi are uSed to describe 'sib~a!ions' tbat involve some kiod of repetitioa F a  discussion of some of 
the 'situations' and terms in question, see e.g. Declerck 1991: 277-84. 

Huddleston (1977) a p p k  this term oaiy to 'present' tenses that have such a reading; however, 
since 'pi' tençes seem to bear an analogous nadmg, 1 shall be appIring this tem to them too. 



we believe that the form and interpretation of sentences are reiated to each other in 
theoretically significant ways - more specifically, that the former guides the latter 
(ibid., 171), so that the compositionality of meaning is, '[iln effect ... the 
cornpositionality of syntax' (McGilvray 1994: III.4) -, then it is important to 
determine what structurai properties of tenses underwrite the interpretations that tmsps 

receive. From this pgspedive, these properties are as basic to the characterintion of 
terise as the semantic properties described above, and in fact provide a crucial source of 
evidaice for the crmstnicüon of an adquate semantic analysis of tense 

It is pertiaps no coincidence, then, that these structurai properties, as revded in 
patterns Like those iiiustrated below, are in many cases closeiy rebted to the semantic 
properties just described. That these pa#erns mu& however, be achowledged to have 
a syntactic substrate cm be seai h m  cornparison of English examples with theif 
counterparts in other languages, which reveals syntactic ciifferences with signifiant 
interpretative effects: 

(8) ENGUSH COMPLEMENT CLAUSES 

a. Trish said that she believed Joe 

1. once upon a tirne. [= 'anterior' reading] 
. . u. evai though he had lied before [= 'shultaneous' readingl 

a'. Trish said that she had believed Joe 
b . Trish wiii say that she believes Joe. 
b'. Trish will s a y  that she will believe Joe. 

(9) ENGLISH TEMPORAL CLAUSES: 

a. When Joe îïnaily maices a decision, we WU be able to leave. 
a'. * When Joe will finally make a decision, we will be abIe to leave. 

(10) ENGLISH ADVERBIAL C~&!CURRENCE PATERNS: 

a. Chester leaves tomorrow. 
a'. Chester left tomorrow. 
au. * Chester has lefi yesterday. 

b. Joe has liveû in Toronto for a few years. 
b' Joe lives in Toronto (* for a few years). 

(1 1) JAPANESE AND RUSSIAN COMPLEMENT CLAUSES: 

a. John-wa Mary-ga byooki-da to it -ta 
John-TOP Mary-NOM be-sick-~~~~ that say PAST 

'John said that Mary ishivas U' ['present' or 'simultaneous' readingl 



a'. 

b. 

b' . 

John-wa Mary-@ byookidat-ta to it -ta 
John-TOP MZUY-NOM be-S~&-PAST that say PAST 

'John said that Mary had been ill.' ['anterior' reading only] 
(Ogihara 1989: 73, (2)) 

Tanja skazaia, "a ona tancuet. 
Tanja say-PAST that she dance-PRES 
'Tanja said that she was dancing.' 

Veca skazala, 'do ona pidei na sledujukij den'. 
Vem say-PAST that she corne-FUT on the next &y 
'Vera said that she would corne on the next &y.' 

(based on Cornrie 1986: 275-76, (33)' (38)) 

(12) FRENCH AND GREEK TEMPORAL CLAUSES: 

a. Quand (Lorsque) vous voudrez me parler, je vous écouterai. 
(Ollivier 1978: 157) 

lit. 'When you will want to talk to me, 1 will lista to you.' 
c 

b. otan ûa ftasume s to spiti tis, f3a v ~ r n e  
when FUT arrive- PL at thehouse h e r - ~ ~ ~  EUT found- PL 

ti lula 

the+lula-ACC 

lit. 'When we will arrive at her house, we will find Lula.' 

(Joseph & Philippaki-Warburton 1987: 30, (89b)) 

(13) FRENCH AM) GERMAN ADVERBIAL c&CURRENCE PAïTERNS: 

a. Je demeure depuis dix ans à Montréal. 
a'. Ich wohne seit zehn Jahren in Montreal. 

Lit. '1 live since ten years in Montréal.' 

b. Je suis arrive hier. 
b'. Ich bin gestem angekomrnen. 

'I arrived yesterday.' 

From (8) and (1 l), we can see that in English, one 'past'-tensed clause ernbedded in 
another can uidicate two different times - one sirnultanmus (or overlapping) with the 
time indicated by the matrix ciause, and one anterior to it - while in Russisn and 
Japanese, only the 'anterior' reading is available. Similarly, from (9) and (12), we can 



see that when-clauses cannot host 'future' tense forms in EngIish, but o n  in French or 
Gr&; and 6-orn (10) and (13), that the English 'present' and 'present perfect' display 
quite different adverbial coikxurrence patterns from their wuntaparts in French and 
German. Such cross-linguistic differences suggest that attention to the syntactic and 

morphological form of tenses will pnivide the necessary foundation for a linguistically 
sound theory of tense and temporal referencc 

What 1 shaH be arguing in this sîudy, then, is that the best h o p  for such a theory 
is one that is 'syntax-driven' (Rigter 1986). This means that it proceeds on the 
assumption that 'a syntax guides a sentence's interpretation' (McGilvray 199 1: 17 1)' 
and looks to the syntax and morphology of tenses for clues to their semantic 
representation. In this way, the 'compositionality'~ of the latter will be revealed as the 
me source of the 'compositionaiity' of tense meanings (see McGilvray 1994). The 

description of tense rneanings to be offered in this study will make use of 
Reichenbach's (1 947) distinction between 'point of speech', 'point of reference' , and 
'point of the event', but wili be couched in tgms of a level of semantic representation 
generally known as 'Logid Fom' (LF) in genaative linguistic research. This foliows 
McGilvrayls (1994) suggestion that '[wlhat fully determines the meaning of an 
expression is ... its synrax in some broad sense of 'syntax"', so that 'understanding the 
meanings of expressions' to be a matter of 'syntactic cornpetence'. Unlike much recent 
work, however, the study will nd be concemed with a truth-conditionai interpretation 
of LF, but will agahi follow McGilvray (1991: 171) in rejecting the assumption that 
'tmth is central for interpretation'.4 

It should be admowledged here that various practical constraints wilI Iimit the 
scope of this investigation. These wilI prevent us from ansidering, for example, the 
rôle of tense in discoiirse, or the factors influencing a speaker's choice of one tense 
over another. These will likewise preclude a daaileci investigation of two notions 

closely rehted to tmse, narnely, as* and mood; and of tmse systems in more than a 
single ianguage, despite the desirabiiity of Qing so - particuhly in a study seeking to 
address certain basic questions about the nature of tense. Such a narrowing of our 
'hypothesis space' may still seem simply wrong-headed; yet there are, 1 believe, good 
methodological p u n d s  for it. The most important of these, as VerkuyI(1993: xii) has 

1 wüi be using the term 'compasitionaiity' in this study not in the standard modei-theoretic selise, 
but in a very general sense to indiute tbt the (syntactic or semantic) structure of en expression is the 
resdt of a systemtic combination of its pam. 

This is not to say ihat truth is irrelevant to inierpretation, but onIy that it may mi have the 
privileged d e  assigneci to it in many theories of interpretation. McGilvniy bas argued in ment work 
(e-g. 1991, 19!34, 1995~) ttm a speaker-hearer's 'syntactic knowIedgel (broridly defiried to include 
knowiedge issociiited witb LF Pod tbe 'lexicon') phys an even pater rôle than 'tnith', in specifying 
the meanings of senteiices aod their constituents. McGilvray suggests, moreover. that 'buth' as it 
figures in interpretation is not ha! generally assuad by p h ï i a q b  and f d  semanticists; rother, 
it is a kind of 'tnith' tbat 'remains tied to tirne of speech' and to the evidence avPilable at this time 
(McGilvray 199 I : 298). 



pointed out, is that when building a theory 'one should n d  start with the roof before the 

first flmr is ready'. Despite the substantial body of research on tense that already 
exists, our understanding of fkùs phenomenon is still quite primitive. So, if we believe 

that a theory of tense should be built 'from bottom to top', to insure that 'it can deal 
witti basic things before it pmxeds to sky bighi, then we should fist see what 'need[s] 
to be done [on] the lower floors' before attending to the higher ones (ibid). 

This nile of thumb arguably applies both to the 'level' of iinguistic description 
and to the range of languages to be investigated. Since, cross-linguistically, tense 
represents a system of temporal marking generaliy associated with the verb (whether 
this association is realized either through morphologically bound or free-standing 
elements, or Wh), we can profitably begin our study by describing and accounting for 
the features of this system, rather than by beginning say, with the broader discourse 
effects of tenses. This makes even more sense if, as Salkie (1989: -32) has arguecl, 
the latter effects can be understood in tams of sentence-level poperties of tenses. From 
this perspective, then, an optimal theory of tense as a discourse phenomenon is one that 
is able to embed a theory of tense as a morphological, syntactic, and semantic 
phenornaon. What this suggests is a 'modular' approach to the analysis of tense in 
particular and language use in general, according to which language is a 'system of 
parallel, highly autonomous components, operating indeperidently to s p e w  the several 
organizational dimensions that expressions of natural languages clearly manifest' 
(Sadock 1991: 10). A consequence of such an approach is that the V ~ ~ O U S  

'components' of our ability to use language can be studied independently, pemiitting us  
to see the rôle of each 'compnent ' more clearly . 

Of course, a seaious methodological objection to such an approach remains, given 
that it is more circumsped 'to consider the entire system' before 'deal[ing] with part of 
it' (Smith 1978: 55). This is simply that the piecemeal investigation of a complex 

phenomenon like tense runs a great risk of simply misrepresenting it. A compromise 
solution to this very real problem, which we shall be canvassing throughout this study, 
is to examine a large range of &ta with an eye to determining which patterns fa11 
generally within the purview of linguistic explanation and then which ones fa11 more 
specifically within the purview of a theory of tense. Such an approach is hardly 
fûolpraof, depending crucially on the plausibility of characterizing each pattern 
observed in a particular way, and then of removing or not removing this pattern from 
consideration. However, it does address the problem, noted by Dahl (1992: 648, n. 2) 
and others, of the 'undue simplification of data' to which rnany studies of tense have 
f a e n  prey, as a result of examining tw restricted a range of contexts (which do not 

inchde, for example, complex or advexûially modi fied sentences), or of attending 
insufficiently to the interaction of tense with other temporal markers, such as those of 

a m -  



The same reasoning can be applied to the range of languages which we shall be 
treating. The approach just proposed will require us to consider a range of issues about 
tense and its relation to other linguistic and non-linguistic notions, the mmplexity of 
which precludes the possibility of attending to more than a single language. For largdy 
pradicai reasons, this language will be En@&. Again, this kind of limitation may seem 

unfortunate, especiaiiy since the great sïmilarities and differences in temporal marking 
systems cross-linguistically, as highlighted in such surveys as Cornrie 1985 and Dahi 
1985, cast serious doubt on many of the 'universalist' claims made about tenses in the 
linguistics literature - in particular, those pertaining to the universality of tense as a 
category, which are often asserted without argument.5 However, as Salkie (1989: 30) 
has pointed out, detailed analyses of single languages should be seen to complement, 
rather than to compete with aoss-linguistic surveys, since the latter studies achieve theu 
ernpirical range at the cost of a loss of deîaii. So a reasonable compromise for a study 
such as this one is to present claims about one language that are sensitive to the 
existence of cross-linguistic differences, and are thus 'embeddable' within a more 
general t h e q  of temporal marking in language. 

In fad, the view of tense to be defended in this study is one which is sensitive to 
just such differences. This is because it takes temporal interpretation to be a highly 
context-dependent process, to which tenses provide quite lirnited temporal information. 
As such, it is compatible with the observation that the inflectional systems of languages 
do differ significantly in the temporal distinctions that they encode, and suggests a 
means other than formal identity of temporal categories cross-linguistically to 'equalize' 
the expressive resources of languages with respect to temporal marking. Such a view of 
tense, in other words, refleds a more general view of linguistic competerice, which we 
rnight cal1 'broad universalism'; on this view, observable differences in temporal 
marking cross-linguistically reflect real underlying differences, rather than merely the 

ciifference beîween ovat and covert manifestations of the same phenomenon. While the 
precise treatrnent of other languages must remain a topic for future research, such a 
view appears flexible enough to acwunt for the phenomenon of temporal marking 
across languages without either sacrificing the Chomskyan goal of uncovering the 
'universal' properties of linguistic knowledge or appealing to empincally weak claims 
about the nature of these properties. 

Consider, in this coatext, ChomsQ's (1993: 3) 'conjecture' that there is no cross-linguistic 
variation in the 'LF c o m p o ~ ~ W *  - a conjecture which many researchers have caüed into question 
(NdmtHaragein,persoaalcommunicoti . . 

on). 
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2. S ~ M E  QUESTIONS ABOUT TERMS 

In order to proceed with our investigation of tense, it would be wise to take a closer 
look at two key teams in our discussion, since this should help us to see what exactly 
needs to be explained. The first of these, naturally enough, is 'tense' itself, about which 
there is a surprishg amount of disagreement, as we shall see. The second of these must 
be 'refeaence* if, as McGilvray (1991: 5) claims, 'to speak of tense is to speak of 
reference*. About this term there is perhaps even greater disagreement. Indeed, because 
there is so little consensus in the linguistics and philosophy literature surrounding the 
proper understanding of these terms, it seems the duty for any study of temporal 
reference to se& to clarify the relevant issues and the points of disagreement that exist 
there. And, because these disagreements are arguably a major stumbling-block to the 
development of a truly adequate theory of tense, assessing and seeking to resolve them 
might lead us closer to such a theoxy. 

We might start by trying to decide what a 'tense' is. This seems the more tractable ta&, 
since the term describes a phenomenon which is certainly bettes documented, &mer 
understood, and far less phiiosophically burdened than that described by 'reference'. 
Unfortunately, the definitional task that we face here is a considerable one. This is 
suggested, for example, by the 'total lack of consensus' in the linguistics üterature 'as 
to the question of how many tenses there are in English* (Declerck 199 1: 8). This, of 
course, is due to a lack of consensus as to the more basic question of what a tense is. 

If we turn to English, we find that traditional inventories of tenses commonly 
distinguish eight basic, or 'simple', indicative forms: 'present', 'past', 'future', and 
'conditional' (or 'future in the past'); 'present perfect' 'pst perfect', 'future perfect', 
and 'conditional perfect*. When these are supplemented by their penphrastic 
cwnterparts, formed in combination with be and the 'present* participle (and known 
variously as 'continuous*, 'progressive*, and 'expanded* forms (se Jespersen 193 1 : 
Q12.1(1) for discussion), the result is a tdal of sixteen forms.6 These are illustrated 
below, in the first person singular: 

lhis is only one possibility: Jespersen cites shidies suggesting various wmbers of tenses. See 
Binnick 199 f for a discussion of various systems. 



PRESENT 

PAST 

FUTURE 

CONDITIONAL 

love 
loved 
will love 
would love 

am loving 
was loving 
will be loving 
would be lovuig 

PRESENT PERFEcT have loved have been loving 
PAST PERFECT had loved had been loving 

FüTURE PERFECT WU have loved wiü have beai I d g  
CONDITIONAL PERFECT wodd have loved would have beem lovuig 

Three facts about this inventory are significant for our purposes. One is that 
certain salient distinctions between forms play no rôle in it. Two distinctions of 
particular interest are that betweai periphrastic and morphologicd expression of forms; 

and that beîween temporally 'simple' forms (the 'present', 'past', and 'future'), which 
seem only to relate the time of some situation to the t h e  of speech, and temporally 
'complex' f o m  (the 'conditional' and the 'perfects'), which seem to Livolve more than 
just these two times. Another signifiant fact is that two commonly used temporal 
markings associateci with finite v d s ,  namely the 'going to' and 'about to' futurate 
forms, which appear with all of the tense forms listed, are missing from the inventory 
of tenses - as is the 'used to' habitua1 pst form. While these are ali periphrastic foms 
constructed from 'present' or 'past' tenses, the fa& that their meanings are hardly 

transparent, and that the inventory abounds in periphrastic foms, rnakes their absence 
somewhat surprising. Taken togeîher, these facts bespeak a certain arbitminess in the 
form of this classification, and the lack of any clear sense of what is and is not a tense. 
A thid significant fad is that the classification of would foms as either 'conditional' or 
'future in the ps t '  obscures the disjunction of interpretations that they receive - that 
is, as indicating posteriority with respect to a past or to a present tirne. An awareness of 
this Iegacy of taxonomie irnprecision may make our m e n t  diffidties in defining tense 
somewhat easier to understand - although it certainly gives us no help in resolving 
these difficdties. 

As matters stand, the tm 'tense' continues to be understmd in various, and 
often incompatible, ways. Now there can be no doubt that tense is a complex notion, 
which has many linguistic dimensions. It is precisely this fact about tense that has 
created such a profusion of definitions in the first place, which might be seen 
analyticaily as bringing one or more of five different perspectives to bear on the 
phenomenon: (i) 'notional'; (ii) 'morphological'; (iii) 'morphosyntactic'; (iv) 
'syntactic'; and (v) 'semantic'. While each perspective contributes a signifiant view of 



tense, it is ofien not obvious how these different views rnay be integrated into a single 
treatment of the phenomenon. What we get instead are different inventories of the 
English tenses, and different conclusions about the rôle of tenses in linguistic 

knowledge and use. One might stili argue that 'tense' is like the term 'word' as 
d-bed by DiSciullo and Williams (1987). and applies to different entities in different 
linguistic domains. But this argument is not very convinMg without a demonstration of 
principles analogous to those offered by DiSciullo and Williams that would govern 
these different applications of the tam in question. Such a demonstration is unlikely, 
since what we arguably have on our han& is not a number of related linguistic entities 
but rather a single, albeit cornplex, one, whose complexity derives from its status as an 
infledional category, given that "inflection" is a domain of grammar in which 
morphologid and syntactic considerations overlap to a signifiant extent' (Anderson 
1992: 102). 

Notional characterizations of tmse are arguably the basis of any attempt to understand 
the phmornenon, since they typically rnake the closest contact with our 'commonsense' 
view, seeking to give it both greater precision and greater generality. Characterizations 
of this type most cornmonly seek to elaborate a view of tense as 'grarnrnaticalised 
expression of location in time' (Comrie 1985: 9). (Such a view takes tense, in other 
words, as an expression which is 'integrat[ed] into the grammatical system of a 
Ianguage', as disthguished from a lexicalized expression, which is 'integrat[ed] into the 

lexicon of the language' (ibid., 10); and whose funaion is that of locating some 

situation with respect to some temporal interval, as distinguished from that of 
describing the 'intanal temporal contour' of a situation, which is fulfilled by aspect.) 
This involves the claim that tense is a 'deictic category', which relates situations to 
some reference time 

It is in deciding what counts as a 'reference time' (which we may think of 
intuitively as the time that a sentence 'focusses on') that such characterizations run into 
th& greatest difficulties. While the canonid reference time is taken to be the time of 
utterance (eg. Lyons 1977: 682; Comrie 1985: IO), there are instances in which tenses 
are not directly related, or not related at all, to this time. For example, the embedded 
tense in (15) does not relate Bill's ûying to bribe John to the time of uttaance b?it ratha 
to the time of John's saying: 

(15) John wdl say that Biii was trying to bribe him. 



And, as Lyons (1977: 681) argues, the 'present' tense in sentences like (16)- which 
describe 'gnomic truths', is non-deictic, inasmuch as such sentences have nothing 'to 
do with present time': 

(16) It never rains but it pours. 

While the latter use of tenses might be regarded as exceptional, and thus requiring 
special explanation, the former ceTtainly canna be, since it represents a typical effect of 
syntactic embedding. So the difficulty in defining 'reference point' is simply this one: 
that the definition must be broad enough to account for the behaviour of tensed veh 
foms in (at least) their standard uses, but restrictive enough to differentiate between 
these forms and other, 'untensed*, verb forms, such as infinitivals, gemnds, and 
participles. 

Attempts to balance these two demands have often invoked a distinction beîween 
'absolute' and 'relative' tenses, which have been variously defined, according to the 
type of balance stnick between these demands. Comrie (1985: 36, 56), to take one 
example, defines 'absolute' tenses as those that 'take the present moment as th& deictic 
centre'; and 'relative' tenses as those whose reference point 'is some point in time given 
by the context, not necessarily the present moment.' Happily, this definition 
encompasses such uses of tensed forms as that given in (15), which would thus be 

charactexized as having 'relative time referaice* (ibid., 3Q.7 Unhappily, however, it 
gives no principled way to distinguish tensed verb forms use. in this way ftom those 
foms generally regarded as untensed - namely, infinitivals, participles, and gerunds, 
as just noted - given that the latter always have 'relative time reference'. In fact, 
Cornrie implicitly denies the validity of this distinction, by describing non-finite verb 
forms interchangeably as relative tenses or as having relative time reference, and by 
illustrating his discussion of relative tense in English exclusively with participles (ibid, 
57-60). Declerck (199 1: 7), to take another example, defines 'absolute' and 'relative' 
tenses in a quite sirnilar way, taking the former to 'relat[e] the situation directly to the 
zero-point' - that is, the moment of utterance - and the latter to 'relat[e] the situation 
to a reference time which is itself related to the zero-point (either directly or via other 
reference times).' But his a-unt departs nom Cornrie's in its claim that '[nlonfinite 
verb forms ... express a single temporal relation, viz. they relate the situation to some 
other tirne, which may or may not be the temporal zerepoint' (ibid.). This claim is 
Declerck's attempt to achieve the desired distinction between t e n d  and nontensed verb 

forms by having d l  and only terised forms, whether 'absolute' or 'relative', relate a 
situation to a reference tirne. It is not obvious, however, that such a claim can be 

7~lthough Comrie himself does net discuss these cases. 



sustained, since non-finite forms also appear to relate a situation to a reference point. 
Consider the sentences in (17), given in Cornrie's discussion: 

(17) a. The passagers awaiting flight 26 proceeded to departure gate 5. 
b . The passagers who were awaiting fiight 26 proceeded to gate 5. 

(Comrie 1985: 57) 

The formai difference between these sentences is quite clear: the subordhate clause of 
the former contains a non-finite verb form, that of the latter a finite form. However, 
there is no obvious difference in interpretation: in both, the situation of awaiting is 
related to the situation of proceeding to gate 5, which is in turn related to the moment of 
utterance. Of course, the finite form permits a greater range of interpreîations, since its 
weI1-formedness does not depend on its being subordinated to a higher verb. But a 
notional charaderkaîion alone cannd capture these essentiaily struaural ciifferaices. 

It seems, then, that atternpts to distinguish between tensed and nontensed verb 

forms on the bais of notionai criteria alone have ultimateiy b e .  unsatisfadory. On the 

one hanci, those like Cornrie's, according to which even non-finite forms count as a 
kind of tense, capture catain important similanties beiween the behaviour of finite and 
non-finite forms, but at the cost of depriving the nation of 'tense' of much of its 
conceptual sharpness. Since it expands the notion of 'tense' to include rnany more 
forms, tenses are, for instance, no longer associated with finite clauses only, nor 
restricted to appearing only once per clause ( igno~g  co6rdinate structures). On the 
other hand, those like Declerck's, according to which non-finite foms are explicitly 
excluded from the inventory of tensed forms, uphold a robust and linguistically 
signifiant diffaence, but at the cos& of having to stipuhte this difference.8 What di of 
these considerations suggest, then, is that a notional characterization of tense, whiIe 
necessary, indeed crucial, for Our understanding of the phenomenon (and whose 
vocabuIary, as we shall see, is extremely useful for descriptive purposes), Cam01 by 
itself rnake strong enough predictions regarding what does and does not constitute a 
tense to ground a theory of the phenomenon, and must be buttressed by structural 
criteria. 

These must be sought in d e r  charaaerUations of tense - although success hae 
will, as we shail see, also prove elusive. As noted above, these characterizations fail 
into four categones - 'morphological', 'morphosyntactic', 'syntactic', and 'semantic' 
-, the former two offering more surface and the latter two more abmct descriptions 
of the phenomenon. 

Although it sBould be noted that Declerk's charocterinition of teuse is not essentially a mtional 
one, so Lhat this criticism b e s  mt apply to his anaiysis g e d y .  



2.1.3. MORPHOUX~ICAL AND MORPHOSYNTACTIC CHARACTERIZATiONS OF TENSE 

Morphological and morphosyntactic characterizations of tense have arguably served a 
mainly classificatory function - that of enumaating the number and type of tenses in a 
given language -, the difference between them consisting in what feature of tenses 
they each take to be criterial. For the former type, among which we find the 
descriptions of Jespersen (1931: 3) and Quirk et al. (1985: #4.3), the criterion is 
rnorphological; that is, this type treats tense 'strictly as a category realized by verb 
inflection' (ibid.). According to such a criterion, English has onIy two tenses, 'past' 
and 'present' - or, pursuing the morphological argument further, 'past* and 'non- 

past*, since the present tense does seem to be the 'unmarked' memba of the pair 
(ibid.). This morphological view of tense, in fact, has much to recommend it, since it 
t e e s  the structure of tenses very seriously, and thus serves to highiight a number of 

facts about this structure. These include the status of rnorphologically expressed tensed 
verb forms as words and periphrastically expressed forms as phrases, as noted by 
Jespersen (1931: 81.4); and the considerable ciifferences in this structure exhibited by 
even closely related languages like English and French, the particular realization of 
tense in a given language being related to its basic inflectional characier. Moreover, the 

attention which it gives to the morphclogy of tensed foms can also lead to reai insights 
into the behaviour of some of these forms. For example, the much-discussed 
incompatibility of the English 'present perfed' with definite pst-time adverbials may, 
according to this view, be attributed largely to its status as a 'present' tense form (see 

cg. Saikie 1989: 7-8) - a point to which we shall retum in chapter 2. 
However, despite the fniitfulness of this approach, its reduction of tense to the 

single dimension of morphology is ultimately too limiting both conceptually and 
empirically to provide a satisfying account of the phenomenon. This emerges perhaps 
most clearly from consideration of the claim regarding the English 'will future' that has 
commonly b e n  offered within this approach. This claim - which folIows directty 
from the claim that the English tense system is structurai according to an inflectionally 
expressed distinction between pst and non-pst, and the observation that will is a free- 
standing (auxiliary) verb form - is that will is itself a 'non-pst' verb form, and wodd 
is its 'pst '  counterpart.9 Of course, such a characterization of these forms accords with 

Another possibility consistent with this approach is that will is simpIy mt te&, so that the 
temporal @ng that we routinely associate with this form is &rivai frorn its basically modal 
meaning. Such possibility. however, is mt very appealiag. since (i) it overlooks substantial cross- 
Linguistic evidence tbat the modal meanings of 'fuh~e' forms are derived from ternprai meanings, 
rather than the converse (see chapter 2); and (ü) it begs the question of why the synaictic behviour of 
sentences coaîainiq wili (or other modal auxiliaries) is in al1 relevant respects identical to tbat of 
tensed sentences, 'show[ingJ the h i t e  properties of requiring a subject. and requiring that it be 
nominative' (Wanw 1993: 25). To awwr this question, one couid r e m  ta the ciaim th! lhe finite 
chamter of will derives solely Wrn its agreement feahires. This ciaim is nnt iocorreivable; but given 
the impoverished agreement of the modal auxiiiaries, it is mt a very satisfling one. 



th& etymological dation to the main verb will; and since the othar modal auxiWes 
have a similar etymology and (with the exception of musr and need, which have no 
'pst' f m s  in contemporary English) display the same morphologid pattern, it 
provides a useful description of the entire modal auxiliary system. For example, it 
d o w s  for a ready exphnation of the foiiowing alternations: 

(18) a. 

a'. 

b. 
b'. 
C. 

c'. 
d. 
d' . 
e. 
e'. 

The plan wiU SU& 

1 felt sure that the pIan wouid succeed 
Wi11 you heip me? 
I wondered if he woüld help me. 
Shuü 1 open the window? 
She asked me if she shorrld open the window. 
You c d m a y  do as you wish. 

She said we coulrumrghr do as we wished. 
The h g  c m  do no wrong. 
It was saiousiy arguai that the king couid do no wrong. 

(Quirk er al. 1985: 84-60) 

Such explanatory virtues have Ied to the adoption of this analysis by a range of 
scholars, encornpassing those with rather different theoretical bents, including 
Chomsky (1957: 40), Smith (19781, Gazdar, Pullum and Sag (19821, Ogihara (19891, 
Hornstein (1990), and Binnick (199 1). 

But the neatness of the pasthon-pst pattern given in (18) is deceptive. As 
Warner (1993: 9) observes, the 'preterite' foms of moda! audiaries 'are distnbuted 
very differently h m  those of verbs', and theû ability to express past time 'is 
uncornmon and typically restricted' - extmding beyond indirect discourse contexts 
only for would and could, and not for mighr and should (Quirk et al. 1985: 84.61; 

Warner 1993: 25): 

Few of the twnsts couid speak E n a h .  
We trid to bomw a boat, but no one would lend us one. 

(Quirk et al. 1985: 84.6 1, (am)) 

John mighr have a uookie y esterday . 
(cf. Jdin was allowed to have a cookic) 
We should be l&g on Monday. 
[= paçt of 'We shall be leaving on Monday. '] 



Moreover, one of the 'pst  tense' uses of would - that of 'habitua1 activity' - is 
not closely pdle led by any use of will. The nearest use of the latter, that of habit, 
carries a suggestion 'that the habitual activity is typical of the speaker', but this 
suggestion is not necessarily associated with would (Palmer 1988: 140): 

(21) a. We would go for long walks in the park. (Palmer 1988: 140) 
b. We will go for long walks in the park. 

As for might and should, the former is in fact more generally used as 'a 
somewhat more tentativ c.. variant of may* (Quirk et al. 1985: 54.53); and the latter- 

which Jespersen (193 1) had already describeci as ' M y  a present tense' (8935)) - 
to convey a sense of necessity or obligation or 'tentative inference' (Quirk et al. 1985: 
84.56). These observations are illusüated below: 

(22) a. There mighr be some complaints. 
b . Might 1 ask whether you are using the typewritef? 
c. You might as w d  teil the truth (as continue to teli lies). 

(Quirk et al. 1985: 54.53, (3), (3, (10)) 

(23) a. You should do as he says. 
b. The floor should be washed at least once a week. 
c. The mountains shouiii be visible from here 

(based on Quirk et al. 1985: 54.56, (5)' (6), (3)) 

But the most common occurrences of al1 the 'preterite' forms of the modal 
auxiliaries are in various ' hypothetical, tentative or polite expressions where amtextual 
support is not always required' (Warner 1993: 9). Thus, we find wouM and could in, 
for example, expressions of polite requests, tentative wishes, and imagined situations 
(Quirk et al. 1985: 54.63; Jespersen 193 1 : 8§9.5(1), 19.3(4), 19.6(1)): 

(24) a. Would you l a d  me a dollar? (Quirk et al. 1985: 84-63, (b)) 

b. 1 would liLe to hear more. 
c. 1 wish he would die mon. (Jespersen 1931: 5519.6(1), 19.3(4)) 

(25) a. Could 1 see your driving license? (Qu* et al. 1985: 84-63, (b)) 
b. You could not be put in prison for speaking against industry, but you can 

be sent to Coventry for speaking Like a fool. (Jespersen 193 1 : 59.5(1)) 



With respect to the frequency of such uses, the modal 'preterite' forms stand in 
marked contrast to the pretaites of main verbs, which 'are f r d y  used of past time, but 
typically ratricted in th& hypothetid, tentative and polite uses' (Warner 1993: 9). 
This, and the fact of 'steadily diminishing past-tense uses' (ibid., 25) of the modal 
forms diachronically strongly suggests that the class of auxiliaries is 
morphosyntactically distinct fmm that of main verbs (ibid, 36), 'retaining elements of 
structure but having 'drifted off from a motivating de' (ibid, 41). Thus, attempts to 
equate the temporal marking of modals with that of main verbs appear to be 
misguidedl0 (The question that naturally arises is what kind of temporal marking, if 
any, modals & bear - to which we shaii offer a tentative answer in chaptcz 2.) 

Given the reanalysis of modal auxiliaries that Warner describes, their 
morphologiml form is better seen as a recapitulation of their history than as a reliable 
indication of their current morphosyntactic status or interpretation. And this, of course, 
reveals the central problem of a morphological approach to tenses: that by taking 
morphology 'as criterial' (Declerck 199 1: 9) in distinguishing tenses, it runs the ri& of 

overstating the importance of general synchronie and diachronie fadors that have 
conspired to produce particular morphological forms, but which are orthogonal to the 
description of tense itself. In doing so, it runs the complementary risk of understating 
significant cross-linguistic similarities that are obscured by such morphological 
ciifferences. As we have just seen, the fact that English modals derive fiom main verb 
forms and have inherited their 'past'hon-pst' morphology is made central to a 
rnorphological account of the English tense system, even though this 'past'hon-pst' 
distinction seems littie more than the relic of a onceproductive system. 

We can see the nature of this problem even more clearly if we consider what are 
identified as 'future' tense forrns in French. These forms are illustrated in (26): 

(26) je chanterai, '1 will sing' 

tu chanteras, 'you (sing.) will sing' 
iuelldon chantem, 'he/she/one will sing' 
nous chantmns, 'we will sing' 
vous chanterez, 'you (pl.) wiU sing' 
Welles chanteront, 'they (rnasdfem.) will sing' 

These forms are fully integrated into the system of verbal inflection, and would thus be 

d d b e d  as tenses men on a morphological account. HistoricaUy, however, they 
derive from what were two independent verb forms in Latin, an infinitive and the 
present form of hubere 'to have', which coalesced into a single form, 'the new stem 

Io A similar point is mode in McGilvray 1991: 45, q.v. 



reflecting the old infinitive and the new aiding a reduced form of habeo'; which was 
then subject to morphological reanaiysis, whereby 'the erstwhile infinitive marker -r- 
came to be viewed as part of the ending' (Fleischman 1982: 71)." These three stages 
are shown in (27): 

chanter -ai 

chant -e --r 4 
stem mj future person- 

marker tense number 
rnarker rnarker @ a d  on Fteischman 1982: 7 1) 

This suggests that much of the difference between Romance and Gennanic 
'futures' might be fairly superficial - the by-product of diffaences in the word order 
of th& parent languages, which respectively did and did not condition a proces of 
agglutination. Whether or not such an analysis is plausible, it raises an important point: 
namely, that our account of tense forms should not force us to restate differences 
beîween temporal rnarking systerns that can be aptured more perspicuously in other 
t m s ,  and prevent us from expressing (or men seing) significant similarities beneath 
these superficial differences. Unfortunaidy, morphological charaderizations of tense do 

just this, since they lack the concepml resources to 'factor out' such differences and to 
state more abstract linguistic generalizations.12 If a goal of linguistic inquiry is to 
discover principles of broad validity, then the parochialism of morphological accounts 
of tense should be sufficient reason to rejed them. 

A third characterization of tense, which might be calied 'morphosyntactic', is 
largely immune to the foregoing criticisms, but has very signifiant problems of its 
own. Essentially a reaffirmation of the traditional classification of tenses, this 
characterizaticz has recently been given a spirited defence by Declerck (1991), who 
claims as its strong point (and as a distinct advantage over the rival just desaibed) its 
broader conception of how tenses may be realized. Since it posits that 'tenses may be 
formally marked by auxiliaries as well as by inflectional morphemes' (ibid., 9)' it is 
able to capture just the sorts of generalizations about tmse forms within languages as 

- 

I l  ReicbnbPch (1947: 298) m&s simiiiu remark, based on Bruta  1899: 434. 
l2 hdeed, mifihg wrh morphologicai différeaces to the criterion fa identifying tense fonns woPild 

exaggerak the sigui- of the differeoce behiffen m0rphdogica.i and paiphrastic expmisbn k t  W 
find in many hnguages. Dahi 1985 reports a mimber of languages where tbe 'put' is marked 
morpbologicaüy but the 'fimue' is mulred periphrasticdiy, including Hungariaa Germari, Swedish. a d  
Wolof; and one language - Arabic - w b m  th 'future' is marked morphologically and the 
'imperfective plst' farm periphrnstically (Salkie 1989: 17). 



well as between languages that were unavailable on the morphological approach. 
However, while this approach recognizes that tenses may be expressed by different 
grammaticai means, its a d  classification of tense f m s  is based iargely on funciional 
similarities between verb forms. This M u r e  to incorporate any forma1 criteria into the 
classification beyond those that aUow the identification of vehs means that the approach 
suffers h m  ai l  of the weaknesses already noted for haditional ~Iassifications of tense 

The seriousness of these weaknesses can be Oemonstrated in Declerck's (ibid.) 
discussion of the number of tenses in English and French. He claims that 'there is no 
basis for concluâing that these hguages make use of only two terises', nameiy 'past' 
and 'non-pst'; rather, they should be thought of as having two sets of tenses 
correspondhg to this distindion. However, it is far h m  obvious that we should think 
of the 'present perfecî', for example, as simply a member of the set of 'present' tmses, 
rather than a complex fonn constructeci from a 'present'-tensed v a b  that selects a VP 
headed by a past participle. Likewise for other 'compta tenses' such as 'progressive' 
forms and the 'dispute& tense foms be gokg to and used ru, which were mentioned 
earIier. In other words, a 'morphosyntactic' appniach iike Decierck's misses a qntactic 

generaluation needed to distinguish naturai classes of tense forms: namely, that tenses 
have interna1 structure, and that this structure provides a more solid foundation for a 
thm'y of teme than functional similarities and ciifferences alone. 

2.1.4. SEMANTIC CHARACTERIZATIONS OF TENSE 

Of course, it is not obvious w h t  kind of structure is relevant to an explanation of tense 
Two radically different possibilities suggest themselves. One, which we shail be 
discussing in $2.1 5, is a broadly 'syntactic' characterization of tense, whose goals are 
to describe tenses in terms of abstract syntactic and morphosyntadic structures posited 
to underlie th& s h c e  forms; and to attribute diffaences in the behaviour or meaning 
of tenses primady to differences in these abstract structures. The other, which we shall 

be discussing here, is a 'semantic' charaderization, which is interested in 'syntacîic 

sinidure' of a very different khd - not thaî of a particuk 'formai representation of the 
object-ianguage', as in the former approach, but that of a semantic 'translation 
language' in which ' d e s  for interpreting [elemmts] are stated' (Stalnaker 1973: 61 1). 
The g d  of this approach, then, is to describe 'the meaning or content of a complex 
expression [as] a funetion of the meaning or content of the parts' (ibid., 612). This 
commonly involves abstracting away from the actual syntax and morphology of the 
object-Ianguage, or representing the obj ed-language 'opportunistically ' , to '[suit] the 

needs of the interpretation procedure' being developed, rather than motivating it 
independently ttuothrough syntactic and morphologid analysis (Karnp & Reyle 1993: 24). 



In what follows, we shall be examinhg three quite different approaches to the 
sernantic characterization of tense: (i) the Priorean treatment of tenses as sentential 
operators; (ii) Vlach's (1993) daim that tenses serve only to determine temporal 
adverbials (and as such have no semantic representation); and ( ï )  the 'ReiLhenbachian' 
treatment of tenses as relations bdween 'the point of speech', 'the point of reference', 
and 'the point of the event'. What unites al i  of these is an essentially methodological 
decision (although informeci by patticular theoretical inclinations) about where to go 
about looking for answers. This decision has led them away from the syntactic and 
morphological properties of teases. Their search for forma1 devices has led them to the 
syntax of logic and dher formalisrns 'unlikely to tell us much about the syntactic fom 
of sentences' (McGilvray 1991: 349-50); and their search for data has led to intuitions 
about the meanings of expressions which are not obviously linguistic, but appear 
instead to reflect the interaction of linguistic, concepual, and real-world knowledga GU 

of this has had undesirable conceptuai and empuical consequaices, as we shaii see. 

While it has becorne a cornmonplace in studies of tense to begin with a critique of the 
'sentential operator' account based on Rior 1967 (see e.g. Dowty 1982; Enç 1986; 
Oversteegen 1989; Homstein 1990; Giorgi & Pianesi 199 1; McGilvray 199 1; Kamp & 
Reyle 1993), a summary of the arguments against this account is neverthelas stiii 
instnidive, both because it highlights rnany of the desiderata of any cornprehensive 
theory of tense; and becaux so many of the lessons to be drawn from these arguments 
go unheeded, even in the very dudies that present them. Perhaps the most important of 
these lessons - and no& oniy for thmries of tense - is that the possibility, explored by 
rnany proponents, of devising ad hoc solutions to repair basic structural defects in the 
operator account bas revealed not its r d e n c e  but rather its lack of viability. 

The problems faced by a linguistic account of tenses as operators are arguably of 
the kind that arise whenever a device is assigned a task for which it is not well suited. 
This account is, of course, borrowed from tense logic, which introduced tense 
operators into standard systems of predicate or propositional logic. For example, 
operators corresponding to 'pst' and 'future' tenses, respectively, are introduced into 
standard predicate logic by one or more applications of the following recursive des: 

(28) a. If g is a formula, then P# is a formula. 
b. If # is a formula, then Fg is a formula. 

That is, by ta.king a basic formula like 'q' to represent a present-taise sentence Like 
H m  is a bgician, this system can represent 'pst'- and 'future'-tense versions of this 



sentence as 'Pq' and 'Fq', respedivdy. And, by applying the d e  forming 'pst'  tenses 
to these two formulae, as shown below, it can produce 'PPq' and 'FPq', which 

represent 'past perfect' and 'future perfect' versions of our sentence, respectively: 

(29) a.  If P$ is a formula, then PP4 is a formula. 
b. If F$ is a formula, tben PF* is a formula. 

Despite the apparent simplicity and descriptive power of tense logic - and 
despite its u t U y  in 'deal[ina with tirne-relateû infaence in natural languages' and other 
non-linguistic issues surrounding the use of tenses (McGilvray 1991: 16) - closer 
inspection reveals it to be of W e  use for linguistic theories of tense. This is because 
operators tum out to be very poor models of tenses, their syntactic properties so 
different that they c m  provide M y  no insight into tense structure, distribution, or 
kterpretation. 

2.1.4.1.1. EXPRESSIVE POWER 

Arguably the most glaring of these Merences is the unrestricted iterability of operators, 
wtiich permit the generation of 'n-ary tenses such as PFFPPPq' (Mdjilvray 1991: 14). 

Of course, such forrnulae 'have no direct natural language counterparts', since 'a tense 
is aIways associated with a verb and verbs cannot just be piled one on top of the other' 
(Karnp & Reyle 1993: 493-94). Indeed, 'piling up' verbs in this way produces foms 
that are not rnerdy ungrammatical but simply uninterpretable, as (30) shows: 

(30) a. * Harry was is was was will be happy. 

b. * Harry was was was was was happy. (McGilvray 1991: 51) 

Even worse is the la& of any appreciable ciifference beîween such minimal pairs as that 
in (31) (ibid): 

(31) a. * Harry will be was happy. 
b. * Harry was will be happy. (ibid.) 

These îàcts, as McGilvray (ibid) suggests, can only be seen as a great embarrassrnent 
for the opaator account, which predicts not only that these sentences should al1 be welI- 
formeci, but that we should be able to give 'sensible interpreîations' to them - @Ob), 
for example, 'should be interpretable with at least six time intmds'; and the pair of 
sentences in (31) should be distinguishable in terms of differences in the ordering of 
operators. 



It should be emphaszed that the problems idmtified here are fundamental and not 
simply ones of 'execution', which can be solved by restricting the iterability of 
operators. In fact, there are many reasons why such a stipulation wiil not work. The 

most obvious is that the resultant systems 'turn out to be extremely limitai in what they 
can express' (Kamp & Reyle 1993: 497). This gives us a sense of the m e  nature of the 

problem, which is, as McGilvray (1991: 51) argues, that 'iteration gets the structure of 
tenses wrong'. What McGilvray means by this is that the property of iteration follows 

from a particular way of viewing tense: namely, as 'a relationship between two 
temporal intervals, one the time of speech (is) and the other... the time of the event or 
situation (id' (ibid., 12). While these two intervals are apparently sufficient for 

representing simple tenses like the 'pst' and 'future', more complex forms like the 
pluperfect clearly rquire the introducîion of a third interval (in this case, one that fies 
between is and iE). This is precisely what is accomplished by iteration, whicti 

constnicts these complex forms out of simple tenses. Thus, the 'pst perfect', as noted 
above, is analysed as the iteration of a 'simple pst' - that is, as 'PPq' - and 
paraphrased accordingly as 'There is some time where [ql is true that is before the time 
where [Pql is true (which is before now)"' (ibid, 49). The difficulty with this analysis 
of the 'pst perfect' is the analysis of this third interval. If simple tenses are is-iE 

relations, as the operator account claims, then this interval must the time of some event. 
But, as McGilvray argues, this 'must be a very special event' - one quite different 
from that assûciated with a simple tense And in order 'to rnake sense of iterating a 
simple tense', this interval must also 'wunt as a time of speech'. Thus, this third 

interval becomes the locus of a 'speaking-assertion', at which iterated tenses must 
' p h  a virtual person or "interpreta" assigning tnith values'. That aii of this apparatus 
has no dear independent motivation, and is rquired only to make sense of the c lah 
that tense is a relation betweai is and iE, strOngly suggests that the basic structure it 

serves to reinforce is unrelaie. to that of natural language tenses (ibid, 15). 
In this light, the observation that 'perfect* tenses do n d  have the forms that 

follow directly from the operator account - namely, those given in (32) - is n a  
merely a mincidence but a direct consequence of the observation that these tenses are 
nat properly analysed as, respectively, the 'present', 'past', and 'future' of a 'past': 

(32) a. * Harry was is happy. 
b. * Harry was was happy. 
c. * Harry wili be was happy. 

(ibid., 51) 

Claiming, then, that the actual surface forms of these tenses are unrelated to their 
interpretation, and can be derived simply by devising the appropriate 'spella~t' des ,  



would do Little to blunt this criticism, since il fails to address the question why such 
niles should be necesary in the first phca 

The inappropriateness of the syntax assigned to tenses by the operator account is 
demonstrated further by the interpretations of tenses that standard versions of tense 
logic are unable to express. As Kamp and Reyle (1993: 491) note, no formula 
generated by this system can translate the sentence given in (33), for example: 

(33) Bill has been watchhg littie Nice ever since Mary le& 

(Kamp & Rey le 1993: 49 1, (5.1 3)) 

The fact that additional operators have been proposed expressly to translate such a 
reading (see ibid, 491) only emphasizes the fad that the expressive resources of tense 
logic are simply not well matched to those of natural language tenses. Moreover, the 
introduction of such ad hoc operators to overcorne the system's stnrcturai defects 'has, 
from a linguistic point of view, been none to the good', since it %as ençouraged the 
tendency to ignore how deviaus these representations are'. As such, it 'has st& in the 
way of our seeing more cIearly what the particular mechanisms are which natural 
languages exploit in order to convey the quite complex temporal information that it is 
within their power to express' (ibid, 492-93). 

2.1.4.1.2. -R NON-PARALLELS CN THE SYNTAX OF TENSES AND OPERATORS 

This point assumes even more importance once we tum our attention to some of the 
more interesthg syntactic and semantic properties of tenses, including those related to 
anaphara and scope, and to the 'synergistic' effect of the interaction between tenses and 
other temporal elements.13 Here we find that operators have Wtually no means at th& 

disposal to mimic these properties. 
Perhaps the best-known of these is the ability of tenses (as mentioned earlier) to 

be used 'anaphorically' - that is, to 'pick up' a time established in an earlier clause. 
This propaty is identified in Partee 1973b, where it is illustrated with the following 
saitences: 

(34) a. Sheila had a party last Friday and Sam got d d  
b. When Susan walked in, Peter left. (Partee 1973b: 605, (10H11)) 

- 

l3 Amther property of te- oDted by Dmp Pad Reyle (1993: 497) that distinguisbes them h m  
the operators of standard tem. logic is that of their 'iodexicality' - rhat is, the. dependence of tbeir 
interpretation on the context of ulternnce. However, since this property. as they point out, cm be 
incorporated into the d c s  of kase logics 'without mucb difficulty', we shaii take it merely as a 
problem of executioa ratha than a significam w e a h s  of the operator accouor. and mt consider it 
further. 



In these sentences, the 'pas' tenses expressing the t h e  of Sam's getting drunk and the 
time of Peîer's leaving have as their respective 'antecedents' the p s t  tense expressing 
the time of Sheila's party and the when-clause expressing the time of Susan's walking 
in. Note that the notion of 'anaphoric reIation' king invoked here is rather looser than 
that of simple identity between antecedent and anaphor, as we find with NPs; and 
encompasses such relations as inclusion, as in (34a), and even contiguity, as in (34b). 
This ability to enter into a wide range of temporal dependaicy relations appears to be a 
v q  general property of tmses (as we shaU see in the foiiowing chapters). It is also a 
property of tenses which sentential operators do not reflect, and cannd be made to 
reflect through any modification of tense logics that stili leaves 'the origrnal spirit of 
these logics intact' (Kamp & Reyle 1993: 498). 

Closely relatai to this 'anaphoric' property of taises is their ability to interact with 
other temporai elernents, particularly adverbials, in deîermining the time of the situation 
described by a given sentence. The latter elements, in 'referring to or quantifying over 
times', serve as 'constraints on those times.' This is another aspect of the behaviour of 
tenses which tense logics are not able to capture, since 'they have no direct means for 
representing explicit reference to times' (ibici.). 

Nor can sentential operators capture the non-scopal interactions of tenses with 
other elements, as many studies have observed Perhaps thei. most damning fiilure in 
this respect concems the interaction of tenses with adverbiais and other tenses. Apropos 
this as@ of tense behaviour, we just notexi above that tenses combine with adverbials 
and other elements to secure temporal interpretations. However, as Dowty (1982: 23) 
points out, this insigllt simply m o t  be expressed in Riorean terms. That is, if we 
trated both tenses and temporai adverbs as operators, as tense logic would suggest, 
then neither of the two orderings available to them could conectly represent the 
interpretation of a sentence like John left yesterday. This is illustrated below (where 
yesterday is transiated as the operator 'Y ', which combines with a formula to produce 
'Y$', read as 'O is true yesterday'): 

(35) John lefl yesterday. 

a. PY [John leaves] 
b. YP [John leaves] (ibid, (3a-b)) 



As we can see, both of the translations in (35) make the lime of John's leaving 'too fàr 
in the pst' (ibid, 24): (35a) makes it the &y before some time in the pst, while (35b) 
makes it some time in the past pria to yester&y.l4 

Fuiaily, if tenses wae accurately represented as operators, then they would give 
rise only to the scopai ambiguities that result from their taking wide or narrow scope 
with respect to another operator. However, they do not, as Enç (1986: 40648) has 
demonstrated with the following sentences: 

(36) a. Al1 rich men were obnoxious chiidrm. 
b. Every member of out investment club will buy a house 

Each of these sentences has not only the two readings predided by the operator account 
- namely , that with the subjed in the scope of the tense, and that with the tense in the 
scope of the subject -, but also one that requires the univasal quantifier to range over 
the subjed at more than one time sirnultaneously. This reading involves an assertion 
about every man who is currently rich or was formerly rich, in the case of (36a); and 

about present, pst, or future members of the club, in the case of (36b).15 
The foregoing considerations ail point to the same conclusion: namely, that 

sentential operators are poor models for tenses. This conclusion holds as much for 
those who se& a 'purely semantic explanation of tenses' (Stalnaker 1973: 6 12) as for 
those who are more concerned with their formal syntactic representation, the two goals 
we contrasted earlier. This is because operators are simply unsuited to the task of 
translating tenses in a semantic 'translation language', given that they predict many 

l4  oros os te in (1990: 144) makes a similar poiut regarding interactions between teIlSeS. This is ihat 
if tenses d i y  were operptars. tbey should Plways be able to take wide scope with respect to other 
tenses. and thus to appear in strucaints 1iLe the fobwing ooe: 

(0 Pres, [Px [... at x... [... at y... put, [... at L..]]]]] (ibid , (47)) 

However, senteoces üke thnt in (ii) suggest tbat they connot: 

(ii) * John said that Harry beüeves that Fred d d  be here. (ibid, 144) 

This sentence is unacceptable if would has the value of a 'future in the past', and indicates a time 
posteria thaî indicated by said. Ooe response to Hornstein's critickm might be that tense operators are 
no mre than a device for modeiiing the interpretations that te- do receive, and shouId ow be 
understood to mPke a prediction about their iaterpieiations (Breodan Giiioq peisonai communication). 
But if this is so. w are stiil entitled to ask how usefui a device they are if, on the oae hanci. they 
canaot re~diiy mode1 the interpreîations chat temm do have a d  on the other, suggest iatespretations 
that te- do oot bave. 

l5 A conveme difficulty with an opeaata account of teme arises in tbe context of its matmeni of 
relative chse coostnrtions ih tbaî in (i): 

(0 MW saw the unicorn that walked. (Ladusaw 1977, cited in Declack 1991: 5. CS)) 

In such coostnictioas. the operator occouat predicts tbat the relative clause is temporally ambiguous 
rPther than temporally ideterminate. We shall be discussing this issue in greater detail in chapter 3. 



interpretations that are not attested and are unable to represmt many that are; and require 
an appeal to ad hoc theoretical entities to preserve their simple i& maure through 

itmtion. The sony perfofmance of operators in their semantic tasks argues a fortiori 

against assigning them the ta& of representing tensa in the syntax, as some reçent 

analyes (eg. Stowell 1982; Polioçlr 1989; Guéron & Hoekstra 1994) have done, since 
even as syntactic devices they must be interpreted, and thus inevitably subjeded to 
the same intecpretative weight that they couid not bear in their 'translation language' 
incamation. 

The failure of the operator account also highlights a weakness inherent in its 
approach to tense, which may be seen essentially as a search to fmd a simple procedure 
to map the formulae of a 'translation language' onto interpretations. As such, this 

approach gives primacy to the syntax of the 'translation language', ratha than to that of 
the natwal language which is presumably the true object of study. By ignoring the latter 
entirely, or simply assigning it a form that provides a neat mapping from object- 

language to 'translation language', such an approach not only nsks overlooking the 
mûibutions that detailed syntacîic analysis c m  make to the study of meaning, but also 
precludes the possibility that the relation between object-language and interpretations is 
other than that which is assumed - a serious problem, as we sea 

This methodological weakness is dm at the heart of other semantic approaches to tense. 

One of these is the approach outiined in Vlach 1993, accordhg to wtiich 'tense is a sort 
of agreement pheaommon' (ibid, 246). VIach is not the first to make such a daim; he 

cites Anderson 1973 and CresswelI 1973 as antecedents (although a similar chim has 
also been made more recently in Richards 1982). But Vlach is the first to revive it in the 
wntext of curent research on tense; and his decision to do so, given its highly radical 
charactea, might be sufficient for it to warrant serious attention. Vlach's central claim is 
that 'there is no compositional semantics of tense', temporal sernantics k i n g  'the 

sernantics of temporal adverbiaIs' (Vlach 1993: 232). He motivates this daim by 
considering sentences like those in (37): 

(37) a. Men had a party lad night. 
b. Betsy had a good time at the Party. 

c. Beîsy had a good time (based on ibid., 247, (17X18)) 

As he notes, 'there is little or no ciifference' between (37b) and (37c), if each is 
undgstood to refer to the situation described in (37a), except that the former explicitly 
idctifies the party in question as 'the occasion of Betsy's good time' by means of the 



PP ut the pny - an adverbial which is not 'pureiy temporal', but which nevertheless 
'fixes the time as the time of some discourse eventuality' - whiie the latter does so 

only impiicitly. Given that the two sentences do describe the same situation, they must, 
acco~ding to VIach, have the same semantic representation. 

The kind of representation that Vlach assumes is an 'event representation' (ER) 
based on the work of Parsons (e-g. 1990) and others. His ER for the sentences in 
(37b-c) is given beiow (where 'Type' indicates 'the type of the event', 'E' 'the event 
reported', 'Expaiencer' the rôle played by Beîsy, 'Location' the location of the event, 
identified in t ams  of 'pl',which refers to the party of the previous sentence) (ibid., 

(38) Type (E, Have-a-gaxi-tirne-event) 
& Expaienca (E, B a y )  

& I-oCation (E, pl) 

The f aa  that his analysis makes use of such representati ons is 

(ibid., (19)) 

central to his claims 
about tense, since ERS do not contain any 'context-related elements', the information 
borne by these elements king translated into 'non-contextdepdent * terms. It follows 
that nothing in these ERS 'corresponds directly' to tenses, since these are translated into 
temporal adverbials (TAS) (ibid, 233-34)' and have 'no representation at the ER lwel' 

(ibid, 248). Thus, the correspondence between (37b) and (37c) is captured through the 
appearance in th& ER na of a past tense, but of a TA, which is explicitiy marked in the 
former and 'understood' (that is, without any 'surface representation') in the latter 

(ibid., 234,247). The tmse itsetf 'contributes nothing' to the ER beyond helping 'to 
daermine which adverbial is to be understood' (ibid, 247). 

Vlach describes this function of tense in terms of the following 'convention' of 
Engiish: 

(39) in a sentence about the present (the top level TA is present), use the present 
terise, and in a sentence about the past (the top leveI TA is past), use the ps t  
tense. (ibid., (20)) 

On this account, then, temporal interpretation involves a process of determining a 
particular TA. This proces, carried out by tense, ensures that a TA is 'a p s t  adverbial 
if the tense is pst, and a presenî adverbial if the tense is present' (ibid, 248). 

Vlach's proposal, in d h e r  words, is that the contribution that tense makes to 
temporal interpretation is exhaustively describeci in terms of conventions of their use 
alma No acaount of this contribution csui be couched in tenns of th& meanings, since 



they have none (ibid).l6 What Vlach is suggesting, then, is that there is no theuretically 
interesting relation - at least in the domain of tenses - between surface form and 
meaning, or between meaning and use. The status of tenses as syntadidy obligatory 
dements wins them only a supporting rôle in temporal interpretation; and the 
conventions governing th& use do n d  foliow from their meanings, so that we use the 
'present' tense not because it denotes a present time, but because it is conventionally 
associated with present time, in accordance with (39). 

This conventional association between tenses and times is claimed by Vlach as a 
real virtue of his approach, since it provides 'an intuitive account' of various puzzles of 
terise khaviour. Despite his claims, however, none of the puwles he cites is givm a 
satisfying explanation in these terms. By his own admission, (39) 'ignores at lest 
various futurate usages (when I leave) and a number of clearly special uses of tense, 
such as the historieal present and the use of the past tense in counterfàduai conditionals' 
(ibid, 248). In fact, (39) has a rather limited empirical range, and various of the 
generalizations that Vlach offers are spurious ones. However, even where Vlach's 
gendzations are more robust, his account of them in terms of (39) gives us littIe 
insight into the complex nature of the interaction between tenses and TAS. 

Vlach demonstrates the limitai explanatory power of (39) in his rernarks about the 
cooccurraice patterns of TAS with the 'present perfect'. He remarks that such questions 
have nothing 'to & with the meaning of the present perfect, but [relate] only to when it 
is useci.' Thus, a 'pafectly coherent ER' could be mnstnicted for a sentence like that in 
(a), the sentence's unacceptability being attributable only to its violation of 'the 
convention that catain adverbials are used with the p r m t  perfed and &ers are used 
with the pst' (Vlach 1993: 270). 

(40) * Max has been here yesterday. 

But skce this ~qlanation does not relate the meaning of the 'present perfect ' to its use, 

it has nothing to say about why this posited convention takes the form it does. 

Vlach's remarks about counterfaduai conditionals are sirnilarly unsatisfying. He 
claims that '[n]obody would try to account for the meaning of the past tense' in 
sentences like that in (4 1): 

(41) 1 wmld be a lot more cornfortable if Max sat do-. (ibid., 248) 

Instead, we should try 'to account for the meaning of the counterfactual conditional, 
and al1 that is needed with respect to the p s t  tense in such contexts is a specification of 

16 This ,gh! iead us to ask wbat 'meankg' is; we shall be attempting an nnswer to this question, 
fQliowbg McGilvray. in 92.2.1 below. 
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its syntactic usage' (ibid., 248-49). But Vlach gives no reason to disrniss the 
possibility - which is the very one that we s M l  be exploring in this study - that an 
account of the syntax of the 'past' taise can ducidate its meaning and the çontexts of its 
use. 

A rather more involved example of the limitations of (39) appears in a daim that 
Vlach makes about 'pst'-tensed sentences. According to him, such sentences are 
unacceptable when they contain p a i t  adverbials or [when] no pst adverbial can be 
understood' because no ER can be consûucted from them. Since 'the concept of tmth 
applies directly' to such representations, the sentences that correspond to them cannot 

bear truth values (ibid, 249). There is much that is problematic about this exphution 
- not the least of which is its equation of interpretability with the abilïty to bear truth 
values, as we shall see in 82.2.1 below. More relevant to us here is the question of just 

what Vlach means by 'present adverbial', since this question bears directly upon his 
claim. While there seem to be two plausible interpretations of this expression, on 
neither one can Vlach's daim find much support. 

If Vlach has in mind such adverbials (among o h a s )  as now and today, which 
commonly refer to the present, then the generalization that h e  offers is 
couotmxemplified by pst and future sentences üke the foilowing ones: 

(42) a. Mary left today. 
b . Mary wüi leave today. 

(43) a. Joe was now too oId to b m m e  a trapeze artist. 
b. Joe will now be too old to becorne a trapeze artist. 

(Such 'mismatches' between t a s e s  and temporal adverbials are, in fact, a common 
rault of their interaction, as we shaU see in chapter 2, and thus constitute systematic 
exceptions to (39).) 

Since on this interpretation Vlacb's claim about 'present adverbials' has so little 
empirical substance, it is possible that he intends something quite different by this 
notion: namely, an adverbial that is intwprded on an occasion as refming to the present 
time. In this case, however, his acwunt provides no cIue as to how a tense might 
' detemine' the appropriate adverbial. 

Discussion of this process at various points in Vlach's artide suggests that he 
takes the process to be a relatively unproblematic matter of a tense's 'sekcting' an 
adverbial with the right features. This is certainly suggested by his remarks about the 
'present' tense (ibicl, 2491, given bdow, and by the examples with which he iiiustrates 
these remarks, given in (44): 



The present tense selects for a present adverbial. which must be either a punctui 

adverbiai meaning at the preçeni moment (&y understood) ot a durative adverbial 

whose tirne kludes the present moment. 

(44) a. Max is here at this moment. 

b . Max is here today . (ibid., 250, (22)-(23)) 

Of course, we have just seen that the adverbial today in (44b) may cdkcur with 
'present', 'past*, or 'future' teases, and is thus deeply problematic for the very claim 
that Vlach is using this adverbial to illustrate. 

Vlach does recognize a problem for his claim, in the ability of 'present9-tend 
sentences with todzy to bear a 'futurate* reading; but instmcts us simply to ignore this 
reacüng (ibid, 250). This rnight be wacranted if such a reading were exceptional, but in 

fad it is typical of durative 'deictic* TAS like this morning that are commoniy used to 
dende intervals encompassing the time of speech. And it is no less t y p i d  of these 
other 'present adverbials' to appear in ' p s t ' -  and 'future'-tensed sentences; so that the 
rôle of the tense cannot be seen as one of simply 'selecting' a TA specified for a given 
tirne. Nor can it be seen as one of 'detennining' the temporal reference of a TA, if this 
means no mare than irnposing a partiçular temporal interpretation on the TA, since taise 

and TA appear in many instances to colIaborate (dong with context) in securing a 
sentence's temporal reference This seems to be the only plausible explanation of the 

'futurate' reading of sentences like (44b),l7 which is determineci neither by the tense 
nor by the TA alone. 

Similar arguments apply to many uses of the TAS identifieci by Smith (1981: 2 19- 

20) as the 'clocWcalendar' (CC) class, such as on Tuesday or atflve O 'dock, whose 
temporal reference is indeterminate One such use is illustrated in (45): 

(45) John left on Tuesday. 

On the 'standard' p s t  reading of (45)' the TA on Tuesday refers to an intemal - 
namely, some contextualfy-salient Tuesday - in the past. But on a 'futurate' reading, 
this TA rnay refer either to a Tuesday in the past or to one in the future. 

(46) a. = 'The event of John's leaving was on Tuesday.' 
b. = 'John was scheduled to lave on Tuesday.' 

l7 Another possibility vvPrùd involve positing hcqhnnous  present- nnd tùturedemting h m s  of 
be (and various 0th verbs). but ihis d œ s  mt seem very plausible. since be aireaày bas 'future' farms, 
PIYl the 'present' teme f m  of be are not typicaily ambiguais behueen present anri future madings, as 
we wuid expect them to be on such an anaiysis. 



The temporally indeterminate nature of the TA thus rnakes available two different 
readings of the tense, each of which in t m  constrains the range of readings available 

for the TA. Here we again see how tenses and TAS may collaborate in establishing 
temporal refemce (We shall consider such examples in greater detail in chapter 2.) 

The limitations of (39) thus constitute a serious problem for Vlach's approach to 
temporal interpretation. Perhaps eveu more serious, however, are those problems 
associated with his postulation of 'understood' adverbials. The idea behind these 
adverbials is straightforward enough: they are simply a way of expressing the 
obsemation that 'the sentence requires' information of a particular kind, which is 
available 'despite the absence' of an explicit advabial (ibid., 252). Of course, the daim 
that these advabials exist at some level of representation is oniy one way of expressing 
this obsavation - and one which suffers h m  numaous technical difficulties. 

This can be seen in Vlach's discussion of the 'understood' TA corresponding to 
ut the pam, which serves to illustrate his basic daim about such adverbials. The 
sentences which he discusses, given in (33, are repeated below: 

(47) a. Men had a party last night. 
b . Beîsy had a good time at the Party. 
c. Betsy had a good tirne. 

Interestingly, ut the party is not a TA at all in any standard sense;l8 and to the extent that 

it can be argued to serve as one, it does so by virtue of the fact that the NP the parry 
describes a situation wiîh a particular temporal location which has already been 
estabiished in the discourse It is no& obvious, however, that this adverbial, whether in 
its 'explicit' or 'understood' form, should be seen a s  the true source of the temporal 
reference of (47€x), as Vlach ciaims. 

He does so on the basis of the observation that ar the pany 'is someîhing iike the 
most salient adverbial around, and it is a past adverbial, and the past tense requires a 
past adverbial' (ibid, 248). Even if we gant  that this advabial somehow functions as a 
TA for the reasons given above, we might still suspect that it does so only because the 
true TA last night is 'understood' in both (47b) and (47c), and it is this adverbial which 

actually specifies the time of both the p r t y  and the occasion of Betsy's having a good 
time. What lends support to this contention is that (47c) seems at best marginally 
acceptable as the continuation of a discourse that begins with (47a), requiring the 

addition of the pro-form there - and, significantly, not then - to be judged 

l8 Tbat is. it does not serve, genedy spealing. to specify a tirne but raîher to specify a location 
for the situation of 'bving a good time'. Vhch himself notes that ot the party is not a 'purety 
temporal' adverbial (ibid., 247). a d  describes iis temporal prqxdes as in îhe text above. 
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acceptable. This is shown in (48), which gives my revised judgement for (47~) '  

repeated as (4&): 

(43) a. M e n  had a party last night. 
b. Beîsy had a good tirne. 
c.  ?? Basy had a good time then. 
d. Beîsy had a good time there. 

This would be a very curious fact if at the pariy were really functioning as a TA and not 
as a locative adverbial, as it is most plausibly analysed. 

However, since a t  the Party does provide information about Betsy's having a 
good time that last night does not, we are forced to consider how many 'understood' 
adverbials should be involved in specifying the contextual information necessary for 
temporal and aspectual interpretation. Vlach himself notes that information about the 
frequency of a situation must be 'understood' if we are to arrive at a sensible 
interpretation of sentences iike that in (49b): 

(49) a. Mary slept for a week. 
b. Mary slept in the attic for a week. (Vlach 1993: 252, (24x25)) 

He suggests that the 'understood adverbial' in (49b) 'would be sornething iike 
whenever she slept, or possibly for a typical sleeping distribution' (ibid., 252). Note 
that he does not mention information about the rnmer or duration of sleeping which is 
arguably no l e s  part of interpreting such sentences, since the most likely interpretation 
of a sentence like (49a) would involve the assumption, say, that Mary slept 

mnsiderably more soundly than usual. Vlach's strategy of ençoding such contextual 
information in the form of adverbials thus appears to give pnority to certain kinds of 
'adverbial' information over others. Yet in the process of doing so, he overlooks the 
vast range of linguistically unexpressai contextual information that contributes to 
interpretation, thereby blurring a useful distinction bdween linguistic expressions and 
the non-linguistic information supplied by context, as 'filtered' through our conceptual 
and real-world knowledge (We shall be investigating the problems associated with 
'hidden maure' M e r  in chapter 2.) 

Admittedly, Vlach's proposal is very attractive from the standpoint of 
computational simplicity, since t e m p d  interpretation is secwed unifomiy on the basis 
of TAS. Yet it is not obvious that temporal interpretation is such a straightforward 
matter. In this context, consider Vlach's claim that 'tense is not in general the bearer of 
temporal anaphora on the simple grounds that temporal anaphora exists where there is 
no tase '  (ibid, 249). He gives the foilowing example: 



(50) We m't get very far today. in fact, 1 don? expect to g d  pst Texarkana. 
(ibid, (21)) 

Here, the infinitival clause to get p t  Texurkana is 'anaphoricaily related' to the TA 
adverbial mduy, which demonstrates that teme is not necessary for temporaI anaphora. 
But this is arguably the strongest amclusion w m t e d  by these facts; that is, they do 
not, pace Viach, mle out the possibility that tmse bears such anaphora, but only that 
îhey are the sole elements that bear it. (Of course, since to get ro Texarkunu is a full 
clause, the possibiiity that it shares some of the temporal properties of otha fulI clauses 
- in particular, finite ones - shouId not corne as such a surprise. We shaiï be 
investigating such similarities betwea ftnite and non-finite clauses in chapter 4.) 

If computational simplicity is the sole motivation for, and the sole benefit of, 
according TAS a semantic status more basic than tenses and for postulating 
'understood' adverbiais, then it is not clear what these claims can contribute to our 
understanding of the nature of temporal interpretation in general and the relatior! 
between tenses and TAS in particda. Indeed, Vlach's andysis seerns to raise more 
questions than it answers. The most serious of these is also perhaps the most obvious 
one that such an analysis raises: namely, why languages wodd employ a syntactically 
obligatory category in such a peripherd capacity, and a syntadicay optional category 
in such a centmi one. Since the effect of such a division of labour would be a systematic 
obscuring of the relation between temporal form and temporal function, it becornes 
unclear how or why Ianguages would devdop or maintain tense systems at aIi. Given 
such a iimited function, they would seem unlikely contenders for the centrai sintactic 
rôle that many researchers have assigned to them, and more likely to be the victims of 
morphological simplification, much like, for example, the case markers of languages 
with relatively fixed word order. It seerns, then, that what ultimately undermines this 
approach is precisdy what undermines many other 'inteqmation-dnven' approaches: 
that it offers no satisQing means to relate the form and function of tenses, and derives 
no insights h m  the obvious relation that form and function do display.19 

The above criticism is no less tme of a semantic characterization of tense which has 
proven to be the most influential of any modern approach: that outIined in Reichenbach 
1947, and eiaborated in many subsequent studies. What we SM see, however, is that, 

in contrast to the approaches outlined in the two previous sections, that taken by 

l9 For f b d m  discussion of the difficuities psfociated with the postulation of 'hidden* aûverbials, 
= Heny 1982: 13S38. 



Reichenbach is sound enough to serve as the basis for a more adquate theory of tense, 
which rectü?es rnany of the problems to be outlined below. 

2.1.4.3.1. C J ~ A R . A ~ S T I C S  OF REICHENBACH'S SYSTEM 

Reichenbach (1947) argues that tense forms in English and other languages describe 
various combinations of relations holding between three times: the 'point of speech', 
the 'point of the event', and the 'point of refmence', which he symbolues respeaively 

as 'S ', 'E', and 'R' (Reichenbach 1947: 288,290). These points combine accurding to 
rules that permit each to appear ody once in each tense form, and to be refated to the 
other two only in terms of precdace or simultaneity, which he symbolizes 
respectively as '-' and ','. These three points are clearly iiiustrated in the sentence 
below, Reichenbach's original example, since they are each assigned distinct vaIues in 
the 'pas perfect' form which it contains: 

(5 1) Peter had gone. (ibid.) 

As Reichenbach obsmes, 'the point of the event is the time when Peter went', and 'the 
point of reference is a tirne between this point and the point of speech', its precise 
decennination 'given by the cuntext of speech' (ibid, 288). 

This distinction between 'R' and 'E' is arguably Reichenbach's greatest 
contribution to our understanding of tense, since it provides a means to distinguish 
tense forrns that otherwise pick out the same thes. Perhaps the best-known example is 
the ciifference between the ‘prescrit perfed' and the 'simple pst': 

(52) a. Pezer has gone to the store. 

b. Peter went to the store, 

While both sentences describe the past situation of Peter going to the store, in the 
former this situation is seen, as Reichenbach (1947: 289) says, 'not from a refaence 
point that is situated also in the pst, but from a point of reference which coincides with 
the point of speech.' This creates an effed - to be discussed in more detail in chapter 2 
- which has been described in various t m s ,  including that of assexthg the situation's 
' m e n t  relevance', or the existence of an 'extended now' (see e.g. Declerck 1991: 
3 19ff. for a review). The introduction of 'R' into the analysis of the two tezise forms in 
question ailows us to amibute the difference in their interpretation to a difference in the 
relation of 'R' to 'S' and 'E'. Acco~dingly, Reichenbach assigns to the 'present perfed' 
and 'simple past', respectively, the structures 'E-R,S' and 'E,R-S'; these may be 
glossed, respectively, as 'point of ment precedes point of reference, which is 



simultaneous with point of speech*, and 'point of event is simultaneous with point of 
reference, which precedes point of speech'. 

While Reichenbach does not treat infinitives, Homstein (1990: 140, McGilvray 
(1991: 78) and others have argued that his formalism readily l a d s  itself to this task, if 
infinitives are taken to specifj the relation between 'R' and 'E', and not that between 
'R' and 'S'. The plausibiiity of such an assumption is suggested by the sentences in 
(53): 

(53) a. 

that honesty is the best policy . 

honesty to be the best policy. 
will believe 

The 'presait'-taised complement in (533) is able to establish a direct relation to the time 
of speech regardless of the tense of its matrix clause In contrast, the infinitival 
complement in (53b) is unable to establish such a relation, so that its temporal 
interpreîation is dependent on that of the matrix clause, and varies with the tense of that 
clause (We shali be devoting more attention to infinitivals in chapter 4.) 

The fuli range of p d s s i b l e  combinations of 'Si, 'R', and 'E' specified in 
Reichenbach's system is given below, togeâher with both the traditional names and 
Reichenbach's own names for the English tense forms to which they correspond: 

(54) REICHENBACH'S FC."K%AUSM 

Structure Name 
E-R-S Anterior past 
E,R-S Simple pst 

e 

R-E-S 

R-E, S Posterior past 
R-S-E 
E-R, S Anterior present 

S,RE Simple present 
R,S-E Posterior present 
E-S-R 
S,E-R Anterior future Future perfect 



S-E-R 
S-E,R Simple future 
S-R-E Posterior future 

Future 
(Reichenbach 1947: 297) 

2.1.4.3.2. PROBLEMS WITH TKE ANALYSIS 

Despite the elegance of this system, closer inspection reveals many weaknesses. These 
have been identified in various discussions of Reichenbach 1947, rnany of which have 
sought to cor- and elaborate upon his (somewhat sketchy) original formulation. 

O 

2.1.4.3.2.1. 'S', 'R', AND 'E' 

In hct, many of these weaknesses are best seen as pmblems of execution, the sdutions 
to which Reichenbach had aiready adumbrated. Among these is his strictly linear 
ordering of 'Sv, 'R', and 'E'. As many authors have noted, this has the unfortunate 
consequence of overgenerating 'SRE' structures corresponding to the 'future perfed' 
and the 'conditional' (or 'future in the pst') (what Reichenbach calls 'anterior future* 
and 'posterior pst', respectively); and thus of claiming ambiguity for these forms when 
there a p p a s  to be only indeterminacy. This problem is described by Declerck (199 1: 
256) as it perhins to the 'conditional' foms such as that in (55): 

(55) John said he would do it. (Declerck 199 1 : 256) 

Declerck notes that the 'conditid' describes the time of the situation of John's doing 
it as posterior to the time of the 'situation' of John's saying, which is itself prior to the 
time of speech. Significantly, bowever, this tense form 'does not express a direct 
relation* between the situation time of the that-clause and the time of speech. That is, it 
does n d  speciQ 'whether John has already done it, is actually doing it right now, or is 
still to do it'. And Reichenbach's analysis of the 'conditional* as given in (54) has no 
means to capture this indeterminacy, since it 'places al1 the relevant times on the same 
line*, each ordered with respect to two other times (ibid.). 

As it happas, this probIem is recognized in Reichenbach's original analysis, 
which sketches a solution given more detail in such studies as Comrie 1985 and 

McGilvray 1991. The basic problem, as Reichenbach sees it, is that 'the possibiiities of 
ordering the three time points are not exhausteci', so that of thirteen possibIe 
'grammatical tenses', only six are realized in English. He proposes to solve this by 
considering only the possible relations between 'Sv and 'R' and 'R' and 'E', in 

computhg what he calls the 'fundamentai forms*. (The position of 'E' with resped to 
'S* is, he states, 'usuaiiy irrelevant', and thus does not figure in this computation.) The 



former set of relations, 'S, R', 'R-S', and 'S-R', Reichenbach calls 'present', 'pst', 
and 'future', respectively; the latter, 'E-R', 'R,E', and 'R-E', he calls 'anterior', 
'simple', and 'posterior', respedively. These remarks place Reichenbach's original 
view of the relation between 'S' and 'E' vesy close to that of authors like McGilvray 
(199 1) who make explkit claims about its derivative nature.#] 

Other modifications have been proposed which. though not suggested by 
Reichenbach, are both in the spirit of his original system and &y impIemated. These 
concern the inteqretation of 'S', 'R', and 'E', and serve to maLe his cIaims about them 
more generaI and thus more empiricaily adequate. Among these is his claim that 'S', 
'R', and 'E' are temporal points; this is explicitly rejected in many recent 
'Reichenbachian' analyses, which take them to denote intervals (eg. Partee 1984; 

Rigter 1986; McGilvray 199 1). 
Another is his description of 'S' as relating to the time of speech oniy - a 

description which, as many authors have noted, does not generalize to tenses in 
ernbedded clauses. Declack (1991: 252-53) describes this problem by means of the 
foilowing pair of sentences: 

(56) a. John had lefl before his wi fe arrived. 
b . (Do not leave too early, or) the newspapas will write that you had le& 

before yow wife arrived. @ecluck 1991: 252, (2)) 

Ddeack argues that if we wish to assign the same temporal structure to the 'pst' tense 
in both sentences, 'we must conclude that the temporal relations expressed by a tense 
form' can be cornputed either from the time of speech or h m  dher 'basic' time 
intemal. In other words, what is essential to the defulltion of 'S' is noc that it denotes 
the time of speech, but that it bars a particular relation to 'R' in each tense, whether 
this tense is in a matrix clause, in which case 'S' does denote the time of speech, or in 
an ernbedded clause, in which case 'S' may denote this time or one established by the 
matrix tense - namely, either 'E' or 'R'.21 For this reason, Declerck dubs this interval 
the 'TOI' - that is, the first 'time of orientation' - in a tense's structure. Rigter 
(1986) refers to it as 'the present ... of the discourse domain'. 

Sirnilarly, Reichenbach describes 'E' as the time of the ment, which seems to 
exclude othu aspectual types Many recent studies have thus rejected this tanninologica1 
choice, and chosen instead to speak of 'situations' (cg. Declerck 1991; McGiIvray 
1991), or 'eventualities' (eg. Partee 1984). (In this study, we stiall use 'situation' as 
the general term for the various aspectual types.) 

20 And are arguably closer to the spirit of Reichenbach 1947 than studies such as Hornsîein 1990, 
wbich W e  the iinearity of 'S. 'R', and 'E' gîven in (52) above. 

21 These nvo possibilities will be discussed in chapter 3. 



There are, however, other far more cornplex issues sumunding the intapretation 
of 'E', which are more than problems of execution. One raised by Declerck (199 1: 267) 
mcerns the diffaence between the tirne of a 'situation' picked out by a tensed sentence 

and the full time of a 'situation' as it adually takes place. This ciifference cm be bmught 
out in a sentence like that in (57): 

(57) Five minutes ago John was eating in the kitchen. (Declerck 199 1: 267) 

As Declerck notes, a sentence like (57) does not maLe a clah about 'the time interval 

that John was actualiy eating in the kitchen', but only about some smaller interval 
included in this '&uation9. That is, the reiitace does na< aoullly refer to whaî Werck  
calls the 'full situation' of John's king in the kitchen, since it is not judged false if 
John is st i l i  eating in the kitchen at time of speech, or was aiready eating there 'before 
the time indicated by jive minutes ago '. These possibilities are, in fad, simply left 
unspecified (ibidJ.22 Reichenbach's description of 'E', however, does not make 
explicit this distinction between 'situations referred to' and 'actual situations', even 
though such a distinction plays a critical rôle in isolating the contribution of context to 
temporal inteapretation from that of taise and adverbiais, as we shall see in chapter 2. 

There are greater difnculties still surroundhg the interpretation of Reichenbach's 
'R'. As we have already noted, 'R' is the linchpin of his analysis; Reichenbach's 
remarks about it, however, are bief, leaving its nature largely unexpiained Given the 
importance of these remarks, it might be useful to quote them, and the iliustrations that 
accompany hem, at some Iength: 

From a sentence like 'Peter had gone' we see thpt the time arder expressed in the tense 

does not cooceni one event, but two events, wbose positions are deterniirwl with respect 

to the point of speech. We shall cal1 these the points the point of the event and the 

point of reference. In the example the point of tbe event is the time when Peter wenc; the 

point of reference is a time berween this point and the point of speech. In an individual 

sentence Like the one given it is not clear which time point is used as  the point of 

reference. This determination is ratber given by the context of speech. In a story, for 

instance, the series of events recounted determines the point of referace which in this 

case is in the pas& seen h m  the point of speech; çome individual eve* Iying ouiside 

this point are then referred. oot directly to the point of speech, but to ihis point of 

reference determined by the story. ï h e  following exampie. take from W. Sommet 

Maugham's Of Human Bondage. may & tbese t h e  relations clear: 

22 A simiiar point is made by Klein (1992. 535-38. 1994: 1.2). 
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But Phiiip ceascd to thinls of ha a moment pACr k had sciticd dom in hir carragc. Hc tiwught 

ai ly  of thc hiturc. He had wnttni to Mn. Ottcr, thc nuusllre to whom Hayward had givm him 

an introduction. and had in his p k e t  an invitation to ka on the following day. 

T b  series of events recounted bere in tbe simple past determine the point of reference as 

king bfore tbe point of speech. Some individuai events, like the settling down in the 

&ge, the writing of the letter. ad the giving of the introduction. prrcede the point of 

re- and pre tkefore reiared in the pst perfea 

Anoiber illustration f a  tbese rime relations may be given by a historiai namative, a 

quoîathn h m  A4-y 

In 1676 tht wholc face of thingr bad changcd ... eightcai y- of misgovanment had made 

the... majority duirou to obtain k t y  for thtir tibatiu at any risk. nie fury of thcir 

rctlaning loyalty had rpcrit itrclf in its fmt outbreak. In a vcry few montha thcy had hangcd 

and holf-hangcd, quertacd and cmbowlcd, cnough to mis@ thcm. The Roundhcad party 

wand to bc not matly WQOO~C. but too much b h  and scattacd cva  to rally again. Then 

commcnced thc reflux of public opinion. Tbc nation bcgm to fmd out to what a man it had 

mtruatcd without conditions all  its dtPrrnt inta-csts, on what a man it had lavished its fondest 

affection. 

The point of referew is here the year 1678. Events of this year are related in the 

simple past, such as the commencing of die reflux of public opinion, and the beginning 

of the discovery co~iceming the character of the king. The events preceding this rime point 

are given in the pasc perfect, such as the change in the iàce of things, the outbreaks of 

cruelly, the nation's trust in the king. (Reichenbach 1947: 288-89) 

From these remarks, we can gather that 'R' is some 'reference' time, which may be 
specified in a sentence or deterrnined by context; but they do as much to obscure its 
nature as to shed light on it. in fact, as many researchers have argued, these remarks 

conflate two rather different notions: those of 'time referred to' and 'time referred 
f r ~ r n ' . ~ ~  The forma (which Declerck (199 1: 25 1) has caiied the 'time established') is 
given in Reichenbach's example h m  Macaulay, and may indicate a time that functions 
as a constant 'point of reference' for an entire sequence of sentences. The latta (which 
Declerck (ibid) has called the 'time of orientation') is given in his 'pst perfect' 
examples, and indimtes the time 'from which the described eventuality is seen as pst' 

23 For example. Declerk (1991: 2Hl) points out that Lhese amespond to differeat definitions of 'R' 
in the lirerature - exemplifi& respectively, in GuenthriPr's (1W7: 83) deikition of 'R' as 'the point 
of perspective h m  which an event is viewed'; a d  Comrie's (1985: 14) definition as the tirne 'with 
reference to which W... locate situations in tirne' by an adverbial or context. 



(Kamp & Reyle 1993: 593.24 A crucial difference between the two notions, as 
suggestsd by the remarks just given, is that the former may be involved in the 
organization of a discourse, serving to locate this discourse in time; while the latter is 
involved in temporal relations at the level of the sentence, senhg the function that 

Reicheribach described for 'R' in the interpretation of the ' p s t  perfect' and other tense 
forms. Strong support for this distinction emerges when we wnsider contrasts like that 
given in (58): 

(58) a. Yesterday, Mary came to Chris's office at seven. But Chris bad left at six. 
(Klein 1992: 544, (40)) 

b. * At seven, Chris had left at six. 

Since 'R' in both sentences is presumably seven o'clock,25 the difference in 
acceptability that we observe here seems rather mysterious. However, the distinction 
just described provides a straightforward means of accounting for this difference: 
namely, that the 'pst perfed' form in (58b) but n d  ( S b )  has both an 'estabfished time' 
and a specific 'E', which (for reasons we shall be exploring in chapter 2) leads to 
unacceptability.26 Since we shall resîricting ourselves in this study to an examination of 
temporal relations in the sentmtial domain, this distinction will play only an indirect rôle 
in our discussion; and we shall be taking 'R' to indicate 'time of orientation'. A 

recognition of this distinction will nevertheless be instrumental in the solution of 
puzzles like that exemplified in (58), for which Reichenbach's original system does not 
offer the necessary tools. 

Such puzzles, in fact, point to another problematic aspect of Reichenbach's 
analysis: namely, the intertwining of his claims about 'R' with those about adverbials. 
The heart of the difficulty is his daim that temporal adverbials specify 'R'; he illustrates 
this daim with the adverbial yesterday in the foilowing sentences: 

(59) a. 1 met him yesterday. 

- - -  

24 Kamp and Reyle (1993: 593ff.j Plso distinguish two notions of 'reference point'. although their 
distiaction is carbed in somewhat different terms. 

25 1 say 'presumnbly*, beause my ossumption that the! PP oc six identifies 'E', the time of Chris's 
leaving, conaadictf Reichenbach's own ciaim ihat temporai adverbials always identify 'R'. 1 say more 
about ihis c h m  in the text above. 

26 It might be argued that the uiipçceptabilily of (S8b) is due simply to some resûiction against PPs 
of the same type king clwse-mates. However. this will simply mt wk. as shown quite in 
(ia), which gives a far more accepebb versian of the solrie seutence, with a ' p s t  progressive' (oad the 
P h  r e v d ) ;  Prd (ib), in wbich the two PPs a# read as a 'cornplex adverbial': 

13 a. ~t six, Chris was )eavitq at seven 
b. In 19%. Joe would have time in April, rind in lm, he would have time in May. 

This suggests that the answer to this puule lies in the popemes of tbe teases thernselves - as we 
dudi see ia chnpter 2. 



b. 1 had met him yesterday. (Reichenbach 1947: 294) 

According to him, yesterday specifies 'R' in both of these sentences. In (59a) it does 
happen to specify 'E' also, since here 'E' and 'R' coincide; but in (59b) these two 
points do not coincide, and '[wlhat was yesterday is the reference point, and the 
meeting may have occurred the day before yesterday' (ibid). But many researchers 
(eg. Declerck 1991: 230) have observed that sentences like that in (59b) are actuaIly 
arnbiguous between the reading given, on which the adverbial specifies 'R', and one on 
which the adverbial specifies 'E', here the time of meetiog. The latter reading for ' p s t  
perfeds' is even more salient in the following sentence: 

(60) This morning mother wanted me to go and see grandfather, but 1 told h a  it 
was not necessary because 1 had seen him yesterday. 

(based on Declerck 199 1 : 230, (3)) 

Given the foregoing observations, which have been c o n h e d  in a number of studies 

(e.g. Hornstein 1977, 1990; Smith 1978; Dinsmore 1982; Salkie 1989, McGilvray 
1991), Reichenbach's c l a h  that temporal advabials specify 'R' canna be sustained. In 
fact, the studies just cited, though each 'Reichenbachian' in spirit, have abandoned this 
problematic claim. 

It is noteworthy, however, that the attempts of many of these 'Reichenbachian' 
studies to reconcile Reichenbach's topology of tenses with the actual distribution and 
interpretation of adverbials have not been fully satisfying. The basic strategy behind 

these attempts, which we shall be examining in greater detail in chapter 2, is to allow 
advexbiais to specifL either 'E' or 'R'. The difficulties arise in those instances in which 
one or the other reading (or both) is unavailable, as in these sentences: 

(61) a. John leaves on Tuesday. [only 'E' reading available] 
b. * John has finished yesterday. 

[no acceptable reading; 'E' reading should be available] 

c. * In 1972, Harry had joined the navy in 1960. 
[no acceptable reading; 'R' reading should be available for in 19721 

In fact, the inability of either Reichenbach's original analysis or of those based on it to 
account for such examples hints at much deeper problems, which arguably stem fiom 
the fact that, despite 'touch[ingl upon the role played by time adverbials', it is 
essentially 'a theory of tense rather than a more general theory of time reference' 
@eclerck 199 1 : 255). 



Two more prublems related to the interaction of tenses and adverbials also 
deseme comment. One concas the incompatibility associated with sentences such as 
that in (61a) between the 'Reichenbachian' temporal schemata assigned to the tenses in 

these sentences and the readings that these sentences adually receive. More specifically, 
the sentence in (61a) contains a 'present' tense, which, as already noted, would be 
assigned the 'Reichenbachian' schema 'S,R,E'. However, this schema does n d  reflect 
the sentaice's actuai interpreâatian, which places the 'situation' of leaving in the future. 
While this sort of incompatibility betweai tmse schemata and intqretations bas been 

illustrated with the 'present' tense, it also occurs with 'pst' and 'future' tenses, and 
thus constitutes a quite general problem for Reichenbach's treatment. Efforts to 
accommodate these cases within standard 'SRE' schemata have included the positing of 
various devices to 'transform' these schemata (Hornstein 1977, 1990), or to 

supplement them with 'hidden' structure (Smith 1978; McGiivray 1991). None of these 

efforts, however, has proved satisfactory, suggesting that more radical revision to 
Reichenbach's (1947) formalism may be required. 

Another problem, as pointed out by Decl& (1991: 268), concms the difference 
that commonly exists beîween the interval indicated by a temporal adverbial and that 
occupied by the situation indicated by the vert, and its arguments. Thus, in the sentence 
below, the time of Biii's leaMng canna coincide with the time indicated by yesterday, 
given the pundual nature of the action of leaving: 

(62) Bill left yester&y. (Declerck 199 1 : 208) 

This sort of problem c m  arguably be solved only by making the following two 
revisions in Reichenbach's analysis: (i) the addition of a temporal relation of inclusion 

to those simultaneity, anteriority, and posteriority already present in the system (which 

would be a naturai consequence of the already common treatment of 'S', 'R', and 'E' 
as intervals rather than points of time); and (ii) an expansion of the inventory of times 
represented in Reichenbach's schemata to include the interval indicated by adverbials 
such as yesterday in (62). Such revisions seem necessary to capture what appear to be 

gramrnatically relevant times and relations that are not part of Reichenbach's description 
(ibid, 253). 

Another problematic claim that Reichenbach makes about 'R' pertains to 
'sequence of tense' (SOT) phenomaia. These phenomena, as commonly understood, 
mnsist of 'interclausal dependencies in the choice of tense markings' (Dahl 1992: 
649),n which in English take the form of 'pst' tenses appearing unda embedding past 

- - -  

27 Although, as Dabl (1992: 649) notes. the term 'SOT' is a i s~  used to cover another kind of 
rehtion: namely, the &pe&ncy 'between the temporal interpretations of different clauses in a 
sentence.' We dudl be treating this in greater detail in chapter 3. 



tenses in 'indirect speech' and other contexts. According to Reichenbach, SOT 
phenomena may be explained in tenns of w b t  he calls the 'permanence of the reference 
point' (Reichenbach 1947: 293). The ide. is simply that in a complex sentence, 'R' is 
the same for all clauses, regardless of its relation to 'S' and 'E' in each of these clauses. 
Reichenbach iiiustraîes this daim with the foilowing examples: 

I had maiied the letter when John came and told me the news 

1st clause: Et - RI - S 
2nd clause: R2, E2 - S 
3rd clause: R3, E3 - S 

1 have nat decided which train 1 shall take. 

lstclause: El - S , R r  
2nd clause: S, R2 - E? 

1 did not know that you wouId be hm. 

lstclause: R1,Er - S 
2nd clause: R2 - s , b  

(ibid.) 

(ibid., (1)) 

(ibid.) 

(ibid., (2)) 

(ibid.) 

(ibid., (3)) 

As the accompanying diagrams show, the clairn that 'R' remains the same across 
clauses accords with the interpretations of the three sentences given. In (63), my 
mailing the letter occurs prior to John's arrival, which OCCUIS (more or les )  at the same 
time as his telling me the news. Simiiarly, in (64), the 'situation' of my not yet having 
decided is Iocated prior to my taking the train; and in (65), my not knowing is located 
pnor to your appearance.28 

Unfortunately, as Ogihara (1989: 169-70) points out, this account will not 
survive in the face of more complex examples, such as this one: 

28 However, Ogihara notes that Reichedxh's assignment of the structure 'E2, R, S' to the 
embedded ciause - which is arguably tbe ody readiag avaiiable to it. aven the preseace of here - 
Qes not follow from the ccnuribution of would in this c h ,  since other iastaaces of would, iike that 
in (i). require only that 'E' be subsequent to 'R'. remaining completely silent about the relation 
betwven 'E' Pnd 'S': 

(9 John said thet Mary wuid buy a car, 
a aadsbedid 
b. butsbedidn't. 
c. but 1 don't kmw if she bas yet. 

This is precisely the point tbat was made earlier about the deaivative tuhm of the relation behveen 'E' 
and 'S'. 



(66) John decided a week ago that in ten &ys he would say to his mdher at 
breakfast that they were having their last rneal togethex. 

(baseci on Abusch 1988: 2, (6)) 

The interpreîation of this sentence predicted by Reichenbach's 'permanence of the 
reference point' daim is the one schematkd in (67): 

(67) 1st clause: R1,El - S 
2nd clause: R2 - E2- S 
3rd clause: R333 - S (based on Ogihara 1989: 169, (1 13)) 

Here 'R' is described as remaining constant across the three clauses. While this derives 
the attested readings for the first and second clauses, indicating that John's decision is 
prior to his saying, it is at odds with that for the third, indicating that his decision 
coincides with, rather than king prior to, his having his last rneal with his rn~ther .~~ 
What is required to derive the desired reading, as Oghara argues, is an association of 
'R3' with 'E2': 

(68) 1 st clause: RI, EI - S  
2nd clause: Rz - E2 
3rd clause: R3, E3 @as& on Ogihara 1989: 169, (1 14))3O 

In this case, the 'Rs' of the first two clauses coincide, so that thae seems to be no way 
to derive the desired reading while still preserving Reichenbach's claim about the 
'pamanance of the reference point '. 

The foregoing discussion of Reichenbach's (1947) system thus reveals two main 
weaknesses in his claims about the semantic structure of tenses. One is that the system, 
which is prirnarily an analysis of tenses rather than of temporal reference more 
generally, is no& rich enough to provide an adequate description of the interaction of 
tenses with temporal adverbials and other tenses. The other is that Reichenbach 

29 Anotber problem with this schema is tbat the representation of would Say În the second clause 
carresponds to a reading in which the time of saying pcedes ttie speech the.  See itie fdlowing note. 

3û Following Ogihara, 1 have left 'S* unspecified in the second and third clauses. Tbis is b u s e  'Sv 
c a M d  be positioned in the stnicture of these clauses in any way that both accords with the 
interpretation of tbe sentence and with the structures tbat Reichenbach bas assigoed to the 'conditional' 
nad 'past' fams (given the daim tbat 'S', 'R', and 'E' are linearly œdered with respect to one amthel). 
Since the times of saying and eating are given as subsequent to the time of speech, the structure for 
would in the second clause wodd have to be 'S-R-E', which Reichenbach assigns to the 'posterioc 
fuhtfe'; a d  tbat for tbe p s t '  tense in the third ciause would have to be 'S-RE, which Reichenbach 
assigns to the 'simple future'. This provides further evideoce against the linear ordering of 'S', 'R', a d  
iP* 
L i .  



ovastates the rôle of 'R' in tense consnual; this fact, once identified, brings the 
structural weaknesses of his systern into sharper relief. None of the weaknesses we 
have seen is serious enough to cast doubt on the basic approach to tense that 
Reichenbach has outlined; but they do indicate that a substantial reformulation of this 
approach wiii be necessaq if we wish to press it into savice to address the questions 
about tense and time refaence that we outhed earlier. 

2.1.4.3.2.2. THE 'COMPOSITIONALITY' OF TENSE FORMS 

Another, very different kind of shortcoming in Reichenbach's account, from the 
perspedive of linguistic research, is that iî proposes a fonnaiized 'trandation bguage'  
for the analysis of tenses that makes no explicit connection €0 the morphosyntax of 
tense. As such, it provides no obvious means to relate the forms and meanings of 
tenses; and thus no d u e  about the syntactic statu of 'S*, 'R', and 'E', or about how the 
connedion between the syntax and semantics of cornplex fonns is computed 

A clear statement of the problerns associateci with this approach to tense is given 
by Bouchard (1984).31 The basic problern, as he sees it, is that 'although we are given 
explicit definitions of basic tases,  we are not given any procedure to recognize the 
effedive realization of these basic tenses in the syntax of the gramrnar' (ibid., 92-93). 
That is, Reichenbach's acmuat does not explain 'why is it that the particular tense 

structures' h e  posits 'are expressed by particular combinations of auxiliary verbs, 
participles, and infinitive verbs' (ibid, 93).3* 

Bouchard illustrates this point with the 'future perfect' and the 'simple pst' and 
'present perfect', which bring the problem he has identified into sharp relief. While the 
'future perfect' takes the form of 'the future awiliary va% will, followed by the 
infinitive auxiliary verb have, foIlowed by a pst participIe', nothing in Reichenbach's 
systern explains why 'S-E-R is realized in such a manner' (ibid, 93). SimiIarly, while 
the cuntrast in the interpreîation of the 'simple pst' and 'present perfed' 'corresponds 
to a ciifference in tense sîructure' - narnely, 'KR-S' for the former and 'E-S,R1 for the 
latter - 'these combinations of v&s and affixes couid possibly be assigned just the 
opposite tense structures, with V+PAST being E-S,R and AUX+PRESENT+past 
participle k i n g  E,R-S' (ibid., 95-96). 

It is certainly no coincidence thaî Bouchard's examples involve 'perfect' foms, 
since, sbikingly, the formal similarities between the different 'perfects' - 'present', 
'pst', 'future*, and 'conditional' - find no analogue, and thus no explmation, in 

31 His mmn~nls are directeci both at Reichenbach 1947 and at Horastein 1977, wbich foiiows 
Reichenbach's system very closeiy. We shall. have more io say about Hornstein's (e-g. 1977, 1990) 
analysis of teose below ami in chapter 2. 

32 The same point is made in Cowper 199 1. q. v. 



'Reichenbachian' stnicture.3f This fact about the 'perfect' forms has been noted by 
others. For example, Vlach (1993: 276) remarks that 'the sentences Reichenbach] 
classifies as p s t  (present) perfect are disjoint from the sentences he classifies as past 
(present). Whatever follows from the pastness (presentness) of p s t  (present) perfect 
sentences does nd,  in Reichenbach's scheme, follow from the fact that they are p s t  
m e n t ) ,  but rnust be stated separately.' 

~eichentuch's treatment of the 'psfat' forms raises furtha iinguisîic questions. 
Since it provides no 'compositional' account of their meanings, we are left to ask how 
these meanings rnight be distributed beiween the auxiliary huve and the 'past' participle 
wfüch are their constituents (a matter about which we shall have more to say in 52.1 S). 
This inattention to the intenial syntax of the 'perfeds' (and of the o tha  complex forms) 
is paralleled by an inattention to the morphology of the p s t  participle with which they 
are formed. Significantly, this form appears not only in 'perfect' constructions, but in a 
range of others, including passive, absolute, predicative and attributive constructions, 
as üiustrated in (69): 

(69) a. Charles has fned the eggs. 
b. The eggs were fried in butter. 
c. With the eggs fried, Charles could make the coffee 
d. The eggs are fried, not scrarnbled. 
e. Charles likes his eggs fiied. 
f. Charles likes fkied eggs. 

Now it is unlikely that the participial f o m  in al1 of these sentences can be assigneci the 
same syntadic representations, given their quite varied functions; however, their 
rneanings are so closely related - each dacribing something like a change of state - 
that it seems only plausible to posit a formal relation between them (see cg. Gazdar, 
Pullum & Sag 1982: 59- for an attempt to do so by means of ovalapping sets of 
features). But if the basic meaning shared by these forms does not involve temporal 
location, it becornes less obvious that this is the basic meaning of the 'perfect' participle 
either - especiaily since it is a straightforward enough matter to derive this temporal 
meaning from the aspectual one just suggested. Of course, since Reichenbach has 
sought only to provide temporal schernata for tense systems, his analysis can be 
accused at worst of missing a generalization about the 'past' participle, rather than of 

33 This problem is especiaiiy acute as regards the 'conditional' forrns. Since Reichenbach does aot 
offer an d y s i s  of the 'coaditiod perfect', we canmt aâdress his clnim explicitly. Howver, as many 
authors have nded (see e.g. Declerck 1991: 38344), this form appears to requixe two 'refereace' times; 
thus, the problem tbat it poses is not merely that it bears m relation to the temporal structures that 
Reichenbach assîgns m the 'conditional' - n m ~ l y ,  'Ra-S', 'R-S,E'. and 'R-S-E' (Reichenbach 1947: 
297) - but ttut it has no obvious treatment in bis system. We shall be returning to this issue in 
chaptef 2. 



mischaraderizhg it. Nevertheles, the fad that no plausible means is available to reIate 
items that are dose  in meaning and identical in morphoIogica1 form remains an 
undesirable consequence of this anaIysis. Moreover, a number of 'compositional* 
interpretations of Reichenbach's (1947) systern, a prominent example of which is 
Bouchard's (1984) study, have made an explicit connection between the 'past' 
participle and the relation of anteriority. Thus, in attempting to solve the problems just 
outlined by relating 'Reichenbachian' tense schemata to syntactic stnictures, such 

studies create new @lems which Reichenbach's own analysis was able to avoid. 
In hd, atiempts like Bouchard's to translate such schemata directly into syntactic 

terms have been far from successful, as we shall see in 52.1.5. This raises the question 
of how closely related these schemata really are to the syntax and morphology of 
Censes, and thus what kind of information about tenses they should pmperly be seen to 
express. It is, of course, a distinct possibility that Reichenbach's schemata can only be 
understmd as generalizations about the meaning, and only indirectly about the form, of 
tenses; and that to do otherwise is simply to misconstnie their purpose. This 
interpretation, which seems close to the spirit of Reichenbach's original proposal, is 

offered by McGilvray (1991). He takes Reichenbach's tense schernata as part of a 
description of the 'semantic structure' of sentences, which represents one dimension of 
a s ~ ~ ~ C K ' S  grammatical (or, as McGilvray cails it, 'broadly syntactic') cornpetence - 
and which in its basic conception resembles the level of 'Logical F m '  (LF) associated 

with Chomskyan the0ry.3~ McGiimy argues h t  the level of syntax proper is n d  the 
one to which descriptions of tense should apply, because in many instances 'syntax and 
morphology alone' do not 'provide the relevant information ... on which tense structure 
to assign' (McGiIvray 199 1: 41). In other words, the morphology and syntax o f  tense 

do not fully speciQ the location of the three temporal intervals on the basis of which 
tenses are constnicted. 

This point is made clear in McGiivray's reformuhtion of Reichenbach 1947, in 
which he identifies the temporal dements 'Sv, 'R', and 'E' not with temporal intervals 
alone, but &O with particular entities respectively associated with these intervals. As 
such, this reformulation eniists tense in a description of a speaker's basic 'refuential 
competence*, whicti, for McGilvray, associates different intervals with different sorts 
of entities. The 'time of speech' ris') is thus associated with 'a speaker and a sentence 
produced'; the 'reference time' ('iR') with 'the thing or things described by the 
sentence' and a 'perceiver-describer', 'represented as exercising his or her referential 
competence with the sentence in question'; and the 'situation time' ('iE9) with a 

34 Although mt in its technid impIementation, s k e  ï I ,  according to most descriptions, is a 
levei of syntax with standard phrase-sbuctural properties, and McGilvray gives his 'tense çtnichueç' a 
set-theoretic description, as nMed in the text 

5 8 



situation This permits a set-theoretic description of 'S', 'R', and 'E' as in (706), and of 
the 'SR' and 'RE' rehtionships as in (7ûô): 

(70) MCGILVRAY'S (199 1) FORMAUSM 

a. S = dp, t, is> p is a speaker or 'storyteiier' 
R = <yr, c, i p  t iS a &en or an uttaance 

E = <O, t, i p  c is a class of things or individuais 

0 is a situation 
y is a 'perceivexdescriber' 
is, iRi and iE are intavats of time 

We shaii not dweii here on McGilvray 's notation or the theory of reference that 
underwrites it, leaving this for our discussion of refaence in 52.2 below. Instead, let 
us consida in more detail the view of tmse that he canvasses. As we have just seen, 
this view takes 'syntax and morphology alone* to underdetermine tense structure in 

many instances. We rnight illustrate this point with the foliowing senten-: 

(7 1) The Smiths* house will one day be grand 

Such a sentence may save to indicaie two quite different temporal relations: a 'genuine' 
future (Le. 'SR$*), if one day indicates 'reference time'; and a 'posterior' or 
'immediate' present (i.e. 'S,R-E'), if it indicates 'situation tirne'.35 The decision 
betwem them depends on the temporal location of the individual (in this case, the 
Srniths' house) picked out by the sentence. This, as we have just seen, is because 

McGilvray places this individual, or 'c', at 'reference time*. He suggests that the 

decision in question may be detemiined by speech çontext; so that, for example, if the 
speaker is standing in front of the Smiths' house, which is cmentiy rather small, then 
his or her utterance, as given in (711, would be assigned the structure 'S,R-E', 
accordkg to which y's cornpanion is the Smiths' house at is. Contrariwise, the utterer 
of (71) may locate the Smiths' house, not yet even built, at a 'reference time' specified 
by one day, and thus produce a sentence with the temporal shucture 'S-RE*. In other 
words, the temporai structure assigned to this sentence depends cruciaily on where the 
speaker locates the individual to which he  or she is referring. If this individual is 
present at is, thm the speaker is ükdy to Iocate it at an iR coincident with is; otherwise, 

35 Note that Reichenbach's liaear ordering of ' S v ,  'R', ond 'E' is king used here only for the saLe 
of mvenierice. 
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the speaker is likely to locate this individuai at an iR coincident with the i~ indicated by 
the adverbial. 

McGilvray 's point regarding the indeterminate nature of the temporal information 
supplied by syntax and morphology is well taken; and will, in fact, be at the hart of the 
approach to tense adopted in this work, which will be expIoring the temporaiiy 
'underspecified' nature of tenses. However, what is missing in McGilvray's rernarks is 
an indication of the kind and degee of t e m m  information that syntax and morphology 
do provide. If we wish to undastand how language pairs form and meaning in the 
domain of tense, then we must determine the contributions of syntax and morphology 
to the construction of temporal representations such as those that McGilvray proposes. 
Thus, the task of developing an explicit account of these contributions - which will 
demonstrate their œntrality to the phenomenon of tense - seilf rernains. 

2.1 5. SYNTACTTC CHARACTERIZATIONS OF TENSE 

What this requires, then, is a syntactic charaaerization of tense, which locates the 
source of the interpreîations that tenses receive in the specific formal features that they 
possess. In recent years, many such charaderizations have ben  offered within the 
framework of generative grammar. Most of Chese can be traced to Chomsky's (1957: 
39) analysis of the English auxiiiary system, as given in (72): 

(72) 
Aux + Tns(Modal)(hve + en)(be + hg)(be + en) 

'ïns + {"" } 
Ptesent 

Of course, Chomsky's original formulation has undergone a number of revisions 
over the years. Among the most substantial has been one proposed by Chomsky 
himself (Chomsky 1981: 18-19, 54), which involves the coliapsing of the categories 
'Aux', 'Tns', and 'ModaI' into the single category 'Infl(edion)', posited as the head of 
the clause, in conjunction with a reformulaîion of 'Tm' as the binary-valued feature 
[Tense] dorninated by Infl. With this proposal, an explicit connedion is established 
between the value of the m s e ]  feature and the finiteness of a clause: a positive 
specification of this feature (which is in tum associated with a positive or negative 



specification of the feature N t ]  and with features for person and number agreement) 

characterizes finite clauses;36 and a negative specification characterizes infinitival 
clauses, with the element to identified as a marker of [- Tense] Infl (eg. Chomsky 

19û6a: 25) (The importance of this connection behveen taise and finiteness will emerge 
as our study proceeds.) Another substantial reconception of the auxiliary system has 
corne with the advent of the 'exploded' Infl model, first proposed by Pollock (1989) 
and a&pted to a vast range of languages. According to this rnodel, each inflectional 
category of a verb is a distinct functional head, to which verbs adjoin by moving 
through a tree via successivecyclic head-tc~head movement (see eg. Jan& & Kathman 
1992 for a description). In concert with these larger structural changes has been an 
assimilation of the auxiliary v d s  have and be to the category Verb, their peculiar 
properties being attributed to their 'non-thematic' status, and thus their inability to 
assign 8-rôles (see eg. Guéron & Hoekstra 1988: 40,73). 

It should be noted that these syntacîic charactaizations of tense have been applied 
to the analysis of primarily forma1 rather than interpretative phenornena pertaining to 

tense. For example, much of the research that assumed Chomsky's (1981) model of 
Infl was concemed with the relation of tense to Case assignment and binding patterns 
such as those illustrated below: 

(73) a. That Dan believes in miracles is a surprise 
b. *(For) Dan to believe in miracles is a surprise. 

(74) a. * Johni believes himi to be clever. 
b. Johni believes that h q  is clever. (Lasnik 1989: 20, (73F74)) 

Similarly, much of the research that assumes an 'exploded' Infl mode1 has sought 
to account for facts about word or morpheme orda. Pollock's original proposal, for 
example, was motivated by the observation of various word order ciifferences between 
French and Engiish, such as those in (75): 

(75) a. * John kisses often Mary. 
b . Jean embrasse souvent Marie (Pollock 1989: 367, (4)) 

Many of the studies based on Pollock's 'exploded' Infl rnodel have adapted it to rather 
different ends, having seen it as a means of desaibing the ordering of inflectional 
morphemes on a verb, particularly in languages with rich inflectional morphology. As a 

S h  finite verbs in E@sù are assumeû to b e .  both tense and agreement features, it seems fair 
to ask wbether their finiteness is due to the former, the latter, or both. However, the 'inflected 
infinitive' of E m p a n  Portuguese, demibed in Raposo 1987 and elsewhere. suggests that it may be 
ense, rather than ageemenf that plays the greater rôle in distinguishing clause types. 



resuit, '[mlany intricate facts of a growing range of languages' (Ackema, Neeleman & 
Weerman 1992: 17) have been described in terms of the claim that each of the categories 

expressed by vexbal infiection is the head of a distinct functional projection. One 
example of such an analysis is Rivero's (1990) study of the morphosyntax of the verb 
in Modem Greek and Albanian, for which she posits a phrase structure like that given 
in (76), with morphemes for agreement, tense, aspect, and voice heading distinct 
projections: 

('76) a. pli0ika.n 
w ~ ~ ~ / ~ P L P A s T . P ~ O N A C T I V E  

' t h9  were washed; they wastied themselves' 

It should be noted that generative research on tense has tended to focus on such 
gross structural properties of inflectional systerns, rather than on subtler properties 
mare closely assaciated with th& interprefation This is perhaps no surprise, aven that 
most of this research has adoptexi the simple feature system for tense desaibed above, 
which, in fa&, is not weli suited to a finu analysis. The limitations of this feature 
system as a descriptive tao1 can be brought out clearly with a few examples. Since the 
system exploits only two basic oppositions - between tensed and non-tensed, and 

between past and non-past - it offers no means to distinguish various negatively 
specified forms. Thus, the infinitivai completnent types iilustrated in (77), which were 
discussed in 8 1.2 above (and are repeated h m  (6)), are both specified as non-tend, 
despite their quite distinct temporal properties. These properties are reflected in the Fact 

that the complements of the rnatrix verbs in (77a) and (7%) respectively describe 
'situations' concurrent with and posterior to the 'situations' described by their ma& 
clauses: 

(77) a. Trish considered Joe to be a seifish bastard 

b. Trish expeaed Joe to be a s&sh bastard. 

Likewise, the only specification available for will forrns is that of 'non-past' - a 
specification which, in effect, denies that these forms constitute a di~!irict 'future* tense 
in English. There are, however, good rasons to rejea this claim, as we have already 

seen in 82.1.3.37 Moreover, the daim that will forms are 'non-pst' implies that wouM 

37 Such a characterization is. of course, even l e s  compelling for languages like French thnt have 
mwphological 'future"f;orms. 



f o m s  are 'pst'; yet this claim, as we have also seen, is clearly counterexernplified by 
such uses of would as those in (78) (repeated from (24)): 

(78) a. Would you lend me a doIlai! 
b . 1 would Iike to  hear more 
c. I wish he would die soon. 

These shortaimings in the standard syntactic ardysis of tense have., in fact, been 
addressed in a number of recent studies that have been more M y  concerneci with the 

interpretation of tenses. These studia have e x p l d  various possibilities for inçreasing 
the empirical range and analytical p o w a  of the treatment of tense within a generative 
framework. We shaU be disciissing many of these studies throughout the rest of this 
work. However, what sW be of most interest to us in the folIowing seztions are the 
various attempts that have been made to recast Reichenbach's (1947) analysis in 
syntactic terms. These indude such studies as Hornstein 1990, which attempts to 
incorporate both Reichenbach's primitives and his hear ordering of these primitives 
into the syntax; Bouchard 19û4, which presewes Reichenbach's primitives but embeds 
h e m  in a more 'compositional' account of tenses; Rigter 19û6, which translates 
Reichenbach's primitives into relational terms by means a detailed feature system for 
tense; and Giorgi & Pianesi 199 1, which iikewise translates these primitives into 
relational t m s ,  but within the 'explodeci' Infl mode1 described above. We shall be 
reviewing each of these apprmches in tum. 

2.1.5.1. 'Sm' ANALYSES OF TENSE 

One line of syntadic research into tense has sought to overcome the limitations of 
standard andyses, as described above, by granting a syntactic statu to the primitives of 
Reichenbach's temporal schemab. These studies, which we might therefore cal1 'SRE' 
analyses, have taken various forms; we  shall b e  examining two of them, Homstein 
1990 and Bouchard 1954, bdow. 

2.1.5.1.1. A 'UNEAR' ANALYSIS: HORNSTEIN 1990 

One way in which Reichenbach's (1947) analysis has been exploited in syntactic 
research, as represented by Hornsteui's (1990) study of tense, has been the importing 
of his fomalism into the syntax with essentidly no modification. in other words, 
Hornstein Cakes Reichenbach's 'S', 'R', and 'E' and the ordering relations by which 
they are associateci to constitute syntaaic primitives. He justifies this move by assuming 
as a 'caitrai tena' that 'the teme system constihrtes an independent linguistic level, with 



its own set of primitives, its own syntactic rules of combination, and its own rules of 
interpretation' (Homstein 1990: 9). Hornstein thus takes the linear ordering of 'S', 'R', 
and 'E' as his point of departure, and posits d e s  that make reference to this ordering. 

Such niles serve to accowit for the interaction of tenses with adverbials and dher 
tenses. Homstein's claim is that these more cornplex structures are simply derived by 
the application of these rules to 'basic tense structures' (BTSs) - which are just 
Reichenbach's tense structures, as given in (54) -, resulting in 'derived tense 
structures* (DTSs). Such derivations 'must preserve certain aspects of basic tense 
stmcture* (ibid, 15) which are spded out in (79) below: 

(79) C O N S T R ~  ON DTS (CDTS): DTS mut preserve BTS. 
a. BTS is presewed if and only if: 

1. no points are associated in MX that are not associateci in BTS; 
. . 
II. the lineu order of points in DTS is the same as that in BTS. 

b. X assoçiates with Y =& X is separated h m  Y by a comma. 

@ased on Homstein 1990: 15, (l2)-( 13)) 

One such rule, as iliustrated in (ûû), derives an adverbially modified tense structure 

h m  an unmodified one, foilowing Hmstein's claim that 'adverbial modification is a 
process that linearly rearranges R and E points in accordance with the meaning of 
par&icular advabs' (ibid., 16): 

(80) a. John is leaving > John is leaving tornorrow 

tomorrow 

S J W  > S-R,E 
I 

tomorrow 

b. * John lefi > John left tomorrow38 

tomorrow 
S,R-E > S-R,E 

I 
tomorrow 

(based on ibid., 17, 19, (19a), (24)) 

38 In k t ,  this sentence. coatary to Horustein's prediction, is quite acceptable on a 'funirate' 
interpretation. We shall diçcuss these consbuctions, and the difficdties associated with derivatiooat 
accounts such as Hormein's. in chapser 2. 



in accordance with the CDTS, the 'DTS* in (80a) is licit, because it neither creates any 
new association of points nor alters the linear order of the 'BTS* h m  which it was 
derived; whereas that in (80b) is illicit, because it does create a new association of 
points: narneiy, that between 'R' and 'E'. 

We s h d  have more to say about the nature of these ruies and the predictions that 
they make when we consider them again in chapters 2 and 3. For now we rnight dweii 
on the rôle played by the linear ordering of 'S', 'R', and 'E' in Hornstein's system. 

The me significance of this rôle can only be seen once we recognize that this system 
must distinguish tense structures with respect to th& ordering of 'S', 'R', and 'E' not 
only when thex eiements are in a 'precedence' reiation, but even when they are in a 
'simultaneity ' reIation; so that the mernbers of each pair below are taken to have distinct 
stniaures (Dahl 1992: 646): 

(81) a. E-R-S 
b. R-E-S 

The reason for distinguishing the two structures in (82) can be seen fiom consideration 
of the CDTS: only the structure in (82a) will produce a weii-formed 'DTS' when 
modifie. by tomurnow, since the order of elements in the structure of (82b) would not 
be preserved under modification: 

Significantly, Hornstein does not claim that the two structures in (82) have distinct 
interpretations - bdh are Interpreted as 'present' - but oniy that they play different 
syntactic rôles. 

This raises a host of questions about Hornstein's analysis, the 'pungent syntactic 
aroma' (ibid., 5) that he claims for it, and the relation between syntax and interpreîation 
that he argues for. These are ai i  related, in turn, to his assumption that tense constitutes 
an autonomous system requiring description in distinct terms, and that a standard 
'Reichenbachian' topology is betta suite. to this descripion than one more consistent 
with the principles of genaative grammar, with its ernphasis on hiearchicai structure. 

InterestingIy, Hornstein argues that 'Reichenbachian' structures a n  be related to 
tense morphemes in a quite straighiforward fashion, as s h o w  below: 



(84) a. i. present morpheme: associate S and R: S,R 
. . 
il. past morpheme: R removed to lefi of S: R-S 
iii. future marpheme: R removed to the right of S: S-R 

b. i. + have: E removed to left of R: E-R 
. . 
11. - have: E and R associated: EJZ or R,E (ibid., 11 1-12, (42)) 

If such a mapping is phusible, as it seems to be (with certain qualifîcations, which we 

shall be discusshg beiow), then Hornstein's claim for an autonomous tense system 
becornes rather l e s  compelling. Homstein does na pursue the possibility of couching 

his tense rules directly in terms of tense morphemes, rather in terms of 
'Reichenbachian' schemata. In fact, he taLes the opposite tack, providing (rather ad 

hoc) additional mapping rules, as given in (85), to ensure that tense morphernes pmvide 
unique ordexings of 'S', 'R', and 'E': 

(85) a. In a aven BTS, if linear order is not intrinsically deîermined, assume that 
the linear order of RE is identical to the linear order of SR.. 

b. Morphemes unambiguously determine unique mappings ... 
(ibid., 1 13, (43)) 

By proposing teme rules that are sensitive to interpretatively vacuous differences 
in the linear ordering of 'S', 'R*, and 'E', Hornstein çommits himself to the claim that 
'within the domain of tense, just as in other parts of natural language, semantic 
intapretation underdetermines syntactic structure' (ibid, 5). However, he gives no 
detailed justification of this clairn, nor any suggestion of the other phenornena he has in 
mind that might lend it support.39 Moreover, since Hornstein alhdes in various places 
to Chomsky's 'Principle of Full Interpreîation' (see eg. ibid, 6), which requires that 
'eveq element of PF and W... receive an appropriate interprebtion' (Chomsky 1986b: 
98), it is a fair question how Hornstein would ensure that interpretatively vacuous 
differences in tense structure are actually made so in the derivation to LF. Doing so, it 
seems, would necessitate the positing of syntactic operations designed solely to 
eliminate these ciifferaices by LF. 

What casts even more doubt on Hornstein's daim about the relation between 
syntax and semantics is that much of his theory-interna1 motivation for this claim is 
open to question. As Dahl (1992: 647) argues, we an munter Hornstein's daim that 
the diffaences beîwm the structures in (82a) and (82b) have no interpretative reflex 

39 Hornstein's ottempt to justify a distinct status for teme is. in fact. highly reminiscent of 
B-gff Md Haiie's (199 1) nçsertion of a distinct syntax for pbomdogicd represeumtions. 



by, for example, interpreting the 'comma operat or... as the idatity relation in a BTS' 
and as the asymmetricai 'less than or equal tu' (or ' d i e r  than or wntempwaneous 
with') in a DTS, thus making 'the order of the operands ... sigaifiont.'& Givm these 
considaations, there seems Iide reason to accept Homstein's p~sition-~l This ali  the 

more so once we recognize that it is an anpirical question how syntactic stnidure is 
d t e d  to intapretation in a given domain: 

..some parts of the semantics map fairiy nicely into synrax - thougb still with di 

mts of m ~ ~ k e d  exceptions - but otber parts of the d a  receive comppritively 

unsysîematic syaoaic makation. (Jackendoff lm 3) 

The only reasonable a priori stance is to assume simplicity, and thus the sirnpiest 
mapping consistent with the data 

Indeed, Hornstein's claim about the relation betweeri syntax and interpretauon is 
perhaps bat seen as part of an attempt to reconcile the two quite incompatible 
approaches to tense describecl earlier: an 'interpretation-Qiven' approach, which seeh 
to develop a 'translation language' in order to elucidate the meanings of tense forms, 
and whose syntax bars at most an Uidired relation to that of the objed language; and a 
'syntax-driva' approach, which seeks to develop a formal representation of the object 
language, in order to elucidate its syntacîic pmpaties. Homstein wishes to provide a 
syntactic analysis of tense, but in his efforts to do so, he  ties his analysis to 
Reichenbach's formalism, which (as we have seen) was not intended to mirror the 
syntax and rnorphology of tense. He is thus forced to resort to various stipulations in 
order to resolve the inevitable dismepancies between them. And of course, because his 
anaiysis foiiows Reichenbach's so cIosely, it has inheaited many of its problems - in 
particuiar, those related to the 'compositionality' of tenses, as raised by Bouchard and 
others.42 

2.1.5.1.2. A 'COMPOS~ONAL' ANALYSIS OF TENSE: BOUCHARD 1984 

An analysis that addresses this issue of 'cornpositionality', and avoids many of the 
problems that hobble Homstein's analysis, is one offered in Bouchard 1984. Bouchard 

* Homskin (1990: 215, a 23) does have a response to ihis reinierpretation of the 'commp 
operotor', which is that it would maloe 'tenses such as the simple pst, the future, and the present ... 
"biP- .' We shaü return briefly to this issue in cbapoer 2. 

A m t k  is his clnim h t  'R' does mt dways bave an 'interpetive reflex' (HocIlStein 1990: 13). 
However, Reichenbach's own discussion of 'R' Qes not reaily support this contention. siDce his poini 
is thaî positing 'R' in simple tenses maLP-<: it possible to describe the intepretative controst between 
teuses üke ibe 'simple pas&' iuxi the 'pesent perfect', which d d  cithenuise seem to express the same 
tempaai relation On this, see Reicbeabsch 1947: 28S90. 

42 In kt, Bouchard's criticisms w r e  iùmed mt d y  at Reichenbach 1947 but aiso at Honistein 
1977. whicb shares mamy of its basic kames with Hornstein 1990. 



argues that tenses are associated with lexicai 'temporal structures' composed of 
'Reichenbachian' primitives, and that syntaaicalIy cornplex tense f m  like the perfect 

are aswckted with complex 'tense structures', which have a hierarchid organization 
which mirras their selectiond properties. Unfortunately, Bouchard's attempt to give 
Reichenbach's (1947) schemata a syntacîic status, and a fidly 'compositional' structure, 

are not W y  satisQing; and the difficulties that account faces cast further doubt on the 
plausibility of i n c o v t i n g  these schemata into syntactic analysis. 

To see this more clearly, we might first examine Bouchard's anaiysis more 
closely. As just noted, it makm explicit use of Reichenbach's schemata, much as 
Homstein's analysis does, identifying three 'basic tenses' - namely, 'present', 'past', 
and 'future', as given in (86) -and proposing that 0 t h  tense forms are 'derived b m  
these by tense des '  (Bouchard 1984: 89): 

(86) BASIC TENSES: 

a. simple present: S,R,E 
b. simplepas: E,R-S 
c. simple future: S-R,E (ibid., 93, (13)) 

These 'taise niles' m a t e  hierarchical 'tense structures' that minor the seIectionai 
relations that hold between the elements of complex tenses.43 Bouchard demonstrates 
this with the complex 'tense structure' of the French 'passé composé', exemplified in 
(87). In such a taise form, acçording to his claim, a 'present'-tensed auxiliary form 
'selects' a 'past' participle fom: 

Thus, the 'tense structure' associated with this tense must represent the temporal 
contribution of the 'present'-tensed form as 'highm' than that of the participial fom, in 
order to correspond to the forms' respective leveis of syntactic embedding. Bouchard 
achieves this by pxiting for the 'past' participle the lexical temporal maure given in 
(a$), which organizes 'Ruchenbachian' primitives hierarchicaiiy: 

43 The reiation of 'selectioa' is g w d  by the Projection Principle, as given in (i), based on 
Cbomsky 198 1 (Bouchard 1984: %): 

(1) PROJFXIYON PRiNCiPiJi 
u selecrs fi in y iff a selects in y at every syntactic level. 
(a selects fi in y if a subcategorizes or 0-marks $ in y.) 



(88) PAST PARTICIPLE: 

R 
EI (based on ibid., 94, (18)) 

What this representation indicates is that 'the embedded event m of the p s t  participle 
precedes the reference point R of the higher verb' (ibid, 94). Given the additional 
assumption that auxiliary verbs are not specif?ed for 'E', the 'temporal structure' of the 
'present9-tensed auxiliary form combines with that of the 'past' participle form to 
produce the qmentation in (89): 

(89) a. Eliea chanté. 
'She sang.' 

b. LEVEL k S R  
LEvEL a: E 1 (based on ibid., 97, 98, (22), (24)) 

in similar fashion, the 'temporal structure' of the the ' future'-tenseci auxiliary form 
combines with that of the 'past' participle form to produce the 'futur anterieur' structure 
given in (90): 

(90) a. J'aurai fini. 
'1 shall have finished.' 

b. LEVEL 1: S-R 
LEVELU: E 2 (based on ibid, 94'95, (14)' (20)) 

Bouchard's proposa1 thus presents an interesting solution to the puzzle of 
computability discussed above, by providing an wplicit account of how complex 'tense 
structures' are constructed from more basic ones. Moreover, by claiming that these 
structures have a hiefarchid organization, Bouchard avoids many of the problems that 
we observed in Homstein 1990 which were largely artefacts of its 'linear' approach. 

Yet Bouchard's attempt to make 'Reichenbachian' tense structures part of a 
representation of the objed language, while an improvement over Homstein's, is stiii 
not convincing. Like Homstein, Bouchard simply retains Reichenbach's primitives, 
overlooking the possibility that these may be given direct syntadic expression, by 
means of such devices as functional features, which are already available in the 

'Government and Binding' framework that h e  assumes. In that case, the dominance 

relations of 'tense structures' could be described directiy in phrase structurai tenns, and 
no further stipulations about their organizational principles would be required. Indeed, 
since Bouchard's proposal gives no particular justification for enriching the vocabulary 
of syntactic theory as he does, to include these 'tense structures' and their 



'Reichenbachian' syntax, it begs the question whether any such mediation of syntax 
proper and temporal interpretation is required to establish a plausible connection 
betweai them. 

Even the one real achievement of Bouchard's proposal - namely, its ability to 
give a 'compositional' 'Reichenbach' account of complex tense forms - is not 
without its drawbacks, which can be seen as ô direct consequence of interpraing 
Reichenbach's schemata in this way. These shortcomings emerge in Bouchard's 
treatment of forms like the English 'present perfect' and its French counterpart, the 
'passé composé'. While the interpretations of the Engiish form are accurately described 
in terms of the 'Reichenbachian' schema 'E-R,S', as discussed in 82.1.4.3, those of 
the French form, which are those of a 'perfective past', genaaliy without 'continuhg 
relevance', are not. However, because these tenses have the same 'auxiliary + 

participle' structure, it is n d  obvious how a 'compositional' account of the latter can 
derive its 'pst' tense meaning h m  its 'present' tense and 'past' participle constituents, 
without modifying Reichenbach's analysis of the 'present' tense in this instance4 (We 
shall have more to say about this in chapter 2.) 

Similar considerations appIy to Bouchard's treatment of the 'pas' participle more 
generally. Bouchard argues, on the basis of sentences like those in (91), that it is the 
participle - rather than the auxiliary form, as many authors have claimed45 - that is 
responsible for the 'anterior', or 'E-R', meaning of 'perfect' forms: 

(91) a. Le chat parti, les souris dansent. 
'With the cat gone, the mice dance.' 

b. Une fois parti, je ne reviendrai plus. 
'Once gone, 1 wouldn't return.' 

c. Une fois la mère partie, ils firent la vaisselle. 
'Once th& mother was gone, they did the dishes.' 

(based on Bouchard 1984: 94, ( 17)) 

Since the participial clause in each of these sentences serves, in the absence of an 
auxiliary fonn, to indicate a precedence relation between the 'situation' that it describes 

and the 'situation' described by the main clause, much as a 'present perfect' form 
indicates a precedence relation beîween some 'situation' and the time of speech, the 
'anterior' meaning of each can be attributed most plausibly to the participial fom which 

In fact, this problem does have a straightforward solution. which w sbaü outline briefly in 
chapter Z if we daim that the French 'ptesent' tense is &y temporally indetenuinaie. 

45 Arno, these are Smith (1 978: 46); Hornstein (1990); Baicer (1989: 448). and - as we shaii see 
below - Rigter (1986). 



they share (This point has also been reiterated in more recent studies such as Cowper 
199 1 and Giorgi & Pianesi 199 1, the latter of which we shall be discussing below). 

It is not entirely clear, however, that the temporal locating function of the ' p s t '  

participle in above sentences is not a secondary one, derived from a more basic 
aspedual function of signalling the completion of the event described by the ~ e r b . ~ ~  
Given these doubts, a lexical representation of the 'past' participle of 'perfect' forms 
that adverts to the 'E-R' relation becornes considaably less compelling. This point was 
already made in $2.1.4.3.2.2, when we noted the broad range of constmctions in 
which the English 'past' participle appears, and the implausibility of characterizhg aii 

of these constructions in terms of temporal location. These constructions thus highlight 
a problem for Bouchard and others who have interpreted Reichenbach's schemata in 
'compositional' tenns. This is simply that these schemata, which represent temporal 
interpretations rather than morphosyntactic configurations, are compatible with different 
morphosyntactic realizations, such as those of 'perfective' aspect and 'past' tense, 
whose temporal interpreîations may be indistinguishable. Of course, since Reichenbach 
(and Hornstein, for that matter) was concerned neither with lexical structure nor with 
ensuring computability of meaning, it was not necessary for him to solve this problem. 
Yet for syntactic analyses of tenses that are concerned with these issues, it is difficult to 
avoid 

This problem has manifesteci itself in various forms. For example, Giorgi and 
Pianesi (1991: 195, n. 12) identiQ a productive class of adjectives in Italian, 
exemplified in (92), that have the same morphology as 'past' participles, and appear to 
be formed by concatenation with a [+ V, +NJ s u f i .  

(92) Portun-ato 'lucky' fortuna 'luck' 

disgrazi-ato 'unfortunate' dizgrazia 'misfortune' 
barb-ut0 'bearded' barba 'beard' 
cape11-ut0 'hahy' ca@o ' hair' (ibid.) 

Giorgi and Pianesi raise the question whether these adjectives acode the sarne temporal 
information - namely, 'E-R' - that they claim for 'past' participle.. Yet they pursue 
this question no further, and do not consider the possibility that both classes of lexical 
items encode basically non-temporal notions. 

A similar problem for a 'temporal' analysis of the 'past' participle, which peatains 
to the form and interpretation of passives, is recognized by Cowper (199 1). As Cowper 
notes, the claim that the 'past' participle expresses an anteriority relation predicts, 

Th, vety point is made by SaMe (1989: 16): 'It seems that in French the past participle of a 
verb Iike punir carries the sense of 'cornpletion" which can combine with the present tense of the 
copula to yield the meaning of pst time.' 



conûaxy to fa@ that the sentence in (93a), for example, is temporally equivalent to that 

in (93b) rather than to that in (93c): 

(93) a. The cookies were eaten. 
b . Someone had eaten the micies. 
c. Someone ate the cookies. (Cowper 1991: 60-61) 

It is thus at odds with our undersîanding of passive clauses as 'temporally identical to 
their active counterparts' (ibid, 61). Cowper proposes the following solution to this 
problem. She begins by positing that the participial morpheme -en is underspecified 

with respect to its subcategorizational properties, requiring only that its complement be 
of category V; as such, it may select either a minimal or a maximal projection of V. 

Next, she posits that 'Vo has no temporal referent, while VP does', following di Sciullo 
and Williams' (1987) claim that maximal projections but not heads are able to refer. 
This ailows Cowper to claim that '-en onnot behave as a temporal connedor when it is 
directly adjoined to V'; and thus to establish the relevant difference between the two 
occurrences of this morpheme (ibid., 62). It should be noted, however, that di Sciullo 
and Williams' c l a h  about the refaence of heads has been show by various reseachers 
to be empirically inadequate. The basis of this daim is di Sciullo and Williams' 
observation that sentences like those in (94) display a clear contrast, the second but not 
the first Mng selfmniradidory: 

(94) a. John is a Nixon admirer in every sense except that he does not admire 
Nixon. 

b. John admires Nixon in every sense ex- that he does not admire Nixon. 

Di Sciuiio and Williams attribute this difference to the inability of the XO constituents in 
noün çompounds to have independent reference However, as Gillon (in press: 58) has 
argueci, the relevant difference between the two sentences in (94) is not the non- 
referentiality of the Xo-level constituents, but rather the properties of the -er suffix that 

figures in the former but not the latter sentence. That this 1s the me source of the 
cuntrast c m  be seen from the following sentences, where the same contrast emerges 
evem though neither sentence contains a compound: 

(95) a. John is a writer in e v q  sense except that he does not write. 
b. John writes in every sense except that he does not write. 

(Gilion in press: 58, (43.1)- (43.2)) 



Given this difficulty with one of its key assumptions, Cowper's analysis of the 'pst' 

participle cmot  be taken to solve the problern for 'temporal' analyses of the 'pas' 
participle to which she has drawn our attention. A simpla solution to the probIem, 

then, would be a 'non-temporal* analysis of this form, which we shall accordingly be 
pposing in chapter 2. 

2.1.5.2. A FEATURE ANALYSIS OF TENSE: RIGTJZR 1986 

Many of the difficulties that we have just seen in Bouchard's and Homstein's 
descriptions of tense appear to foilow b r n  th& atternpts to exploit a formalism, that of 
Reichenbach 1947, whose syntax offers Iittle insight into the syntax of naturai language 

tenses. Their strategy for inwrporating such a formalism into their analyses is 
essentially to daim a syntactic reality for it, in the form of distinct represeniations with 

'Reichenbachian' primitives and rules of combination. As such, the temporal vaIues of 
cornplex or modified tense forms are not presented sirnply as a fundion of the temporal 
values of the relevant constituents in a tree structure (foiiowing conventions widely 
adopted in syntactic, semantic, and morphologid analysis), but rather as involving 
computations in a separate component of the grammar. in 0 t h  words, the temporal 
values of cornplex or modified tenses are related only indirtxtly to those of simple 
tenses, since a system of 'Reichenbachian' 'tense structures' mediates between hem. 
Unfortunately, neither Homstein nor Bouchard gives any independent conceptua1 or 
ernpirical motivation for introducing this additional rnachinery , which n a  only creates 
eiements with obscure grammatical properties, but represents a vast enrichment of the 
theory that they assume, by permitting two radicaiiy different sorts of syntactic 
wganization in a single grammar. Their strategy thus seerns rather an undesirable one. 

More than this, this application of Reichenbach's schernata to ends quite different 
fiom those f a  which it was originally intended raises the question whaher such a move 
is warranted. In fact, our earliez discussion of this issue in 52.1.4.32.2 above, which 
emphasized the underspecified nature of the temporal information mntributed by taises, 
cast amsiderable &ubt upon it. 

A much sounder application of Reichenbach 1947 to syntactic andysis has been 
offered by Rigter (1986), who translates Reichenbach's schemata into more fuIIy 
syntactic t m s ,  and incorporates the above insight about the temporally underspecified 
nature of tenses in doing so. Rigter's clairn is that 'S., 'R', and 'E' are realized not as 
syntactic primitives, but rather in relational terms, as part of the lexical entries of tenses 
and v4zbs.47 The entries that Rigter posits, which are given in (96)- provide the 
syntactic information necessary for the construction of temporal representations (which 

- - 

47 Such an interpretation of Reichenbach's primitives is also argued by Cowper (199 l), who offérs 
a similar féBCUTe anaiysis. 



R i s a  describes in terms of 'Discourse Representation Structures', the partial models of 
'Discourse Representation Theoxy ', making use of a 'Reichenbachian' vocabulary). 

(96) RIGTER's (1986) SYSTEM OF TEMPORAL FEATURES 

a. +Past domain-shifi tense: 
+PAST, INFLO : [ - VJ must be inserted iff Sa - 1 > Ea - = Sa 
[ t  = SI ml 

b. -Past domain tense: 
-PAST, &: [-VJ 
[t  = S I RI INFL~ 

c. +Past dornain tense: 
+PAST, INFLO: [-VI cannotbein~ertedifS~-~>E~-I=S~ 

[T = S > RI INFL~ 

d. Auxiliary of the perfect: 

HAVE, fl [-VI 

(17 > Y}  v 1 

[t 2 11 

These entries, which provide both subcategorizationa1 and temporal information, 
are interpreted as follows (with '=' and '>' being Rigter's versions of ',' and '-', 
respectively, and 'a-1' indicating 'the domain that directly embeds a'; ibid., 
The sy mbol ' t* ,  associated with aii  of these entries, 'is an instruction to find the right- 

hand terrn of the nearest c-commanding chronology indicator' (ibid., 109). In the 
entries for tenses, this symbol serves in the encoding of 'SR' relations. Thus, the entry 
for a [- Past] tense is a signal to constnict a temporal representation in which 'S' is 
simultaneous with or precedes 'R*. Similarly, the entries for the two [+ Pas] tenses that 
Rigter posits are signals to constnict temporal represectations in which 'S' either 
precedes 'R' (in the case of the 'domain' tense) or is simdtaneous with 'R' (in the case 

of the 'domain-shift' tense) in the domain represented by the iP of which the tense is 
the head. (ln other words, the 'domain' tense cannot, while the 'domain-shifi' mua, 

48 1 have replaced Rigter's symbols 'P', 'F', and 'T', with their standard 'Reichenbachian' 
cûmtepfts: 'S', 'R', ami 'E', respectively. 
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appear in contexts in which an embedded 'S', or 'Sa', has been shifted back with 
respect to an ernbedding 'S', or 'Sa-''). In the entries for awriliary and main vtrbs, this 
symbol serves in the encoding of 'RE' relations. Thus, the entry for main verbs is a 
signal to construct a temporal representation in which 'E' is simultanmus with the 

nearest c-cornmancihg chronology indicator; and that for auxiliary have, which contains 
the symbol 'L' - 'an instruction to find the right-hand term of the chronological 
specification of the vert, that is thematidy govemed by HAVE' (ibid) - is a signal to 

construct a temporai representation in which 'E' precedes or precedes and continues 
into the interval aven by nearest c-commanding chronology indicatm. 

The operation of these 'construction d e s '  cm be seen in (97), where (c) is the 
temporal representation of the sentence given in (a) (the subscripts that it contains 
indicating level of ernbedding), and assigned a labelled bracketing in (b): 

(97) a. He thinks that Jane had been angry. 
b. 1 [- PAST] rvp he [think [that 1 [+ PAST] [, Jane have De k angryllllll] 

[t = S > R] [?=a [t = SI [t > 11 [t = El 

C. t = S a > R , = E a = S B a  >Epa 

The temporal representation in (9%) reveals a signifiant feature of this analysis, 
aliuded to above, which distinguishes it from those of Hornstein and Bouchard: this is 
its daim that the syntax may not provide al1 of the information necessary to constnict a 
complete temporal representation. More specifically, ' p s t  domain-shift' tenses do not 
introduce 'R' (as can be seen from (9%)), which is thus left indeterminate or supplied 
by inference. Such a claim is consistent with a view of tenses already endorsed in this 
study: namely, one accordhg to which tenses underdetermine temporal intu-pretations. 

There are, nevertheles, certain difficulties with Rigter's analysis, which argue 
against adopting more than its general form. Two difficulties in particular stand out. 
One involves Rigter's positing of two different eniries for [+ Past] f ~ r m s ~ ~  and of 
disjunctive speçifications in the entries for the [- Past] tense and auxiliaxy have, with the 
assoçiated daim that these forms are ambiguous. The other involves his (no doubt 
simplifying) assumption that the temporal specifimtions of tenses and verbs are the sole 
syntactic input to the construction of temporal representations. Since temporal 
adverbiaIs, as we have already seen, play an important r6le in tempoml interpretation - 
influencing the availability of certain interpretations, and even 'add[ingl rneaning that 

was not there before', as Hornstein (1977: 524-25) has suggested -, these difficulties 
are arguably relateci. That is, attention to the rôle of adverbiais in temporal interpretation 
leads us to suspect that the range of interpreîations available to tense forms is due not to 

49 We shaU be discussing this problem in rmre detail in chapter 3. 



their disjunctive lexical specifications, but to the close interaction beîween tenses and 
adverbials (and c~ntext) in the cornputaiion of temporal inkqmhtions. This is certainly 
suggested by the 'futurate' and 'preseat moment* readings of the following two 
'present9-tensed sentences, since these two readings can be plausibly attributed only to 
the respedive presaice and absence of a temporal advehial: 

(98) a. The train is leaving at five o'clock. 
b . The train is leaving! 

What this calls for, as 1 shall be arguing in the following chapters, is a feaîure analysis 
of terises that makes their tempord contributions considerably less determined than 
Rigter suggests. Such an analysis wili permit the temporal values of tenses to vary 
significantly, thus accounting straightforwardiy for the range of uses that tenses are 
observai to have 

2.1.5.3. AN 'EXPLODED' IiWL ANALYSIS: GIORGI & -1 1991 

However, before we are able to endorse a feature analysis of tense as the basis for such 
an analysis, we must adcires the challenge issued to such analyses by the 'exploded* 
Infl model of the verbal system, which assigns a hierarchical syntactic structure to 
inflectional categories. In 52.1.5, we gave a brief description of this model, which 
takes its place within a general movement away from feature analyses toward more 
principled structured representations (e.g. Pustejovsky 1991: 47). Here we shall be 
examining the model in a more specific form - namely, that of the 'Reichenbachian* 
analy sis outlined in Giorgi & Pianesi 199 1 - with a view to deterrnining what insights 
such an approach might offer for the study of tense and temporal interpretation. What 

we shaü fin4 though, is that this model, even in the sophisticated version which Giorgi 
and Pianesi present - which interprets it in tams of 'abstrad* infieaional rnorphemes, 
and resists the proiifmtion of nuli heads -, leads to simplistic claims about inflectional 
morphology and the representation of temporal categories. 

These difficulties certainly undmine Giorgi and Pianesi's analysis, as a careful 
examination of it reveals. Their basic claim is that temporal relations are syntactically 
expressed by two categories (which the- caii sirnply 'Tl' and 'T2'), which correspond, 
repedively, to the 'SR' and 'RE' relations describai in Reichenbach 1947. This basic 
ciaim derives its ernpirical force from two supplementary claims that they maice. One is 
that the appearance of these two categories is governeci by a 'Biunique Mapping 
Principle* (BMP), given in (99): 



(99) B KINIQUE MAPPING PRINCIPLE (BMP): 

Temporal morphemes and T-relations are in biunique correspondence. 
(ibid., 19 1, (4)) 

This principle ensures that one or both of these temporal categories is present in a 
phrase marker if and only if a temporal morpheme is adually present (although this 

morpheme may be 'abstract*, and thus be given one of any number of 
morphophonological realizations); and that 'different tenses correspond to different 
syntactic structures' (ibid, 192). The d e r  clairn is that languages syntactidy encode 
only relations of precedmce, and not those of simuitaneity, between 'S* and 'R* and 
'Ri and 'E'; so that the piojedions of 'Tl' and 'T2' can never contain nuU heads.s0 
Giorgi and Pianesi suggest that this property foiiows h m  the status of 'Tl ' and 'T2' 
as lexical categories,51 which cm be inserted 'only if there is ... semantic content to 
express', such content being seen as 'incompatible with [null] heads'. In wntrast, 
fundionai heads such as Agr, which 'are independently required by the principles of 
grammar', must dways be represented in a phrase marker (ibid., 197-98). This 
distinction behnreen lexical and functional heads serves to account, for example, for the 
morphological fonn of Latin and Italian 'present' and 'present perfect' tenses, as 
iilustrated below: 

(100) a. ITALIAN: 
mangio 
mangiii 
est-AGR 

'1 eat' 

b. LATIN: 

laudo 
laud-o 
P ~ ' ~ ~ - A G R  

'1 praise' (based on ibid., 198,202, (7), (10)) 

This mecuis tbt 'Tl' Md "I;?' will be n a b d  by rbe same verb farm in Latin, fa example, O@ 

in the crise of 'post pexfect', 'fuhue perfect'. 'posterior past', a d  'posteria future' fonns, wbere oeither 
tbe reiation of 'S' rn 'R' mr that of 'R' to 'E' is that of simultoneity. (For examples, see Giorgi and 
Piaaesi's (1991: 21 1-12) kentory of Latin teme fomis.) 

This they claim. is due to their ability to assign 'T-rdles'; for discussion of this. see 
Giorgi & Pianesi 1991: 194. 



(101) a. ITALIAN: 
Ho mangiato 
avere-o rnangi-at* 
have-AGR I eat-T%ACiRî 
'1 have eaten' 

b. LATIN: 
lauclavit 
lad-vit 
praise-T&AGR 
'he/sh&t has praised' (based on ibid., 200,204, (8), (1 1)) 

That is, Giorgi and Pianesi daim that the 'presmt' forms consist only of vabal stems 
and markers for person and nurnber agreement, and that neither 'Tl ' nor 'Tî' figures in 
their representation. Since the absence of both temporal categories 'characterizes 
[present tenses] uniquely', these forms are unambiguous h m  the standpoint of 
temporal representation, and can be assigned a 'present' interpretation in a 
straightforward fastion. Similarly, present perfect forms consist only of verbal stems, 
agreement markers, and 'T2*, which expresses the relation 'E-R', which are also 
sufficient to account for their temporal interpretation (ibid, 198,203) 

There are, however, at least two serious difficulties with this analysis. One 
concerns the issue of cross-linguistic variation in the interpretation of fox7naiiy sirnilar 
tenses. Thus, 'present' tenses in even closely related languages do not have the same 
range of intapretations, as has been obseaved in various studies (eg. Enç 1987: 649; 
Salkie 1989: 15). In German, for example, it can appear in al1 of the following 
mtexts, only the first of which is grammaticai in English: 

(102) a. 

b. 

b'. 

Ich wohne in Deutschland 
'1 live in Germany . * 

Ich wohne seit drei Jahren in Deutschland 
'I have been living in Germany for three years.' 

Ich bleibe noch e h  Jahr in Deubchiand 
'1 shall be staying in Germany for another year.' 



Such a range of readings suggests a treatment of the German 'present ' tense diffaent 
from that offered by Reichenbach for its English counterpart." It thus a i l s  into 
question both the cross-linguistic application of this treatment in general, and its 
application in the form proposed by Giorgi and Pianesi in particular, which, by 
disassociating the temporal value of the 'present ' tense fkorn any morphosy ntactic 
substrate, has no obvious means to accommodate such pararn&c variation. 

An analogous problem in their treatment of the Latin 'present perfec-t' (which is 
essentially the one that amse in Bouchard's analysis) has more direct consequaces for 
their analysis, since it lads to incorrect predictions about the Ianguage under 
consideration. While Giorgi and Pianesi (ibid, 203, n. 23) note that descriptive 
grammars gloss this form as a 'present perfect' or a 'simple past', they dect to 'ignore 
the double value of the perfect', suggesting that it is 'more related to aspectual 
characteristics than to pure temporal representation'; and characterize it only as 
expressing the temporal relations 'E-R' and 'S,R', as dictated by their anaiysis. Giorgi 
and Pianesi's efforts to remove one reading of this form from consideration should, 
however, make us suspicious. This is because the distinction between the 'present 

perfect' and the 'simple past', which turns on the placement of 'R', is arguably the 
cornerStone of Reichenbach's analysis; a d  the fact that a particular tense fom permits 
two different placements of 'Ri seems central to its characterizaion, rather than an 

an* Property. 
This inability of Giorgi and Pianesi's analysis to capture this 'double value' of the 

Latin 'perfect' form - the same 'double value' that we also find in French and 
Gerrnan, for example - means that it cannot accommodate another case of parameûic 
variation between tense forms in English and other languages. Of course, these remarks 
simply reiterate our earlier conclusions about Bouchard's 'compositional' approach to 
Reichenbach 1947, which Giorgi and Pianesi have followed in their own analysis. In 
dher words, their reformulation of this approach in terms of an 'exploded' Infl does 
not alter the fact that its resources are simply insufficient to account for the patterns 
observai Ironidly, Giorgi and Pianesi's appeal to the aspedual properties of Latin 
verbal inflection in explaining away the appearance of a second rneaning for the 
'perfect' may, in fact, be the key to the analysis of this forrn, if it is essentially a marker 
of perfectivity, rather than of temporal location - a possibility which Salkie (1989: 16) 
has suggested for the French 'passé composé', and which we brought up earlier in our 

discussion of the 'pst' participle. Such an analysis is even more compeiiing when we 
recognize that a 'pafective'/'imperfective' distinction is basic to the ofganizating of the 
Latin v&al system (see eg. Matthews 1972: 396). as it is to the French verbal system. 
(We shall be taking up these questions again in chapter 2.) 

52 Some suggestions for this will be offered in chapter 2. 

79 



These last remarks highlight the dher serious difficulty of Giorgi and Pianesi's 
analysis, which concenis the realization of morphosyntactic categcnies in which they are 
not in a one-to-one correspondence with the formatives that realize thern.53 Latin and 

Italian, the two languages that Giorgi and Pianesi examine, fumish many examples of 
this phenornenon, which has been given extensive discussion in Matthews' (1972) 
study of Latin verb conjugations. One example of this sort of mismatch, which centres 
on the rnarking of 'perfective', should suffice to highlight the relevant issues. Matthews 
observes the appearance of the segment -is- in 2nd person perfect forms like that 
beiow: 

(103) reksisii: 
reg-s-is-ti 
'you (sing) rulecihave niled' (based on ibid., 132) 

This segment, he notes, occurs only with '2nd person' forms - unlike the segment -s, 
which appears throughout the paradigm, either with -is-, as in (103), or without it, as in 

(104), and is gaiecaliy identified as a 'perfedve' mark= 

(104) reksi: 
reg-s-i 
~U~~PERFECTIVE-AGR 

'I ruled/have ruled' (based on ibid., 7 1) 

However, -is- 'is always associated with the Perfective, in the sense that it only appears 
in the Perfective part of the paradigm'; and that 'it has the same phonological shape 
whatever the verb in question' (ibid, 8 1). These facts remain a mystery unless ùoth -s- 

and 4s- are identified 'as exponents of Perfective' (ibid., 82). 
Moreover, because the agreement marking on the 2nd person singular perfect 

form 'is restricted to this single TensdAspect combination' (ibid., 132, n. 2), it is also 
plausibly seen as signalling the perfective. This suggests the foiiowing analysis of this 
perfect fm: 

(105) GRAMMATICAL REPRESENTATION: REG + Perfedive + 2nd + Singuiar 

1 1 ' \ \ \  / 
RIONOLLGICALREPRESENTATION: r& + s + is + ti: 

(ibid., 132) 

53 See e.g. Maahews 1972: S I 0 3  for discussion. 



Of course, the kind of mismatch that Matthews documents - which pervades the 
morphology of Latin, as he observes, and that of rnany other languages, as noted 
elsewhere (see e.g. Joseph & Smirniotopolous 1993: 391) - raises an important 
question for the 'exploded' Infl modei. This is whether a claim that inflectional 
morphology involves the adjundion of heads expressing distinct morphosyntactic 
categories can be reconciled with a more complex mapping of this kind between 
morphosyntactic categories and morphological form. The problem is especialiy acute 
for 'concrete' interpreîations of the 'exploded' infl model, since they assume a moreor- 
less transparent relation beâween 'the o r b  of inflectional morphemes on a verb in 
surface morphology ' and 'the order in which the corresponding functional heads are 
adjoined to the v& in syntax' (Janda & Kathman 1992: 142). The only morphological 
device, then, that cm achieve the d e ~ ~ t d  para114 between morphological and syntactic 
structure is affixation. Yet it is clearly inadequate to the task of describing the mismatch 
in question.~4~ 5s 

For 'abmct' interpretations of the 'exploded' Infl model, which include Giorgi 
and Fianesi's study, the problem raised by such mismatches is a far subtler one, since 
analyses of this kind assume a much l a s  direct relation between the 'abstract' 
morphemes that they posit and surface morphology. Here, this relation is understood to 
be mediated by processes that determine the morphophonological shape of these 
morphemes, and which have been argued to include the insertion and head-to-head 
movement of morphemes, the 'merger' and 'fusion' of stmcturally adjacent nodes 
(which maintain two separate nodes and mate a single node, respectively), and the 
'fission' of one node into two (see e.g. Halle & Marantz 1993, esp. 115-16, for 
discussion). Given the power of these morphophonoIogical devices, it is necessary to 
ask how we may determine the morphosyntadic content of the morphemes that serve as 
input to them. 

Many critiques of this approach,s as Halle and Marantz (1 993: 133) point out, 
have assumed that 'each morphosyntactic feature ... constitute[s] a single morpheme.' 
They dispute this, however, arguing that 'several morphosyntactic features can (and 
sometirnes must) coexist in a singie morpheme'; and that the detamination of this 

Not ia mention other c t ~ a ~ ~ c a i l y  cornniun f- of mn<oacateaative morphdogy such 
as stem-allomorphy and suppletion, or more exotic forms such as 'split' intlection (in which 'a given 
çategory is marked in îw a more mn-adjacent phces within a singe word or senteace), as found in 
French and in the Keresan languages of New Mexico; a such phenornena as  the dependence of 
morpbemes 'on non-syntactic criteria of a azorphological &or phomlogical nature'. as f o d  in 
Choctaw and Afar (Janda & Kathman 1992: 147-50; see also Anderson 1988: 31-33 and Joseph & 
SmirnioCopolous 1993 f a  firrtha discusîion). 

55 Of course. W pre mt the d y  proôlems associatecl with 'c-te' interpretations of 'explo&d' 
Infl. Anotha signifiant one, as obse~ed by Janda aod Kathman (1992: 14647). is thai 'each bighly 
iafle~ted language must have iB omi language-specific uoderlying SbUChUe. a conclusion which is nt 
odds with the GB program of m h h k i g  cnisklinguistic ciifferences in uaderlying syntactic shucture.' 

% ~ h e s e  iaclude ~nderson 1992 and F'uiium & zwicky 1991, q.v. 



clustering of features must be part of morphological theory.57 We might take the 
clustering of person and number features as a fairly uncontroversial example of this 

coexistence (even though it does seem to be at odds with the notion of the morpheme as 
the 'smallest unit of meaning'). Yei, as HaUe and Marantz themselves admit, it remauis 
unclear how other, more semanticaily signifiant features - in particular, the tense 
features which we have been disaissing - 'are distributeci among the fundional heads 
in the syntax' (ibid). 

These considerations retm us duectly to Giorgi and Pianesi's claims about the 
morphemes in the Latin and Iialian verbal systems. Given that Latin, in particular, 
encodes a range of morphosyatactic distinctions in its verbal system (including those of 
tense, aspect, mood, voice, person and number) and does so in a manner that often 
results in mismatches, as we have already seen, a c lah  about how the features that 
encode them are distributed in the syntax seems crucial to an analysis of this system. 
However, Giorgi and Fianesi simply avoid such a daim by singling out tense (and 
agreement) for syntactic implementation, and absûacting away from these other 
distinctions. The question we must then ask is wheîher this privileging of tense can be 
defended - for example, because the other distinctions can be reduced to that of tense, 
or because they have no syntactic funaion. The first possibiiity, it seems, can be mIed 
out on the basis of even a cursory examination of the verbal paradigms of these 
morphologically rich languages. The second is more difficult to assess, since the notion 
of 'syntactic function' relevant to the task is n d  obvious. This is because Giorgi and 

Pianesils study is concernai largely with subtle claims about the relation between 
morphosyntactic form and interpretation, rather than the gross syntactic effects 
associated, say, with the distincîion between h i t e  and non-finite forms. Nevertheless, 
our examination of the Latin 'perfect' forms, which pointed to the existence of a 
'perfective' feature, has argued strongly against such a status for tense in the verbal 
system of Latin (or Italian, to which similar arguments apply). 

This laves us with the following dilemma. If we wish to preserve Giorgi and 

Pianesi's claim that tense morphemes are associated only with particular temporal 
relations, then we have no obvious site for the encoding of the other morphosyntactic 
features in question. However, if we follow Halle and Marantz's (1993: ibid.) 
suggestion that distinctions of tense, mood, and voice, for example, are 'features of a 
single Tns node', then Giorgi and Pianesi's daim is depriveci of its empirical force, 
since in this case tznse morphernes are predicted to appear in every sentence; so that a 
key virtue of their analysis, which rejects the strategy of 'hypothesizing a structure.. in 

57 Of course, die more tbat 'abstract marpheme' theuries posit morphemes containing clusters of 
feahaes, rather than single feahires, the l e s  ibere is to disünguish them h m  M e s  'tbaî make more 
tborwghgoing use of f e s ~ e  complexes' (Pullum & Zwicky 1991: 3%); anci the greater îhe burden of 
justifyiq the remaining differeoces between them - in particular. the powerful operations that the 
former theories exploit, as catalogued in the k a  



eveq case, for eveq language, even if no evidence can be deîeded to this purpose' 
(Giorgi & Pianesi 1991: 208),58 is lost. 

A similar methodological problem faces Giorgi and Pianesi's treatment of 

agreement marking in Latin and Italian. We saw earlier that the '2nd person present 
perfed' forms in Latin were sensitive to îhis particular tenseJaspezt combination. This 
situation is, in fact, not uncornmon in Latin, as suggested by dher instances noted by 
Matthews,sQ or in Italian, whose verbal paradigms display similar patterns.60 Of 
course, these hcts cannot be captured directly in the analysis that Giorgi and Pianesi 

assume, which assigns tense and agreement features to different nodes, although they 
can be readily accommodated in terms of the devices that were mentioned earlier - say, 
by the 'fissioning' of a 'perfective' morpheme into two and the subsequent adjunction 
of one of them to an agreement morpheme While these operations could certainly 
produce the desired result, their ability to do so is oniy consistent with the positing of 
distinct agreement and aspedual morphemes, and provides no independent support for 
it. The motivation for such a mode1 of hfl thus remtins rather weak - notwithstanding 
the impoÿtant duties it has been assigned in recait syntadc re~eafch (see eg. Chomsky 
1993). 

The foregoing considerations thus tell against the 'exploded' Infl mode1 of 
inflectional morphology, which appears to have little conceptual or empirical 
motivation, and which vastly increases the machinery of linguistic theory while 
providing no correspondhg increase in its explanatory power. Such considerations 
have, in hct, led many researchers to rqect the existence of a functional category Infl 
altogether, describing morphosyntactic categories in terms of bundles of features 
'embedded under a teminal auxiliary- or main-verb node' (Jan& & Kathman 1992: 
152). 

While the proliferation of functional categories countenanced by the 'exploded' 
Infl mode1 has had many undesirable consequemes, the distinction between 'lexical' 
and 'fundional' categories itself seems highly desirable, providing a ready means of 
capturing significant syntactic and semanbc differences between a language's 'content 
words* and 'function words' within a highly restricted set of assumptions about how 
words are represented. Accordingly, theories that exploit this distinction (such as 
'Principles and Parameters' theory) have a distinct advantage over those that do not 
(such as 'Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar'), since the latter have no direct 
means to describe 'fundion words', and must, therefore, appeal to other possibilities. 

This issue is also raised by Ackema, Neleman. and Weerman (1992: ai), who seek to address it 
in theu anaiysis of furictioaol projections, q.v. 

59 Mattbews (1972: 153) &semes that '1st perron singuiiu', for example. bas three allomwphs, 
-0:. -m. oad 4:. which occur with '-nt'. 'futrae'. d ' p e d '  fMnis, respectively. 

For example. '1st person siagular' is signdkd by -O in the present. -i in the 'pst absolute', and 
o in the 'future' (see e.g. Russo 1929: 402-3). 



One is to assirnilate them, often rather improbably, to the class of 'content words' (as in 
Pullum's (1982) analysis of infinitival tu as a non-fuite verb). Another is to introduce 
them syncategorernatically -an even less desirable possibility, since, as Pullum (1982: 
182) notes, 'it introduces irreducibly parochial (Ianguage-particular) elements into the 

syntactic rules of the language instead of assigning them to the natural repository for 
such parochiality, the lexicon'; and 'formalizes a distinction between words in a 
language for which there is absoluteiy no warrant in terms of the intuition of the native 
speakd.61 

For these reasons, we shd  be a&ptiag the consmative position - which is aIso 
perhaps the sirnplest one consistent with the data - that morphosyntactic categories of 
the verb are repfesented syntacticaliy as a bundle of features dominateci by Infl. Since 
we shali be concaried prirnarily with the representation of tense, this assumption also 
permits us to avoid a cornmitment about the representation of other categories without 
affecting other claims we SU be making about phrase structure. In this way, we can 
rnake a significant use of the funaionai category Infl in describing tense, without miring 
ourselves in controversies h m  which we are unable to extricate our~elves.~~ 

What these last remarks suggest, then, is that, despite the many problems we 
have seen with syntactic approaches to tense, such approaches still remain the best hope 
for its analysis. This, as McGilvray (1994: 3) has argued, is because it is the syntax 
which 'determines an expression's meaning as finely as possible', and is thus the 

natural site for the foundation of a theory of tense and temporal interpreiation. Since this 

view of the relation beîween form and meaning is not a familiar one, it is worth 
describing in some dezail before we pro& any further with our anaiysis. Such a view, 
which McGilvray has developed in various studies, will thus be the subject of the next 
section. 

Early in the chapter, we identified two key terms in our discussion of tense: 'tense* and 
'reference'. So far we have considered onIy the first, examining a number of proposais 

for the characterization of tense, and concluding that a syntactic approach was the most 
fniitful of these. Ln this subsection, we tum to a consideration of reference, to see if we 

61 This is not to say that analyses within theories tbpt do distinguish between lexical a d  functional 
caregories have mt made ûequent recourse to syncategmmtic items, as Puiium (1982: 182) notes. 
One class of wwds hat are still denied hioctiooal categMitation in most generative research (but see 
e-g. Munn 1987) is that of mihdinating conjunctions. 

62 Oae issue on which 1 shaii mr be cakjng a stand is that of how functiooal feaatres are ultimately 
realized on the verb in Engi~sh. However, since 'a&-lowering' has k e n  called into question by a 
number of shidies (e-g. Gazdar, PuUum & Sag 1982; Chomsky 1993) and the verb appears mt KI move 
to Infl in the syntax, one possibility is that marphologicai mles simply associate functional feaîures 
with the l e x i d  beed whose maximaI projection is s e W  by the head hosting these feanires - in this 
case, V. d o s e  maximal projection is select& by M. 



can arrive at an understanding of this notion sufficient to guide our subsequent analysis. 
As we did with tense, we shall advert here to the 'cornmonsense' view of reference, 
which, as it pertains to time, takes 'present' tense, for exarnple, to 'refer' to present 
time, and 'past' tense to 'refer' to pst time. Again we shall be endeavouring to show 
that this view is not so much inmect  as it is limited; and suggesting how it rnay be 

supplernmted. These suggestions will be couched in terms of a theory of reference 
developed by McGilvray (eg. 1991, 1994, 1995a,b,c), which is 'syntactic' in a sense 
to be made precise below, and thus complements the syntaaic approach to taise that we 
have already endorsed Unfortunately, we cannot undeatake a deîailed review of the 
Literature relevant to the issues McGilvray discusses, since this would take us well 
beyond the confines of this study. What we M l &  instead is simply to highlight sorne 
of these issues in outlining McGilvray's approach, which will guide our analysis of 
various tense constructions in the folIowing chapters. 

McGilvray argues that '[tlhe ta& of a theory of reference is to explain how an 
expression individuates, picks out, or specifies someching ... by outlining what sort of 
cornpetence people display when they know to what an expression refers' (McGilvray 
1991: 182). His claim is that such a theory should n d  appeal to tnith, since the 
knowledge in question does not centre on the relationship between language and the 
world (or worlds). Rather, this relationship is onIy one involved in the exercise of 
referential cornpetence, which by hypothesis comprises different cornpetences, 
correspondhg to the kind of referent (and thus reference) found at each of the three 
temporal intervals, 'is', 'iR', and 'iE* (Reichenbach's 'S', 'R', and 'E', respectively, as 
noted in $2.1.4.3.2.2), that every sentence pi& out (ibid). 

2.2.1. 'MEANINGS' AND 'MEANINGFULNESS' 

What is required for McGilmy's argument to go through is his distinction between 
'meanings' and 'meaningfulness', which are associated with two very different kinds 
of abilities involved in the process of interpretation (McGilvray 1991: 29-30). The 
former involves 'a speaker's ability to refer to or specify sentential contents', and the 

latter a 'speaker's ability to judge and make daims about the world' (ibid, 145). An 
account of the latter 'is indubitably epistemic', inasmuch as it must deal with matters of 

'tmth, probability, existence, and rational thought' (ibid, 148). As such, it cannot 
avoid 'speak[ingl to the relationship between language and the world'. In contrast, 
McGilvray insists, an account of the former onnd properly deal with such matters, but 
must instead take meaning to be 'world-independent' (ibid, 145). 

Given that so many semantic theories have 'Wied] to make buth and logic do the 
work of individuating meanings for sentences or parts of sentences' (McGilvray 1994: 
28), it is natural to ask why this assumption should be abandoned. A simple answer is 



that knowledge of tmth conditions and knowledge of meanings are two different things. 
More specifically, the abiiity to determine the tNth conditions of a sentence presupposes 
the ability to determine 'which situation would make that sentence true'; and this, 
McGilvray argues, 'is a matter of knowing what the meaning of the sentence is'. Yet 
the latter knowledge merely guides and 'does not in any way determine our knowledge 
of a sentence's acncal truthconditions or situations of correct use' (ibid, 29-30). 

There are other important reasons to see our competence at meanings as 
independent of our competence at judging. One is our ability to 'understand fidional 
tales as easily as real-life ones', or more generally to understand 'the content of a 
sentence no matter what world it appIies to and without regard to whether someone is 
asserting, denying, or amjecturing' (McGilvray 1991: 34). Another is the fad that 
competence at judging is dependent upon belief and (at times highly specialized) 
knowledge, whether factual or conceptua1 (ibid., 31, 35). Making these part of our 
knowledge of meanings, though uncontrov~sial for the truth-conditionalist, leads to a 
highly improbable view of the nature of communication. Because it rnakes knowledge 
of meanings 'a matter of having a theory of the world' (ibid., 151), it leaves 
communication prey to sceptical doubts - 'suggest[ingl we should be worried about 
whether anything we say is ever understwd' (ibid, 153). But such scepticism seems 
unwarranted, since '[wle never encounter any serious doubts about what a word means 
except in perfectly obvious cases - where we try to speak an unfamiliar language, for 
instance' (ibid). 

A theory of meaning, then, should serve not to relate expressions to r d -  or 
possible-world entities or to truth values, but only to tell us how they receive the 
meanings that they do. McGilvray's own theory, with its 'syntactic' cast, does so by 
identifying the meaning of an expression with its 'logical form'; this, 'as a fist 
approximation', is a 'fully specified phrase marker', which 'serves as an interface to 
cognitive domains' (ibid, 25). McGilvray's claim, in other words, is that the syntax 
itself detamùles the meaning of expressions; and thus that 'understanding the meanings 
of expressions' is a matter of 'having a syntaaic competence' (ibid, 6). 

2.2.2. KINDS OF REFERENCE 

We can see how McGilvray applies this view of 'referential competence' to the 
treatment of tense by turning again to his 'supplemeri ted Reichenbachian ' notation, 
which was given in 82.1.4.3.2.2 and is repeated below. The claim expresseci by this 
notation is that each sentence in English (and, presurnably, other languages) is 
associated with three temporal intervals; and that each of these intervals hosts a different 
kind of aitity: 



(106) S = <p, t, is> p is a speaker or 'stoxyteiier' 
R = <y, c, iR> t is a tokai or an utteaance 

E = CO, t, iE> c is a class of things or individuais 

0 is a situation 
y is a 'perceiver-describer' 
is, iR> and iE are intervals of tirne 

The differences between these entities are reflected in the different forms of 
reference required to individuate them. Thus, 't', the 'sentence token' and 'p', the 
'speaker as judge' at time of speech are individuated through 'exemplificational 
reference*; 'c', the 'cornpanion' at referaice tirne, is individuated through 'identifying' 
reference; and '0*, the situation at situation time is individuated througi1 picture 
reference. ('y', which indicates 'the speaker as referring on an occasion to a sentential 
content*, is specified 'if c, 0, and the RE reiationship for a particular sentence are 
indicated' (ibid., 158).) The importance of this view for temporal reference in 

particular, as we shall see below, is simply this: that 'temporal referential' compe€ence 
is taken to consist only in the ability to attend to and analyse sentences in this way, and 
n a  in the ability to assess whether the 'situation' described by a particular sentence is 
tme at some tirne 

This is brought out most clearIy in McGilvray's description of 'picture reference'. 
This notion serves as the keystone of his 'syntactic' theory of meaning, bearing the 
central burden of explaining how 'competent people' have no difficulty at al1 
recognizing, on king presented with a sentence token, the situation the token refers to 
or individuates* (ibid., 164). What 'picture reference' is, as its name suggests, is 
reference to a given entity by piduring it. An expression or set of expressions picturcs a 
particular class of referents by virtue of its syntactic form alone: thus, 'members of the 
same syntactic category pidure in m m  or fess the same way the sarne sorts of 'things"' 

(ibid, 186). For exampfe, predicates picture properties, prepositional phrases picture 
properties or relations, and sentences picture situations. The lexical content of an 
expression delimits its 'picture referent' still further, by identifying a member in this 
class of referents; and together with context, determines a unique 'picture referent'. 
Accordingly, any picture refers to a 'situation', and each picture refers to at most one 
'situation', since 'any relevant diffaence in a picture rnakes it different fiom any otha 
and ipso facto constitutes it as (pidure-)refe.rring to something else' (ibid., 165). 
(Disambigution of 'situations', then, does not depend on differences in truth- 
conditions - a matter to which we shall be retuming in chapter 2.) 

'Picture-referential' cornpetence, then, is broadiy 'syntactic* in nature, consisting 
in a speaker-hearer's ability to 'see' the 'situation' 'displayed in a sentence-in-context' 

by recognizing its syntactic form and lexical content, which constnict 'a complete and 



detailed picture' of this 'situation' (ibid., 165, 173, 184). McGilvray emphasizes that 
this cornpetence is indifferent both to the existence of the referait and to the speaker's 
knowledge about it; some sign pichrerefers to some thing simply 'by k ing  a particular 

kind of sign' (ibid., 166). 
'Identirng reference' is similady hdiffffent to the existence of or specialized 

knowedge about the referent. Unlike 'picture reference', howeva, it is basically 
'perceptuai' rather than 'syntactic' in nature, since it serves to make 'something not 
immediately present to the speaker salieat' by means of abilities asaiated with our 
perceptual systems - although a sentence can refer 'identifyingly ' only by virtue of a 
speaker-hearer's syntaaic abiiity to transform the perceptual salience of particuiar 
expressions into that of the entities pictured by thern (ibid, 33, 201, 208). What is 
'referred to identiflingly' is, from the speaker's perspective, what he or she 'is paying 
attention to'; and fkom the hearer's perspedive, 'what the speaker 'has in mind" as the 
thing he or she is talking about when he or she produces a tensed sentence as a 
conûibution to a story' (ibid, 21617). This McGilvray sees as 'a matter of perceptual 
focusing'. In other words, focussing on 'cg, the 'cornpanion' that is the object of this 
reference, appears to involve 'somethuig lilce taking oneself in imagination to a thing or 
things somewhere and somewhen and "paceiving" it tha i  and when' (ibid., 202). 
Mormver, fixing 'c' in this way also fixes 'i,', since 'c' is located at some tirne, which 
is, by hypothesis, 'i,' (McGiivray 1995a: 5). Notice, however, that it is basic to the 
exercise of this fm of refmential cornpetence that it is irrelevant whettier 'c' is part of 
the 'real' world or Wsts in ' r d '  time. This independence explains 'how fictionai 
identibing reference appears to be as easy as it is: we jost do not need, in referrhg to 
HarnIet, to refm to Shakespeare' (McGilvray 1991: 204). 

As such, both 'picture' and 'identifying' varieties of reference stand in marked 
contrast to 'exemplificationai refamce', which is essentially parochial, requiring 'real- 
world' referents. This is because the latter 'is a form of self-reference', in which a 
token of a tensed sentence, in exempiifying certain properties that it possesses, 'refer[s] 
to itself as having those properties'. Such a charadgization would be incoherent unless 
we wae dealing with a real sentence token, ptoduced by a real speaker at a reaI time. 
These entities - the sentence token; the time at which this token is produced, namely , 
the 'speech tirne', or 'now'; and the speaker who is now producing this token - are 

thus the 'ml-world' referents in question. As McGilvray describes it, then, 
'exemplificational reference' pertains essentiaiiy to sentence tokens; but the specification 
of the 'speech time', or 'now', foiiows directly fkom this description, since 'now' is 
'simply the time at which this token is produced' @id, 16243). 

Clearly, McGiivray's theory gives us a quite cornpIex picture of temporal 
reference, which not oniy distinguishes three temporal intervals, as Reichenbach does, 
but associates these intervals with different forms of reference, corresponding to their 



different natures, Significantly, the temporal entity represented by 'i,' is the only one in 
this theory that is tied to the ' r d '  world, just as the speaker and the sentence token 
produced by the speaker are the only non-temporal entities that are The other two 
intervals, represented by 5,' and '$', are not tied in this way, but may be located in any 
world, whether real, possible, or impossible. (Given this difference in the nature of 
these intervals, we might exped a difference in their linguistic rqmentation - a matter 
to which we shall retuni in the foiiowing chapters.) 

Such a picture of temporal reference supplements the pidure offered by the 
'commonsense' view - according to which 'present' tense refers to present time and 
'pst' tense to pst tirne, as we have already nded - in a number of ways. Many of 
these foiiow directly h m  this picture's 'Reichenbachian' source, including those 
associated with the chim that every tensed sentence, not just those with 'present' 
tenses, refers to the 'speech time' - albeit in a speciai, 'exemplificational' fashion -; 
and to two additional times, 'reference the' and 'situation time' - a distinction which 
provides a powerfui tooI for the analysis of many tense constructions, as we shall see. 
Others, pecuiiar to McGilvray's theory, include an understanding of temporal reference 
as a property of tensed sentences rather than of tenses alone, which perrnits a proper 
recognition of the rôle of other temporal elements, such as temporal adverbials, in 

securing such refaence; and the claim that our abiiity to refer to ' r d '  things at ' r d '  
times is just a s p d  case of our ability to refer to anything at any tirne. While we shall 
be making only occasional appeal to McGilvray's terminology in the following 
chapters, the g e n d  view of temporal reference that his theory offas, as we have seen 

here, will undenvrite much of the analysis of tense that we shaii be canvassing there. 

At this point, we have addressed many pressing conceptual and methodological issues 
in the study of tense - including the properties of tense that such a theory should seek 
to describe; the kind of linguistic phenornenon (say, semantic, syntactic, or 
rnorphological) that tense represents, and thus the 'module' of the grammar level at 
which it is best chmcterized; and the kind of forrnaiism that best seves this purpose - 
and reached some tentative conclusions on these matters. We are thus now in a position 
to proceed with Our analysis of tense, making use of our findings. What our 
considerations point to is a theory of tense that is 'Reichenbachian' in spirit and 
syntactic in orientation, seeing tense basicaiiy as a set of morphosyntactic features that 
express relations between 'S' and 'R'; and that combine with other elements - 
including vertis, adverbials, complementizers, and other tenses - and context in 
establishing temporal reference. 



Crucial to this theory is the daim that tenses underspecify temporal 
interpretations; so that the range of readings that they receive is due not to their 
ambiguity, but to the contribution of other temporal elements and context. This daim 
will be cashed out in terms of a 'Linking' mechanism, which associates these various 
temporal elements under certain weildefined conditions, and captures these readings in 
a straightfoward manner, without appeal to powerful derivat ional processes or 
additionai abstrad strudure. 

The rest of the study wili be organized as foliows. Chapter 2 will consider tenses 
in simple sentences, and introduce a feature system of tenses and a 'linking' mechanism 
to capture the range of readings that tmses may receive Chapter 3 will extend this 
analysis to tenses in cornplex setitences - in parti&, those containing cornplemat, 
temporal, and relative clauses -, showing that these cases can also be capturai in 
terms of 'linking'. Chapter 4 will extend the analysis in a somewhat different direction, 

to the treatment of non-finite constructions. Finally, chapter 5 will offer some 
concluding mmarks. 



A LINKiNC THEORY OF TENSE: 

ANALYSINC TENSES M SIMPLE SENTENCES 

Ln chapter 1, we posed certain basic questions about the nature of tense and time 
referace, air tentative answers to them sezving to introduce a general approach to tense 
that was 'Rekhenbachian' in spirit and broadly syntactic in form. We also aliuded to a 
specific implementation of this approach, which we dubbed a 'linking theory' of tenses. 
In this and the following chapters, we turn our attention to the data of tense - in 
particular, certain puzzles surroundhg the analysis of tense in simple and complex 
sentences -as we sketch in the details of this syntactic 'Reichenbachian' approach. 

We shall begin by examinhg certain properties of tenses in simple sentences, 

applying our results to the analysis of tenses in complex sentences in chapters 3 and 4. 

What will be of interest here is the range of interpfeîations that tenses may receive even 
in simple sentences, and the various attempts that have been made to capture this range 
while still preserving a coherent analysis of particular tense forms. The devices 
commonly invoked for this purpose have included (i) homophonous tense forms, 
which make different readings a matter of lexical ambiguity; (ii) 'abstract' or 'hidden' 
structure associated with certain readings of a given tense and not others; (iii) 
'transformationai' rules that operate on 'underlying' tense forms to derive the foms or 
interpretations (or both) that are aauaily obswed; and finally (iv) morphosyntactic 
representations of tenses that 'underdetermine' their temporal intapreîations, and are 
thus compatible with a range of such interpretations. As we shall see, it is this last 

possibility which is to be favoured on empirical as well as conceptual grounds; and 
which will be the point of departure for the account of tense to be presented in this 
study. This account will propose (i) a feature analysis of tenses, as a way of cashing 
out the daim that tenses are 'indeterminate' with respea to temporal interpretation; and 
(ü) a temporal 'linking' mechanism, which relates the grammatical elements, including 
tenses, verbs, and temporal adverbials and complementizers, that play a rôle in temporal 
interpretation. It is thmugh this device that the different interpreîations available to these 
'indeterminate' tetises may be ddved. 



1. SOME ISSUES SURROUNDtNG TENSES M SIMPLE SENTENCES 

Our point of departure for this investigation wilf be certain puzzles in the andysis of 
tense in simple sentences. The basic task that we shall set for ourseIves will be to test 
the 'cornmonsense' view that tenses do nd involve any radical arnbiguities, so that the 
'present' tense refers to present tirne, the 'past' tense to p s t  tirne, the 'future' tense to 
future tirne, and so on. Our task, in other words, wilt be to determine whether a unified 
analysis of various tenses is possible, and to examine those uses of tenses that offer a 
particular challenge to this view. Among these we might include (i) uses of the 'will 
future' that & not appear to describe future situations; (5) readings of the 'present* that 

do not appear to be true at the time of speech, or are true for a much longer inteval than 
the tirne of speech; (iii) the cluster of puzzles associated with the  analysis of the 

'perfect' foms, such as the range of readings available for the 'present perfect', and the 
apparent differences in the behaviour of the 'present perfed' and 'past perfect', 
including those related to co6ccurrmce resbicîions with temporai advabiais. 

We shail pmceed, then, by describing each of these puzzles in twn and reviewing 
some cornmon approaches to  them, with an eye toward our goal of disceniing a 
coherent pattern amid the range of interpretations that the various tense foms in 
question have ken claimed to bear. Our strategy for achieving this goal will be to try to 
fit certain pieces of these puzzles into a theory of tense, others into a theory of 
aspeauality, and others still into theories of the relation between language and cognition 
and between language and the world (and which, in McGilvray's (199 1) t m s ,  are 
related to the 'meaningfulness', rather than the 'meaning', of sentences, as ciiscussed in 
chapter 1). As we shall see, the pieces of our tense puzzles can indeed b e  plausibly 
sorteci out in this way; so that tenses, even with th& 'special' uses, can be described 
quite simply in essenthliy 'Reichenbachian' terms. This will be the goal of the analysis 
of tense to be presented later in the chapter, which will 'bracket out* these dher 
wntributions to temporal interpretation, in order to highlight the contribution of tenses 
themselves. M a t  we shall fin& however, as studies such as Smith 1978 have already 
done, is that this contribution is ofteri so intricately tied to that of temporal advabials 
that tve m o t  'bracket out' the latter in desaibing how tenses behave, but must instead 
make them an integraI part of our analysis. 

1.1. THE STATUS OF WZLi 

In Our remarks above, we sa oursdves the task of determining the status of the 
'mmmonsense' view that, for example, the 'present' tense refers to present time, the 
'past' tense to p s t  time, and the 'future' tense to future time. Now, taking this task 

seriously invoIves facing one of greatest challenges for analyses of tenses: namely, 



determinhg the most plausible explanation of signifiant differmces in the behaviour of 
what is apparmtly a single tense form. 

As it happens, the simpIest way to account for such differences is to posit 
lexically distinct forms underiying these differences. Whether this account is aIso the 
most plausible is quite a different matter, which can be judged only on the basis of the 

evidence adduced for the distinct forms in question. While gauging the piausibility of 
these distinct forms is hardly a matta of great precision, there are nevertheless a 
number of considerations to which we may appeal in doing so. Among these are (i) the 
number of items king posited, (ii) the distinctness of the contexts in which the various 
items are posited to oc-, and (iii) cross-linguistic evidence of analogous items with 
analogous ranges of behaviour. The idea b&d each of these is essentially the same: 
namely, that scepticism wiil aise regarding the existence of homophonous forms 
whenever there is a strong suspicion that a generalization has been missed. The 
analyses that most invite such suspicion are precisely those that proliferate 

homophonous items without looking for commonalities becween them; or that ovalook 
the contribution of the various contexts in which a given form appears, or the cross- 
linguistic parallels in the behaviour of a given f m  Our discussion below wiii f m s  on 
ci), although some rernarks wiil be offered regarding (i). 

Adrnittedly, decisions about the existence of distinct items become considerably 
more complicated in the case of a grammatical element like will, whose development 
from verb to 'future'-tense marker, and whose long record of uses, some preserved, 

some half-preserved, some lost, might lead us to expect distinct forms. In these cases, 
what should arguably corne to the fore is the nature of the relationship baween the 
items being posited. That is, even if it is plausible to assume, given the long history of 
this item, that ciifferences in its use arose, increased, and were eventually established as 
distinct lexical items, the resulting items would nevertheless have a common ancestry. 
Accordingly, we should favour analyses of these items that assert this commonality - 
for example, by representing them ail as subsets of the same set of morphosyntactic 
features, as suggested in 'Generalized Phrase Structure Grarnrnar' (GPSG) and 'Head- 
driven Phrase Structure Grammar' (HPSG) studies of the English auxiliary systern 
(e.g. Gazdar et al. 1982; Warner 1993) - over those that view these items as 
fundamentally distinct, on the analogy of the two distinct entries associateci with the 
phonologid string b*]. In addition, we should not expect every diffmce in use to 
be reflected in a distinct entry, simply because cemin gros d i f f ~ a c e s  are encoded in 
this rnanner. 

The modal auxiiiary will is certainly one form whose range of uses, and whose 
treatment in the literature, neatly encapsulates these various issues. While it seerns that 
most instances of this form can be readily analysed as specifying future 'situations', 
some are difficult to subsume under such as analysis. Hence the distinction made by 



some authors, such as Palmer (1988: 136ff.), between 'temporal' and 'modal' will, 
whereby the latter instances express such notions as 'volition', 'attenuation', 

'likelihood', 'inherent capacity', and 'characteristic (or predictable) behaviour' (eg. 
Fleischman 1982: 129; Declerck 1991: 87).1 The most interesthg of these for our 

purposes are the latter four, in which will is used even though the sentences in which it 
occurs are tnie at the time of speech, 'so that there is no a priori reason for not using the 
present taise' (DeclPrck 1991: 87). While such uses are often treated as homophonous 
occurrences of will, we shall see that they are amenable to a uni* account of this 
form, aççording to which it expresses, in 'Reichenbachian' terms, the relation S R * .  
We shall also see that in most instances, even some of the problematic ones just 
mentioned, will expresses the relation 'u'. In some instances, however, it quite 
clearly does not. These instances will serve to motivate the analysis of tense to be 

proposed lata in the chapter, which can accommodate them within a unitary treatment 
of will. 

The tint of these 'exceptional' uses of will, that of 'likelihood', expresses some 
'belief or 'conjecture' in the likelihood of the situation described @ecl& 199 1 : 87). 
Accordhg to Palmer (1 988: 136), it may be paraphraseci as 'a reasonable conclusion is 
that ...'. Some examples of this use are given below: 

(1) a. That t fhg  rustliag h the bushes over there will no &ubt be a chipmunk. 
(based on Lakoff 1970: 839, cited in Declerck 1991: 84, (133b)) 

b. They wili be across the border by now. 
c. m n  the beil rings] That will be the milkman. (ibid, 87, (145a-b)) 

This use has cumrnonly been invoked in arguments against a unitary treatment of 
will as a 'future' tense marker (cg. Lakoff 1970). The reason for this is clear since 
sentences lilce those in (1) aii describe situations that are already holding at the time of 
speech, as just noted, th& temporal interpretation appears to be incompatible with the 
assignrnent of such a status to wiU. 

The same rernarks apply to the uses of will to indicate 'inherent capacity' and 
'chaxaderistic (predidabIe) behaviour'. These are illustrated, respectively , in (2) and 

(3): 

(2) a. This jug wiil hold two litres. 
b. This auditorium will seat 320 people. (Declerck 1991: 87, (146)) 
c. A hard-sided suitcase will carry less than a soft-sided one. 

Smith is one author who interprets these different uses of will as evidence that it is never a 
marker of 'future' teIlSe (see e.g. Smith 1978). Partee (197%) anci Enç (1987) also daim that will is a 
mudai and ml a tense marker. 'The discussion in the text applies equsilly to this view. 



(3) a. Oil will float on water. (Palmer 1974: 1 12) 
b. He will talk for hours if you give him a chance. 

(Declerck 199 1 : 87, (14%)) 

c. Boys will be boys. (Lakoff 1970: 848) 
d. Words will never hurt him 

Here, too, we can see that will is king used to describe 'situations' that are tme at the 
time of speech. On closer inspection, we cm also see that these two categories describe 
very similar kinds of 'situations'. The diffaences beâween them are arguabIy reducible 
to the unavailability in the f m e r  of animate refaents, which are less naturally thought 
of as having inherent capacities than of having characteristic or predictable fonns of 
behaviour. This may be brought out by mmparing the sentence in (2c) with that in (4): 

(4) This cbnkey WU carry 150 kilos. 

It seems odd to say that this sentence indicates the donkey's inherent carrying capacity, 
rather than, say, its predidable carrying behaviour. This is because we think of a @ v a  

donkey as performing an activity in carrying some amount, but we do not think of 
suitcases as doing so.2 This suggests that we should not attribute any difference in the 
interpretation of the two sentences in question to differences in the behaviour of will, 

but rather to differences in the entities to which the subjects of these two sentences 
respeaively refer.3 

A fourth use of will that describes 'situations' holding at the time of speech, but 

to much different illocutionary ends, is its 'attenuative' use (Fleischrnan 1982: 94). This 
appears in polite requests such as those in (5): 

(5) a. That wiU be $250 plus tax. (ibid, (180)) 
b. Those mangoes will be three for a dollar. (Lakoff 1970: 840) 

This is not to soy that the notion of 'behaviour' s b d d  be thought of as applying ody to animate 
entities. For example, it seems perfectly acceptable to take the foiiowing sentence to describe the 
record's 'piaying behaviwr' rather tùan itç 'piaying capacity': 

(3 Thisrecordwiii play fu45 minutar (James McGilvray, persooal communication) 

Tbe point th;it 1 am tsring to make in the text is ady tbat any difference bz-n tbe use of wili in (2c) 
a d  its use in (4) - if ibere octuplly is one - sbould mt be attributed to differemes in the meaning of 
will itself. but rather to ciifferences in the nature of the entities to which these sentences respectively 
refer. 

Unless. of course. we ore W n g  to coutename two different lexical entries f a  curry, one 
ossociated with animaîe and the other with inanimnk subjects. Howver, the impimplausibility of this 
osnimptioa, given that verts iImost riever select for features of th& subjects in this way (see e.g. 
Morantz 1984: 23-3 1). suggests Little reason to do so. 



That this use describes a present 'situation' is clear from the fact that, as Declerck 
(1991: 84, n. 90) points out, a shopkeeper who utters sentences like those in (5) knows 
at the time of utterance what the pices of the items in question are. 

We can arguably coiiapse ai i  four of these 'present situation' uses of will, given 
that the differences in the interpretation of each type appear to depend on differerices in 
the 'situations' that each respectively describes, and not on will itself. The 'inherent 
capacity', 'characteristic behaviour', and 'attenuative' uses seem to be about more or 
less permanent paoperties or forms of behaviour; whiie the 'belief uses seem to be 
about relatively temporary 'situations'. 

Intaestingly, these diffetences are rdected in differences in the ability of will to 
be substituted by the 'present' tense. Construchg examples of 'belief uses of will that 
are not interchangeable with the 'present ' is quite straightforward, as the sentences in 
(6) demonstrate. in contrast, one is hard-pressed to find examples of the other three 
uses that are not sirnilarly interchangeable: 

(6) a. UV-1 { lies } on ihc Mersey. * will lie 

b. f i g h t n o w , ~ { ~ ~  * will be } t i r e c i 4  

c. The building with the big 'Royal Bank' sign [ is } the bank. 
?? will be 

holds m a. ~ s j ~ g { ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ J t w o i i u u  

b . This auditorium ~ ~ ~ w t )  320 people 

c. A hard - sided suitcase {z} l e s  than n soR - sided one 

The sentences in (6a-b) arguably do have acceptable ~e~dings: the former a m~greading situation, 
and the latter a 'scieme-fiction' scenario reriding, in which I must check on a cornputer, say. to 
determine how 1 am (Brendan Giiion. p r s o d  çgmmunicatim). These! facts highlight the point made in 
tbe text that a verification procedure is required for these to be acceptable, since both of these contexts 
assume just such a pocedure. 



H~ {"*) for hours if you give him the chance. 

Boys wiil be }boys 

never hurt 
will never hurt 

} him 

Thit } SI 50 plus tax. 
will be 

ihosc mangas } - for a d o k  
will be 

A plausible explanation of the oontrasts in (6) is that the 'belief use of wiU is felicitous 

in describig 'situations' that are true at the time of speech oniy if the evaluation of th& 

truth requkes some verification procedure (Brendan Giiion, personal communication). 
Hence the clear unacceptability of (da) and (6b), given that Liverpoo1's location on the 
Mersey is a more or less immutable fad about the city, and that a speaker's own fàtigue 
is seif-evident to him to her; and the sornewhat greater acceptability of (6c), given that 
signs on buildings a .  not always sure guides to the business that is being carried on 

inside - although this scepticism is poorly enough placed that this sentace is perhaps 
best understd as a sarcastic remark or a joke. This would also expiain the absence of 
contrasts in (7) and (8), given the relatively permanent properties that these sentences 
describe. This fad about the latter sentences rnakes it possible, but not necessary, to 

conceive of these 'situations' as requiring evaiuation through a vaification procedure. 
What thus seerns crucial to the acceptability of these three 'present situation' will 

constructions is the possibility of understanding the 'situations' that they describe as 
ones about which a conversationally relevant predidion can be made In other words, a 
speaker who uses will in this manner is not claiming that a 'situation' is holding at the 
time of speech, but 'suggest[ingl that it will become apparent in the future that the 
situation is holding' (Declerck 199 1: 87). 

As for (9), a somewhat different explanation is required, since this use makes no 
obvious appeal to a verification procedure As Declerck (199 1 : 84, n. 90) suggests, this 

use simply 'results h m  the speaker adopting the standpoint of the hearer', and Iocating 



the 'situation' in the future to distance this 'situation' from the time of speech. Thus, if 
we take the sentences in (9) as part of a discourse between shopkeeper and customer, 
then we can see how the versions with will corne to have the effect of a polite request: 
namely, 'b]y locating the act of paying in the future rather than in the present', so as to 
avoid 'putthg pressure on the person who has to pay.' As such, the use of will here is 
again possibIe - indeed, preferable, givea the oontext - but not necessary. 

Given such an explanation of the 'attenuative' use of will, it appears that ail of the 

'present situation' uses we have just examined may be subsumed under the same 
analysis: namely, one which assigus them the 'Reichenbachian' relation 'S-R', as in the 
standard 'future tense' use of will. In this way, these 'exceptional' uses of will can be 
assimilatecl to standard mes. 

We have yet to discuss what is arguably the most common 'modal' use of will, 

namely, that 'used to express volition or willingness on the part of the subject' (Palmer 
1988: 138)' as illustrated in (10): 

(10) a. We can't find a publisher who will take it. 
b. John will help you to find a job. (ibid.) 

However, there is gwd evidence that this use 'always carries with it the meaning of 
futurity' (ibid); such evidence includes contrasts like that given in (1 1)' adduced by 
Palmer (1988): 

(1 1) a. John's wiliing to do it, but he's not going to. 
b. * John'll do it, but he's not going to. 

This use can thus be subsumed without further complications under the 'S-R' analysis 
that we have just given. 

The foregoing arguments seem sufficient to demonstrate that even the 
'exceptional' uses of will that we have been considering can ail be analysed as making 
reference to a future time, if this time is undestood as Reichenbach's 'referace time'. 
However, such an analysis leaves an important question unanswered, given that 
Reichenbach defines the 'future' tense form not in tams of the relation behveen 'S' and 
'R' aione, but also in terms of the relation between 'R' and 'E9.6 This is whether we 

Note, too. that the unacceptability of (1  lb) suggests that the 'volitional' use of will atm& 
involve a distinct lexical entry; this is confirmed by the unacceptability of (i). which is a contradiction, 
d canmt be taken to meao something like 'John is willing IO do it some time in the fuhm. but he 
wilI not manage to'. 

( * John'U do it, but he vvon't. 

Althougb note that this form exodes both whPt Reichenbach (1W7) adk the 'tense' relation 'S- 
R and w b t  be calls the '~spect' relation 'RE (James McGihrray, personal communication). 



a n  still preserve a unitary treatment of will if these 'exceptional' uses describe 
'situations' that aiready hold at the time of speech, and would thus appear to require an 
'ER' structure distinct from that of the standard 'future tense' use of will, in which 'R' 
coincides with 'E' . 

Of course, various technical solutions are available which would aliow us to 
dispense with distinct structures. One (mentioned in our discussion of Hornstein 1990 
in chapter 1) would be to assign the ',' symbol the intapretation 'earlier than or 
cuntemporaneous with', which would aiiow the 'situation' to be holding prior to 'R'. 
Unfortunately, as Hmstein himself has noted, this would aeate new problems if ',' 
were assigneci this interpretation throughout the 'Reichenbachian' tense system, since 
we would not want this interpretation for the 'present' tense, for example. Another 
would be simply to posit a new connective specifically for the 'future' which had the 

desired interpretation. The drawback here, though, would be a loss of the simplicity 
and generality that are the hallmarks of Reichenbach's system. 

A quite different kind of solution, which exploits a distinction described in 
chapter 1, would be to clairn that the 'situation referred to' by the 'future'-tensed verb is 
one that holds subsequent to the time of speech, both in 'standard' uses and in those 
'exceptionai' uses that we have been considering. Accordingly, our recognition that the 
sentences like those in (1H3) describe a 'full situation' that includes the time of speech 
is not be to attributed to the tense of the verb but rather to other contributions to this 
recognition, both linguistic and non-linguistic. 

That this is a plausible solution is suggested by the foilowing two observations. 
The first, a non-linguistic one, is that o u  ability to interpret (2a-c), for example, as 
statements about the 'inherent capacity' of particular jugs, auditoria, and suitcases rats 
on a piece of conceptuai knowledge: namely, that (barring accidents and otha special 
circurnstances) an already-existing object that will hold a certain amount of matter or a 
certain number of objects in the future already does so  no^.^ The other observation, a 
linguistic one already hinted at in the description of the first, is that many of the 

' This c lah  about how w understand the sente- in (2) may seem at odds with rhe observation 
t b t  tbey have a conditional force - tbpt is. that they may be paraphrased os 'if corditions X hold, 
then Y wiii...' @rendan Gillon, personal communication). Tbese perspectives might be reconciled, 
howeva, if we und& this 'coaditiod force' to foiîow h m  the 'SR' specification of wiU and th: 
kinds of assertions that these sentences make. What these sentences assen is that a 'situation' 
involving some object will take place at an arbitmry time in the future given certain very stable 
stnictwal chamcteristics of this entity. Givea basic arreptuai Lnowledge pertaining to these sbuchiral 
characteristics, we iaow tbat whatever conditions X permit Y to hold at a future rime must already 
hou aow; so that we take these senterices to mean 'If conditions X h d 4  then Y will ...; and conditions 
X bold.' On ihis account. it is m coincideux that tbese senteoces have conditionai force even without 
explkit nntecedents: it is because we understand tbe relevant conditions to be inbnnsic to or closely 
associated 4th the objects r e f d  to in tfrese sentences. Hem the contrast betwieen the sentences in 
(2) and the following OSE: 

(0 * A tank will b l d  water. 

This sentence is odd because it is mt obviws under what conditions we shodd take it to apply. 



sentences containing will that are taken to describe 'situations' located at the time of 
speech have a 'deictic* NP argument wtiich, in McGilvray 's (1991) terminology, refers 
'identifyingly* to some entity.8 It is arguably in d u e  of this NP that we undastand the 
'situation' in which its referent participates to be located at this time, since deidic 
elements serve to relate sentences diredy to tfüs tirne Such an analysis of this 'pment 
situation' reading would account for contrasts such as those in (12W13):g 

(12) a. That thing mstling in the bushes over t h ~ e  will no doubt be a chiprnunk. 

(= (la)) 
b. ?? Something mstting in the bushes will no Qubt be a chiprnunk 

(13) a. This auditorium wïiî seat 320 people. 
b. ?? An auditorium wiii seat 320 people 

The (b) sentences are difficult to interpret, because it is n d  clear what in the discourse 
bey are meant to apjdy to. 

Further support for the relevance of this second observation cornes from the 
additional observation that the absence of a deictic NP may give rise to ambiguity 
between 'present ' and 'future' readings. Consider the following ssitençe.. 

(14) The Smiths* house, I suspect, will have four bedrooms. 

This sentence may be used felicitousIy to describe two very different 'situations'. In 
one, which is analogous to those we have been discussing, the speaker may, for 
example, be commenting on the bouse in question on his or her way there, and on the 
bais of various considerations (such as the size and style of the house, and the number 
and age of the children in the Smith family), makes the above predidion about its 
numbex of bedrooms. In the other, the speaker may be describing a house that has not 

This account departs 6rom tbat in M c G i l m y  1991, however, in not tabng the locntion of this 
refereot, McGiIvray's 'c', tO determine 'reference time', but rather in establishing theu locations 
independentiy. Houever. it is highly reminisoent of McGilmy's (1995a) mament of sentences like 
that in (i): 

McGiIvray amiyses this senterre as maiinhg a 'hidden' relative chuse. ço that it m y  be piuaphrpçed 
as 'That man is a person who was in New York yesterday'. The claim in die text acbieves a similnr 
effect for the 'future'-tensed coumpm of such sentences without mahng use of the Oiaguistically 
suspect) sb;itegy of positing a 'hiciden' relative clause. (We sbaii have more to say about ibe difficulties 
associnted with siich 'hidden' structure in 0 1.23 Mm.) 

Note, though, that this sentence is infidicitous if uetered when the auditorium actuPlly bas 320 
peuple in it (James McGilvray. personai communication). This gives additional support to the c l a h  
tbat mch a sentence is adequately analysed in terms of 'S-R'. It also suggests chat the expression 
'present situation' invoked to describe the readings of these sentences is a misnomer. since the 
'situations' to whicb ibey 'pictue reW are lacated a& future thm. 



yet been built, and speculating, on the basis of considerations similar to those just 
enumerated, thae it will have four beclnioms. 

It shouid be noted, however, that the contribution of this deictic marking device to 

the 'prescrit situation' reading of these sentences appears to be a minor one compared to 
that of knowledge regarding the permanence of properties, which makes this reading 
salient for any sentence that is naturally constmed as describing some characteristic 
property or behaviour of some objed. Notice, for example, how easily (13b) can be 
transformed into an acceptable sentence, in which its subjed now denotes a kind: 

(15) An auditorium wiii hold many people (compued to a classroom). l0 

We have thus demonstratexi that an 'w' analysis of even 'present situation' uses 

of will is avaiiable once we distinguish the 'situation referred to' by the sentence itself 
from the 'full situation' (which is reconstnided pnmanly on the bais of non-linguistic 
information). Nevertheles, thme do rernain 'present situation' constructions that are 
not amenable to such an analysis. An example of this refractory construction was given 
in ( lb), and is repeated here as (16): 

(16) They will be across the border by now. 

This sentence mn certainly be analyseci as making a predictian, and thus as expressing 
'S-R'.ll But it is difficult to constnie the 'situation' that it d d b e s  as located at some 
future tirne: the very point of the sentence is that the 'situation' can (probably) be 
located at a time approaching or coinciding with the time of speech.12 Such sentences 
seem to compel us, then, to say that will can be associateci with either 'W' or E-R'. 
However, anotha response to this observation is available, which would allow us to 
deny the assertion that will is ambiguous: this is to daim that will itself does not specifL 
the relation between 'E' and 'R', but leaves it indeterminate. We might posit that a 
default relation of simdtaneity between 'E' and 'R' is assignai to will, and that a 
relation of anteriority, as indicated in sentences like that in (16), is available only in the 
presence of a presmt-timedenoting temporal adverbial. In other words, the 'situation 

l0 ï l e  acceptability of this seirtence imprwes dramatically if OIE makes the auditorium a more 
specfic oœ (Brendan G i l l a  personmi mmmunllintion): 

(3 A McGiU auditorium will seat 320 people. 

This seems to bave tbe iaterpretative effect of a condition - h t  is, 'If ihey kfi when 1 tùought 
rtbey di4 tben tbey will k ricross the barder by now' (Breodao Giiion, pasonal communication). 

l2 Rigter (1986: 123) makes a similPr observation: '[Tj he expectation expressed by WILL is the 
referent of a pcopsition of which the ['E'] can be located in the past a the present a the future of 
['SI'. However, Rigter clPims that wi!l makes the 'RE' relation ambiguous, rather than simply 
indeterminate. as sr@ in the iext 



referred to' by a 'future9-tensed sentence with no such adverbial modification, hke that 

given below, is simply one tocated at sorne (contextually ddamllied) future tirne: 

(17) They will be across the hder .  

This suggestion that will does not speciQ the relation between 'E' and 'R' dso 

aliows for a more perspimous treatment of the 'future perfect' and its ability to c o k c w  
with pst-time-denoting adverbials, as in sentences like that below: 

(18) The documents WU have arrived last week. (Smith 1978: 49, (28)) 

Since will, according to this account, specifies only the relation 'S-R', and leaves the 

'ER' relation free, it may take VP complements that describe situations holding before 
the time of speech, as in this example (This analysis of the 'future perfed' serves to 
counter yet andha argument, this one advanceci by Smith (1978: 49), against treating 
will simply as a 'future' tense marker: namely, that it can also be used to describe past 
'situations'. Since this instance of will can be analyseci unproblematically in t m s  of 

the relation 'S-R', Smith's argument loses its force.) 
It should be note& however, such a claim about will begs the question of why the 

'future perfect' but not the 'simple future' can co6ccur with past-tirne-denoting 

adverbials: 

(19) a. * They will be agoss the border by yesterday. 

b. They will have been amss the border by yesterday. 

We shall be addressing this rather serious problem when we discuss the syntactic 

conditions governing the difierat readings of will in 83 below. 
We have thus seen good reason to treat will as a future-tense marker, where this 

rnarking is understood to express only the relation 'S-R', that between 'R' and 'E' 
king left unspecified. The characterintion of this form in terms of the 'SR' relation 

alone is, in fact, in accord with the gmeral ctiaracterization of tense off& by many 
authors, including Johnson (1981), McGilvray (199 1: 17)' Klein (1992, 1994), and 
even Reichenbach (1947: 297) hirnself, who distinguishes the 'SR' relations 'past', 
'presait', and 'future', from the 'RE' relations 'anterior', 'simple', and 'posterior'. 
Moreover, such an analysi~, which resists positing 'a separate modal use' of wil l  

'unrelated to [its] temporal use' @eclerck 1991: 89), is consistent with the conclusions 

of many studies of 'future' markers in Engiish and other languages, which indicate that 
these are essentially tense forms with certain secondary modal uses, rather than the 
converse (ibid). For example, Wekker (1976: 7) characterizes will as 'essentially a 



miuker of future time.. ail the various nuances of meanings by which it may be 
mloured mg] ovatones of the idea of futurity .' Thhl (1 985: 105) offers substantial 
cross-luiguistic support for this claim, obsewing that the 'future' tenses in the sixty- 
four languages of his sampIe have a predominantly predictive meaning. 

These considerations give us little reason to accept the daim of Smith (1978: 49) 
and others that will stiould be M e d  not as a tense but rather as a modai auxiliary with 
a 'predictive meaning', which can occur with 'past' or 'present ' tenses. In fact, the 
kinds of interpreîations available to various modal auxiliaries (some of which we 
observexi in cfiapter 1) argue in fàvour of assimilating their treatment to that of will, and 
not vice versa13 in this way, both they and wili can be seen to bear their own particular 
tense specificati0~1~. 

A treatment of  m a  audiaries analogous to the foiegoing treatment of  will has 
much to recommend it, as we can see by considahg the case of may, Smith's example 
of a 'predictive' modal auxiliary. As Jespersen (193 1: 57.2(3)) observes, this form 
'often sewes to daiote possibility, permission, etc. in the premt time', as iilustrated in 

(20): 

(20) a. He may be rich for di 1 know. 
b . He may be here already. 
c. You may smoke in this section. 

In other words, these sentences - which may respeaively be paraphrased as 'He is 
presumably rich', 'He is presumaby here already', and 'You are mently permitted to 
smoke in this section' - describe situations that the speaker takes to hold now, but to 
require some sort of verification or implementation at a later time 

However9 since 'the idea of possibiiity' commonly 'refers to a future time', this 
form 'cornes in itself to denote futurity, though of  a vaguer and more uncertain kind 
than will'. Thiç usage is iliustrated in (2 1): 

(21) a.  Hemayrecoveryet. 
b. It may min to-morrow. 
c. You may find the door closed whai you g& thae. 

Of course. an even çimpier -II fw rejecting the daim that wi!l idmuid be treated simpfy as a 
modal f6t-m with a 'predictive' meaning is thnt it has use,  Iike that exempMed in the sentence below, 
which cmmt obviaisly be described in sucb terms (James McGilvray, personal communication): 

(0 You p t  the beli wt of bere a 1-11 bteaL your ne&. 

Hower ,  since this c h  is w e r  made explicit eowgh to make clear what would a d  what wwld mt 
cwnt as a 'preûîctimi' (as opposed to a 'threat', as in the example se&nce), it is dificult to pursue the 
matter-. 



intaestingly, these two temporal values of may appear to be the same mes that we have 
just seen with will. It thus seems plausible to assign may the same temporal structure as 
will, and to attribute ciifferences between them to other, non-temporal, aspects of th& 
lexical specification.~4 

Jespersen (1931: 57.2(4)) also observes t h  m m ,  ought, and should refer 'in 
much the same way as may... now to the present time and now to the future', given the 
difficulty - as demonstrated by the following examples - of 'distinguish[ingl to 
which of these times an obligation or duty refers': 

(22) a. You must/ought tdshouid be careful. 
b. You must/ought tdshouid be careful now. 
c. You must/ought tdshould be careful in the future. (based on ibid.) 

Since these, again, are the same sorts of patterns that we have already observed with 
wiU, we might extend out 'S-R' analy sis still further, to include at least must and ought 
- with the same proviso that ciifferences between thern be couched in terrns of other 

aspects of their lexical specification. Notice, however, that should presents a 
complication, in that it cm bear not ody  these present and future readings, but also a 
'ps t  of shall' reading in indirect speech contexts, as we noted in our discussion of 
modals in chapter 1. This ability is aiso displayed by would and might, as we also 
noted there. Some relevant examples fiam this discussion are repeated in (23H25): 

(23) a. Shall 1 open the window? 
b. She asked me if she should open the window. (Quirk et al. 1985: 54.60) 
c. You should do as he says. (ibid, 84.56, (5)) 

(24) a. The plan will s u c c d  
b. 1 felt sure that the pian wouid succeed 
c. Would you lend me a d o W  

(25) a. You may do as you wish. 
b. She said we might do as we uished 
c. There might be some complaints. 

(ibid., 64.60) 
(ibid, 54.63, (b)) 

(ibid., 54.a) 
(ibid., 84.53, (3)) 

l4 Tb, suggestion, in other words. is that will and may make simiiar temporai contributions; note 
t h t  m suggestion foiiows from this that there is any entailment relation between them. since such a 
relation clearly depends on more than just shared temporai feabires. As it happem. the kxid pfoperties 
that are distinctive of each f m  dictate significant differences in theù respective meanings, which 
militate against the possibility of such a relation. 



What this suggests is that al1 of these forms have a constant 'posterior' value, but one 
h t  may be computed h m  pst or present 'refaence tirnes'. We shall have more to say 
about these observations in $3, where we shall be considering some possibilities for 
capturing them. 

1.2. 'PREsENT' TENSE 

in the previous section, we examined a number of uses of the will form, and concluded 
that ali of them could be capturd essentiaüy in terms of a single description, amcihg  
to which this form specifies the 'Reichenbachian' 'tense' relation 'S-R'. Here we shall 
examine an analogous range of uses of the 'present' tense, seeking to determine, as we 
did with the 'future', whether a unitary analysis of the 'present' tense is feasible, and 
again attending to certain uses that pose a real challenge to this view. 

The uses in question might be taken to f d  uito two basic categories: one in which 
the 'situations' d d b e d  by 'present' tense do not appear to hold at the present time; 
and another in which the 'situations' describeci appear to have a duration fàr longer than 
the present time. The former comprises such constructions as 'habituais', which, as 
k i r  name suggests, describe situations that hold habituaily and not necessarily (or even 
rareîy) at the present time; and 'futurates', which describe situations that hold in the 
future. The latter comprises 'omnitemporals ' (or what McGilvray (199 1 : 99ff.) calls 
'laws' or 'nornics'), which are tnie at al1 times. These constructions are illustrated in 

(2W27): 

(26) a. ' H A B ~ A L S ' :  

1. Seth h w s  comics. 
ü. Ioe goes to 'The Beguihg' every &y. 

b. 'FUTURATES': 

i. 1 go in six weeks. 
ii. 1 lave early to-morrow rnoming. 

(27) 'OMNITEMFORALS': 

a. L P  decays radioactively. 
b . Coppg conduas dectricity . 

(Jespersen 193 1 : $2.4(2)) 

Interestingly, these constmdions ail make use of the 'simple present', and only 
the ones with temporal adverbials - the 'hturate' and the temporally modifiai version 
of the 'habituai' - appear to presave their charadaistic temporal reference when the 
simple form is replaced by the progressive. Thus, these continue to describe future and 



habitual 'situations', respectively,l5 while the other two constructions become 
descriptions of 'situations' holding at the time of speech.16 These facts are illustrated in 
(28): 

(28) a. 1 am going in six weeks. (= 1 go in six weeks.) 
b. Joe is going to 'The Beguiling' every day. 

(= J o e  goes to 'The Beguiling' every day.) 
b'. Seth is h w i n g  comics. (* Seth draws comics.) 
c. * Ws is decaying radioactively. (# decays radioaaively.) 

Because this distinction between 'simple' and 'progressive' forms clearly plays an 
important rôle in determinhg the temporal properties of 'present9-tensed sentences, a 
good part of the discussion below will be devoted to the question of how these forms 
differ in the temporal contributions that they maice, and to what extent such differences 
should be expressed in a theory of tense. 

Given the differences in the interpretations of 'present'-terised sentences, as 
demonstrated atiove, it is not obvious that the various uses of the 'simple' and 
'progressive' 'present' may be captured in terms of a single 'present' tense structure. 
Indeed, observation of such differences has frequentiy led researcha to seek out 
structural sources for hem, and thus to exploit such devices as universal quantifiers and 
'generic' , 'habitual' , and 'progressive' operators to distinguish 'nornics ' from 
'habituais' and 'progressives', on the one hand; and 'hidden' future tenses or other 
future-time-denoting expressions to distinguish the structure of 'futurates' from th& 
present-time-denoting counterparts, on the other. Here we shall take a different ta&, 
and attempt to collapse, rather than to proliferate, such structural diffaences. Our goal 
here, as with the future, will be to accommodate the 'present' tense constructions 
iilustrated above within a single 'tense' relation - that of 'Sa' - and to attribute the 
observeci differences in th& interpretation to differences in the 'RE' relation; to the 
nature of the 'situation' described by the verb and its arguments (that is, the VP in many 
current treatments of argument structure, according to which the extanal argument is 

base-generated in the specifier of VP; see e.g. Kooprnan & Sportiche 1988 for 

l5 The use of the 'progressive' does, however. signal a miaI1 but rai shift in meaning. which w 
shall be treating in greater detail in 0 1.23. 

l6 Notice tbat the 'progressivimi' 'wmic' wen loses irs acceptabiiity - *ch we might attribute 
to the iaçongmity of its t e m m  resiricted c l a h  about a clearly 'omnitempord' 'situation'. ïh is 
expianation cesembles one often given for the iunicceptability of 'progressivizred stative' mnstmctions 
like that in (ib): nameiy. ibat 'their meanhg is Plrrady contirnuius in na-, so a conlinuous tense 
d d  be superflw' (Galton 1984: 71): 



ctimssion);17 and to diffemces in the 'speaker cornrnitments' associated with different 
uses of the 'present' tense, which are related to issues of 'meaningfulness' rather than 
'meaning*, as deScnbed in chapter 1. 

Despite the complexities of the 'present' tense, then, the possibility of shifting 
much the burden of their explanation to analyses of the properties of other elements in 

the sentence, particuhly the VP, and to mntext (where issues of 'meaningfulness* 
become relevant) makes a unitary analysis of this tense plausible. In order to give more 
substance to this view, it will be necessary for us to examine the constructions we have 
been discussing - 'habituals', 'nornics', 'progressives', and 'futurates' - in 
considerably mcre detail. This wiii be the task of the foilowing sections. 

1.2.1. 'HABITUALS' AND 'PROGRESSIVES': FRST PASS 

A good place to start is with an examination of 'habitual'18 and 'progressive' 
constructions, whose temporal properties have frequently been compared and 
wntrasted in the literature. This is no surprise, given their obvious similarity in form 
and ciifference in meaning, which lend themselves to wntrasts like that in (29)' due to 
Vendler (1957): 

(29) a. Are you smoking? 
b. Do you smoke? (ibid., 108) 

Despite this similarity in form, then, the question in (29a) is generally taken to ask 
whether the hearer is engaged in the adivity of smoking at the time of speech, and that 
in (29b) to a 5  wheiher the hearer smokes habitually. According to Vendler (ibid.), the 
'situation' describeci by the latter sentence, which he caUs a kind of 'habit* (a category 

into which he also places 'occupations, dispositions, abilities, and so forth'), should be 
seen, in turn, as a kind of 'state' - that is, as a situation that 'involve[s] time instants 
in an indefinite and nonunique sense*, holding 'at any instant* between two successive 
instmts (ibid, 1û6-7). Such a characterbtion of 'habits' can make sense of the fhct 
that 'a chess player can say at al1 times that he plays chess and ... a worker for the 

l7 The c l a h  that the VP (iocludiag an extemai argument, if the= is ooe) describes a 'situation' 
app- to be at odds with, for exampie. McGilvray's (1995~: ïïI.1) ciaim that sentences describe 
'situations', whereas VPs describe 'relations' or 'properfies'. However. since the notion of VP Chat 
McGilmy iw> doubt has in mind here is tbat c to a 'predicate' - and thus, in tenns 
compstible with the 'VP-intemi subject hy@-V' - uie can more a l e s  reconcik bis 
claim with that in the text by sayiag that full VPs desaibe 'situations', and V's descn'be 'relations' a 
'properties'. 

l8 In what foiiows, 1 shaii be using the term hubirual. or habitua1 construction, to descnbe the 
linguistic phenornelion; anci habit. or (less hquenctly) hubilual state. to describe the type of 'situation'. 



General Elecbic Company can say, while sunbathing on the beach, that he works for 
G e n d  Eiecîric' (ibid, 108). 

It is not immediately clear, however, in what sense 'habits' can be seen to 'hold' 

at any instant. One way to bring out this connection between 'habits' and 'sbtes' is by 
examining pairs like the foilowing one, adduced by Sakie (1989: 8): 

(30) a. John drinks tea. 
b. John is a tea-drinker. (ibid., (20)-(2 1)) 

Salkie observes that (30a) 'does not assert that John is currently in the process of 
drinking tea, but rather that he has a certain property' - namely, the property assgted 
by the 'clearly stative' construction in (30b).l9 This parallel is underscored by the 

simiiarity in the mth conditions of these two assertions. As Salkie notes, neither would 
be falsifieci by, say, a single instance, or even a few instances, of John drinking coffee, 
since the characteristic property in question would remain unaffected. In this sense, 
'habituai' constructions like those in (29b) and (3ûa) can be seen to express the dation 
'S, R', since they each describe a 'charaderistic propaty' of some entity as obtaining at 
the time of speech. 

Since 'progressive' constructions like that in (29a) describe a situation that is 
ongoing at the tirne of speech, as already nded, the claim that they express the reIation 
'S, R' seems to be even more straightforward. In this way, then, we are able to unite 
two rather different 'present' tense constructions under a single descriptive 
generaluation. Of course, while this generalization goes some way toward explainhg 
the occurrence of the 'present' tense in 'habitual' and 'progressive' constnidions, it 
tells us little about the basic temporal properties of these constructions, or how these 
contribute to the range of interpretations that each construction may receive. In 
particular, it does n d  specify how these properties interact with those of particuIar 
predicates, CK how they are preserved under certain forms of adverbial modification and 
not othets. Among the data relevant to these questions - which present a picture of 
these constnidions far more complex than the thumb-nail sketch just offered - are 
those exempmed in (3 1x33): 

(31) a. Seth is smoking a cigarette (right now). 
b. W i m  is writing his autobiography (right now). 

(based on Galton 1984: 85, (5.4.2)) 
c. Joe is going to 'The Beguiling' (eveq day). 

l9 The some point is made by Declerck (1 991 : 279-ûû). i.a 
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(32) a. Trish Iives with Graham (these days). 
b. Trish is living with Graham (these days). 

(33) a. John is leaving tomorrow. 
b. John leaves tomorrow. 

The sentences in (3 1) suggest thai one feature of 'present progressive' constructions 
noted earlier - namely, their ability to pichue 'situations' as holding at the a d ~ d  time 
of speech - is not a general one, but results only from the interaction of the 
'progressive' form with certain predicates and modifiers. A more inclusive 
gerieralization about 'progressives', then, would be that they describe 'situations' that 
hold over larger or srnaller intavaIs of time that include the time of speech.20 Among 
these situations, significantly, are 'habits', as (the adverbially modified version of) the 
sentence in (3 1c) reveals. This demonstrates that 'progressive' and 'habitual' 
construaions, far fiom displaying a tnie contrast, are in fact compatible in meaning. 

Where the hue contrast lies is between 'simple' and 'progressive' f ~ r m s , ~ ~  with the  

'habitual' reading available to eitha form. However, as the sentence in (31c) also 
shows, the availability of an 'habitual' reading in a 'progressive' construction depends 
crucially on the presence of a frequency adverbial; without such an adverbiaI, the 
'progressive' in (31c) has only its 'ongoing activity' reading. In contrast, the 'habitual' 
reading of the simple form is readily available with a particular class of predicates: 
namely, those that describe 'processes* and 'events* (which we might think of as 'states 
of change' and 'changes of state' (Galton 1984: 29), respedively, and which we shail 
be describing in p a t e r  d d  beiow). This suggests that the 'habitual' reading is basic 
to the 'simple' but n d  the 'progressive' form. 

That the 'habitual' reading is not, however, the only one available to an 
unmodifieci 'simple' form is demonstratd by the sentence in (32a), which describes an 
ordinary 'state'. Simiiarly, the sentence in (32b) demonstrates that the 'progressive' cm 

be used to describe more than just ongoing 'events' or 'processes', since here it is 
being used to desgibe virtuaily the same 'state' that the simple form does. Of course, 
the sentences in (32), taken together, aiso reveal that the ciifferences in the respective 
meanings of 'simple' and 'progressive' constructions are often far subtler than 
suggested by the sentaces in (29). This point is reiterated by a second pair of virtually 
synonymous sentences, those in (33). These sentences display another significant effea 
of adverbial modification - in this ose, involving advdials that denote future tirnes 

*O This accowts for w h  Galton (1984: 85) has cailed the 'broad* and 'nanow' semes of a 
'progressive' constnrtion like t b t  in (31b], according to which William is engaged in the geoeral 
project of writing ami actuaily writing. reqectively. We shall have more to say about these two sorts of 
readings in 0 1.23. 

*l Aithwgh this contrPst is oRen a subtle one, as we shall be discussing presentiy. 



- which was briefly rnentioned above: nameiy, that it creates 'futurates', which are 

also generaliy understood, whether in their 'progressive' or 'simplei version, to 
describe what McGiivray (199 1: QO) has d e d  'scheduling sbtes'. That the progressive 
may appear in thes and other 'stative' constructions may seern sirrpnsing, givem that it 
is so strongly associated with 'activity'. In fa&, many convincing arguments have been 
givm, by Galton (1984), Salkie (1989)' and others, that 'progressive' constructions 
aiso describe kinds of 'states'. Here, too, the differences between 'habitual' and 
'progressive' constructions turn out to be srnalier than they appeared earlier. 

The foregoing considerations of 'simple' and 'progressive' forms suggest ihat a 
closer examination of them is in order. So too is an examination of the basic 'situation* 
types described by the VP, which (foiiowing many authors) we shali assume to be 
those of 'event', 'process', and 'state'. This is because the interpretation of both 
'simple' and 'progressive' forms, as we have just seen, varies directly with 'situation' 

type; so that the most general charaderization of the semantic contribution that these 
forms make must take the effects of 'situation' type into account. 

Admittedly, these issues are highly complex ones, for which no more than 
tentative answers can be offered within the confines of the present study. These should, 
nevertheless, provide a picture of these forms detailed enough to serve as the 
background against which claims about the 'present' tense itself can be developed and 
tested. What wili emerge from our discussion is that differences in the respective 
temporal interpretations of these forms are attributable to differences in the size of the 
interval represented by 'R' relative to that of the interval represented by 'E'. Since this 
difference pertains to the 'RE* rather than the 'SR' relation, this analysis of 'simple' 
and 'progressive' forms wiii permit us to preserve our original generaiization that the 
'present' expresses 'S'R', and leaves the 'RE* relation fiee to vary. 

With these goals in mind, let us return to the discussion of 'progressives' and 
'habituals' that we embarked upon earlier. We might begin with the latter construction, 
whose temporal properties are arguably both simpler and better understood, and then 
seek to apply our results to the former. The centrai question to be addresseci here is how 
the syntadic form of this construction is related to its interpretation. In other words, 
what f~ twes  of a sentence like that in (30a) signal us to read it as an 'habitual' in the 

fint place? 
Analyses of this construction concerned pnmarily with its intapretation have (not 

surprisingly) located its peculiar properties in its semantic, rather than syntactic, 
representation. One solution of this type has been offered by Vlach (1993: 241), who 
represents 'habituals' in temis of an habitual operator, which 'takes an eventuality type 



into the wrresponding habitua1 state type.' Accordingly, he assigns the sentence in 
(34a) the representation in (34b) (where 'Hab' is the operator in question, 'P' 'the 
process of Max's selling two cars every &y', and 'r,' the time of speech): 

(34) a. Max sells at least two cars evay &y. 
b. Atmab (P),t, ) (ibid., (14H15)) 

Vlach intends this representation to capture the intuition that the truth of the sentence in 
(341) 'requires that a state holds now which is, or typicaiiy would be, responsible for 
the going on of the process of Max's selling at least two cars every &y for some 
prolonged intenal including the present moment, and moreover which is of a certain. 
sort - the general idea is that it is a 'permanent" state: Max is a particularly good 

salesman, or his dealership has a particularly apt location, or he sells a steadily popular 
sort of car' (ibid, 241). 

It is not obvious, however, that this proposal advances our understanding of 
'habituais' any further than the more informal one canvassed earlier. To see this more 
clearly, we need to be more specific about what we mean by 'event', 'process', and 
'state'. Here we might make use of Galton's (1984) description of these notions, which 
takes 'events' and 'states of affairs' as the two basic situation types, and 'processes' (or 
'states of change') and ordinary states (or 'states of no change') as subtypes of the latter 
(ibid, 27). Galton's description elaborates upon the view that '[tlhe distinction b e î w m  
states and events is n d  a distinction inherent in what goes on, but rather a distinction 
between two different ways we have of describing it' (ibid, 24). The central distinction 
that he posits is this one: in viewing some situation as an 'event', we see it 'as a u n i w  
whole with a definite beginning ... and a defmite end'; whereas in viewing some 
'situation' as a 'state', we see it as having neither. 

This distinction, he claims, has the following corollaries: (i) 'States' are 

'dissective', in that 'any stretch of time in which a particular state obtains can be bmken 
down into substretches in each of which that state obtains.' 'Events', in contrast, are 
'unitary'; so that 'even though a particular occurrence of some event rnay be divided 
into phases, these phases are not of the same type as the original event.' (ii) 'States' can 

be said to obtain, and to do so at each moment of some interval; while 'events' can be 
said to occur, and (generally speaking) to do so within some interval longer than a 
moment. (iii) 'States' are thus located basically at one or more moments, and at 
intemals only derivatively, in îhat they are located 'in some or aU monients of the 
interval'. 'Events', in contrast, are located basically within intervals. (iv) 'States' 
cannot be thought of as having individual occurrences, 'since there is no such thing as 
the occurrence of a state.' That is, at any moment, a given state eitha does or does not 
obtain. In contrast, a type of 'everit' can be disiinguished from an individual occurrence 



of this 'event'. This corollaq makes a strong claim about what we can and cannot 

apprapriately d e s m i  as an 'event' or a 'state', independent of what is actually 'going 

on'. For example, if we wish to describe some static situation that is periodically 
intemipted over some strdch of time, then accordhg to this clairn we cannot count the 
distinct intervals in which the situation &tains as individual occurrences of a 'state'. 
This is because, in doing so, we are not considering these situations as 'states', but 
rather as 'occurrences of an event' - namely, 'that event each occurrence of which 
consists of the state's first beginning to obtain, then obtaining for a while, and then 
ceasing to obtain.' (v) 'States' cannot be counted, so that their duration rather than their 
frequency is measured. In contrast, ocmences of 'events' can be, so that frequency is 
their basic measure.22 (vi) Because a 'state' eitha does or does not obtain at a givea 
moment, the state of affairs 'consist[ingl of a state's nor obtaining is itself a state.' 
Thus, the negation of an expression that describes a 'state' produces an expression that 
describes another 'state': that of the original 'state' not obtaining. In contrast, the 
negation of an expression describing an 'event' produces an expression that describes 
not another 'event', but rather the Mure of the original 'event' to occur (that is, a kind 
of 'state'). Finally, (Mi) 'states' are homogeneous, inasmuch as they describe some 
property that does not change throughout some stretch of tirne. This is the case even 

when the property itself entails some sort of change, as in Galton's example of an 
object moving, described with a progressive form. As Galton puts it, 'although the 
object is changing with respect to its position (for that is what is meant in saying that it 
is moving), it is not changing with respect to the fact that it is moving.' 'Events', in 
contrast, 'esseritiaiiy involve change*. Thus, if the object stops rnoving, this stiii çounts 
as an event, despite the lack of movement during the interval in question. In other 
words, what is important is not whether there is movement, but whether there is 
change: 'that p&od of not moving can only be individuatd as the occurrence of an 
event by the fact that it has a beginning and an end.. and each of these end points does 

involve change' (ibid, 24-27).3 

22 As Galton (ibid., 26) notes, it is sometimes even odd to i m p k  into the duration of an 'event', 
as the foiiowing examples show: 

(3 a * How long did Jane have a swim for? 
b. * How long did Jane rake io have a swim? 

This is another way of expressing the comnonly cited observation that 'events' are unacceptable witb 
'for-adverbiais' (see e.g. Verhiyl 1989): 

(ii) a * Jane had a swim f a  fair hours. 
b. * Joe rode his bike to the supermark& for two hours. 

23 This undersianding of the relation between 'events* and change will also figure in ouf discussion 
of the perfect in 9 1.3. 



These last temarks suggest how a 'process' can be thought of as a kind of 'state'. 
As Galton notes, change can be viewed either as a 'process', and accordingly seen as 
king in progress during sorne paiod; or as an 'ment', and amrdingiy seen as having 
occurred during that period. The former case can, as such, be characterized (as we 
noted earlier) as a 'state of change', and the Iatter as a 'change of state'. So, for 
example:, 'if we say that somethhg is moving, we are ascribing to it a state of change; 
but if we say that it has moved h m  one place to another, we are asçribing to it a 
change of state* (ibid, 29). Such a conception of 'processes' posits no important 
ciifferences bdween them and ordinary states (that is, Galton's 'states of no change'): 
both are cons idad  'sbtes of affairs';24 and bth are homogeneous, dissective, and 
located at moments rather than interyals @id, 30). 

If we now return to our consideration of 'habituals', we mn see how Galton's 
charaderizatim of 'evats', 'processes', and 'states' - and his claim that these are 
different ways of 'talking about what goes on' (ibid, 30) - might cast more light on 
thetn, and in particular on Vlach's analysis of thern. We might note, f h t  of all, that 
'habits' seem amenable to the same kind of explanation that Galton offers for 
intemipted 'states*. That is, just as a 'state* that successively does and does not obtain 
during =me -ch of time is properly seen not as a series of 'sites', but as a series of 
'events*, so is an 'habitual' properly seen not as a series of 'events', but as a kind of 
'sbte' wmposed of distinct 'events' or 'processes'. This view of 'habituals' is broadly 
in accord both with VIach's and with the one that we canvassed earlier in the chapter. 
Where it diffas (if the above remarks represent a legitimate elabration of Galton's 
view, given that he does not treat 'habituals' explicitly) is in emphasizing that 
'habituals', iike 0th- descriptions of situations, are no more than ways of viewing 
'what goes on'. In particdar, they involve no claim about how or why a given 
'habitual' construction describes some series of 'events' or 'processes' as constituting a 
'habit', beyond that embodied in this parhcular way of 'organizing ' these situations. At 
the same time, it is cIear that some feature or features of this construction permit us to 
draw such a connection. 

Our earlier remarks about 'habituals' did suggest that 'habituals' describeci a 
'charact&stic property' of some individual or individuals, so that each instance of some 
repeated 'evwit' or 'process' might be understwd as a typical manifestation of this 
p q x d y .  While this desgiption arguably provides a good intuitive understanding of the 

consmiction, it seems on reflection both tm strong and tao imprecise, suggesting some 

necessary connection between an individuai and h is  or her 'habits', but no criterion for 
detmnining whether some repeated activity is 'characteristic' or not. Vlach makes an 
men stronger daim that a causal da t ion  holds baween some 'habit' and the repeated 



'events' or 'processes' that wnstitute it. More specifically, he clairns that the 'habitual 
state' is 'responsible' - at least 'typically' - for the occurrence of the 'event' or 
'process'. Of course, it is often difficult, or even impossible, to find any obvious 

candidate for such a 'state'. Consider the following examples, repeated fiom (30a) and 
(26ai), respedively: 

(35) a. John drinks tea. 
b . Seth draws comics. 

With these, one is hxd-pressed to point to any 'states' that are somehow 'responsible' 
for John's drinking tea or Seâh's drawing comics, respectively, beyond John's being a 
tea-drinker and Seth's being a drawer of comics. Thus, neither proposal offers a 
plausible connection between these 'events' or 'processes' and these habitual 'states', 

or a plausible mechanism by which the 'habitual' construction so routinely establishes 
such a connection in the first place - in other words, how the repeiition of certain 
situations comes to qualifj as a 'habit', 

One proposal that goes some way toward doing so is made in McGilvray 1991: 
101. This assigns to 'habituals' (and 0 t h  'iterative' constructions such as 'nomics', 
which we shall be discussing in 8 1.2.4) a semantic structure that contains a 'when'- 
clause and two kinds of advertiials, frequency and durational, as show in (36): 

(36) [[[When C, c OS] FREQUENCY] DURATIONAL] 

(FREQUENCY = usuaily, someîimes, generally, often) 
(DURATIONAL = las. year, from... to, next summer) 

(C = circumstanc~s) (ibid.) 

Such a structure, which every speaker-hearer assigns to 'iteratives' by virtue of his or 
h a  linguistic cornpetence, ensures the appropriate reading by specifying 'the number of 
times such-and-such happas when something else does.' McGilvray notes, however, 

that it is not important whetha the speaker-hearer can actually supply specific 
circumstances, but only that he or she knows that 'a kequency adverbial determines an 
iterative state', and therefore that 'some circumstance is presupposed' (ibid., 102). 
McGilvray's analysis thus s u c c e .  in capturing the connection between an 'event' or 
'process' and an habituai 'state' by analysing the latter in terms of a condition. That is, 
an habitual 'state' describes a condition whereby some entity engages in some 'event' 
or 'process' with a certain frequency under certain (possibly unspecifiable) 
circumstances. 

While this analysis rnakes the meaning of 'habituals' explicit, it raises a new 
question in turn: namely, what principles license the introduction of such semantic 



structures, givm that they have no obvious syntactic correlate. (We shall be returning to 

this issue in 51.2.5 below.) One possibility does suggest itself, which arises from 
comparison of the VPs that contribute to the description of 'habits* with those that 
contribute to the description of other kinds of 'states'. This is that the information about 
the 'circumstances' govming 'habits', like those governing other situations, is 
essentiaiiy built into the meanings of the VPs that serve to describe them,25 by virtue of 

the kinds of 'basic situations* that these VPs describe. We can see this more clearly by 
appealing to what Vlach (1991: 236) calls the 'granufarity* of a 'situation* - that is, the 
period in which a 'situation' repeats itself. VPs that describe situations with zero 
'granularity', such as the state of being tall or the process of growing, have no 
particular circumsîances marking their onset and no firequency; while those that describe 
'situations' with non-zero 'granulanty', such as the process of smoking, running, or 
playing chas, do depend on particular circumstances for their onset, and do have a 
particular frequency. This description of the speaker's knowledge of these 
'circumstances* makes this knowledge an essentially lexical matter,*6 thus 
circumventing the problems associated wiih such 'hidden' semantic structure. This also 
means that we need recognize no basic distinction between 'habituals' and 'states', 
since this distinction can be derived independentiy. 

Some support for this 'lexical' analysis of 'habituals' cornes from patterns like 
those displayed in (3w38): 

(37) a. Joedraws. 
b. Joe draws a comic book. 
c. Joe draws a comic book every four months. 

(38) a. Seth drives. 

b. Seth drives a car. 
c. Seth drives a car on Sun&ys. 

Both of these sets of examples contain verbs that describe processes with non-zero 

'granularity', and which therefore readily lend thernselves to 'habituai' formation. The 
addition of an indefinite NP complement to each verb, however, has quite different 
effeçts, which seem attributable mtirely to differences in the 'situations* respectively 
pictured by these verbs and their arguments. The sentence in (37%) describes a 

25 In k t ,  this çouods a great deal iiiœ McGilvray's (1991: 102) description of 'iteratives'. where he 
spePlrs of them as 'hPv[ingl conditio~~~ or circumstaaces buiIt into them.' It is possible, then, that the 
differeoces between his occount of 'iteratives' and tbat developed in the text are more a mana of 
Wminology than substance. 

26 Whether lexical enîries tnemselves have articulated smicture, as Pustejovsky (e.g. 1991) and 
others have suggeaed, is another issue, W h  we shall mt be pursuing h m .  



'bounded' situation - that is, one describeci as 'having reached a temporal bundary ' 
@epraetae 1995: 3) - and so does n d  have the 'habituai' reading avaiiable to the 
sentence in (37aJ.n The sentaice in (38b) describes essentMy the same 'unbounded' 

situation as the sentence in (38a) does - that is, one that has not reached a 'temporal 
boundaxy ' - and is similarly amenable to an 'habituai' reading. Further addition of an 

explicit i?equeocy advbiai to each sentence produces the same conhast, again altering 
the aspectuai properties of the 'source' sentence in (37) but not in (38). That is, the 

sentaice in (37c) describes a cornplex 'habitual situation', by virtue of describing a 
speçrfic action that is habitualiy undextaken and çompleted (that is, a 'bounded situation' 
embedded in an 'unbounded' one);28 white the sentence in (38c) continues to describe 
an 'unbounded situation', but makes the fkequency of its repecitian more explicit. These 
examples demonstrate quite clearly that the kind of aspedud 'type shifting' repfesented 
by 'habituai' formation is relatai to lexical properties of verbs, a fact which favours an 
approach to 'habituais' couched essentiaiiy in lexical terms. 

What this means when we turn to qmd5c patterns of acceptable and unacceptable 
'habitual' readings, like those above, is that we can attribute these patterns directly to 
catain lexical properties of the relevant v d s  and their arguments, rather than, say, to 
independent well-formedness conditions on 'higher-leve1' semantic (or syntactic) 
structure. Just what the relevant lexical properîies are is another question, which we 
cannot address in any detail here. However, these have been discussed by Pustejovsky 
(1991), whose remarks conhm the results of the a b v e  discussion. Pustejovsky arjyes 
that vertis are lexicaiïy specifïed for certain 'situation' types (he identifies the:  'states', 
like know and love; 'processes', like run, push, and drag; and 'transitions', Iike give, 

open, build, and destroy, which are 'evaluated relative to [their respective] 
oppsition[s]' (ibid, 56)). If we retum to the examples in (37)-(38), we can see that it 
is Iexically-specified 'transition' and 'prous' vehs, like druw and d ive ,  respectively, 

which undergo 'habital' formation.29 In addition, simple forms of lexical 'process' 

27 To the extent that (3%) bas an acceptabte rading at aii. it is that of an 'iastaataawnis action', 
which wiil IE d e s c n i  in the text b e k  

28 Depraerae (1995: 5) maLesa simitarpiot about the sente- in (i): 

(i) John leaves at eight o'clock (ibid., (78)) 

She says about this sentence tbat 'the separate uses &en John leaves are in themselves telic, tbe habit 
as such is na.' 

29 It is interesthg to note thot tbe ability to undergo 'habiiuai' formation cm across 'level of 
gmuhity', so thpt pfocess with both 'zero granulurity' and mn-zero puiarity'  can do m. but 
'staies'. which bave 'zero Ipaaularity', camiot: 

O a Taese tuiips d y  grow. ['habituai' redhg availabie] 
b. John lyows tulips. ['babihial' reading available] 
c. John reaUy b w s  Latin [no 'habitilal' r e d q  availabie] 

This provides some support for Ristejovsb's daim that 'states' d 'proçesses' bave different lexical 
repesentations. 



verbs appear to reîah an 'habitual' reading even with indefinite (and someîimes even 
definite) singular wmplements; while such mmplemaits force a 'non-habituai' reading 
with th& 'transition' counterparts. (However, both types have 'habitmi' readings with 
mass noun and bare plural complements.) These faas are illustrated below: 

Joe p d s  a cart. rhabitual' reading available] 1 1  
Joe &ives the car. 

b. foe kiils a man. r habitual' reading unavaiiable] 17 
foliage 

e. i. Joe draws ( 1. rhabituall reading auailable] 
water 

ii. Joes draws leaves. habitual' reading available] 

Such subtle interadions between verbs and their compIernentsm provide further support 
for an approach in t m s  of lexical specification, like that being developed by 
Pustejovsky (199 1, 1995) and others. 

Of course, we have y& to identify the feature of the 'habitual' construction t h t  
aiiows a speaker-hearer to 'bootstrap' from a simple 'present'-tensed form to an 
'habitual' reading in the first place As many studies have recognized (se cg. Declerck 
199 1 : 12 1-24 for discussion and references), this feature is the 'simple present ' form 
itself. According to these studies, the key to an explanation of the 'habitual' and other 
constructions in which the simple form appears is that this form is 'perfective' - in 
other words, that it describes a situation as 'complete'. More specifically, a 'perfective' 
form, as Comrie (1976: 3) explains, 'presents the totality of the situation referred to ... 
without reference to its intenial temporal constituency: the whole of the situation is 
presented as a single unanalysable whole, with beginning, middle, and end rolled into 

3û It should be Iioted that the addition of directional P B  poduces simiiar 'typ-shifùng* efkts, as 
shown in (i), where ibe PP inro fhe barn bansfi#ms an 'ateiic' 'situation' into a 'teiic' one: 

(3 a John @es the cart. 
b. John p h e s  the cart into the bara (based on Depraetere 1995: 1 1. (15)) 



one; no attempt is made to divide this situation up into the various individual phases that 
make up the action.'31 

While such a description, as Klein (in press: 52) points out, captures a valuable 

intuition about this form, it is only a metaphor, which must be translated into more 
precise terms. One way to do so is to daim that simple tenses are aspectuaiiy 
'unmarked' rather than 'perfective' - that is, that they participate in a privative 
opposition between 'progressive' and 'aon-progressive'32 forms, rather than an 

equipollent opposition between 'perfective' and 'imperfective' forms. This c l a h  leads 
naturally to another: that the 'simple' form is unspecified, and the 'progressive' form 
specified, for some aspectual feature. We rnight identify this feature by drawing on 
Dinsmore's (1982: 229) 'Reichenbacbian' analysis of 'perfective' and 'impefective' 

forms. Dinsmore takes these forms to indicate coincidence of 'R' and 'E' and inclusion 
of 'R' in 'E', respedively. The key tu this âiffermce is that the 'rnarked' progressive 
distinguishes the duration of 'R' from that of 'E' (in a form to be made more precise 
below), whereas the 'unmarked' simple form asserts no dwation for these intervals, 
treating them as equivalently punctual. If we accept this characterhtion of the two 
forms, we might say that an aspectual feature in question, which we might cal1 
[Progressive], signals this difference beîween them. 

Now, the structure just claimed for the 'progressive' is rather complex; and the 
arguments required to defend it, as we shall see in the next section, are accordingly 
rather subtle. In contrast, the smcture claimed for the 'simple' form is itself simple, 
and its plausibility as an explanation of the readings available to the 'presentl-tensed 
version of this form can be demonstrated much more readily. The readings in question 
are the 'habituai' which we have been discussing; and one of 'instantaneous action', in 
which 'the verb refers to a single action begun and completed approximately at the 
moment of speech', and which we find, for example, in sports commentaries, 
performatives, and demonstrations (Quirk et al. 1985: 34.7; see also Saikie 1989: 8-9, 
McGilvray 199 1 : 25960):33 

(40) a. Black passes the bdi  to Fernand a... Fernandez shoots! 
b. 1 advise you to withdraw. 1 apologize. We thank you for your recait 
c. 1 pick up the fruit with a skewer, dip it into the batter, and lower it into the 

hot fat. (Quirk et al. 1985: 84.7) 

31 McGiivray (1991: 259) maices a simiIPr point about such 'perfective* consbuctioas: 'one gets 
%omogenizotion" Md LpricLaging" of sihiatioos - developmeat, inner *structure". and texture are lost 
and ooe 'sees" the wrapped package %cm outside".' See ois0 ibid., 27&77. 

32 1 bave chosen this pair of terrris kgely because the alternative terms 'imperfective' and 'non- 
imperfective' are hr ciumsier - althougb the di.rtinctinn between 'progressive' and 'mn-progressive' is 
perhaps also more accurate (on this, see e.g. Decierck 1981: 98; 11 1, n. 6). 

33 It should be noted, though. that these actions are only conceptualized as instanÉaneous; or, as 
McGilvray pus it, make use of instants as 'fictional idealiLations' (McGiivray 1991: 254). 



If the mudure of the 'simple present' assigns no duration to 'R' and 'E', then this form 
should serve to describe 'situations' that are either temporally 'unbounded' (that 
is,where 'R' and 'E' are ùiterpreted 'maximally') or compIete at the very moment at 
which they are located (that is, where they are interpreted 'minimally'), which in this 
case is the time of speech. This is precisely what we find in the form of 'habituals' and 
'instantaneous actions', respectively.34 Significantiy, the analysis daims that 'simple 
present' f m s  are actually indeterminate beîween these two readings -a claim which 
may be verified by inspection of the sentences in (39)-(4û), which, with few or no 
modifications, can bear salient 'instantaneous action' and 'habitual' readings, 
respectively.35 

This analysis of 'simple' forms aIso explains how the 'past' version of this form 
permits a reading - that of a 'non-insîantaneous action' - not available to its 'present' 
counterpart. This is because, given that 'R' precedes 'S' in a 'Reichenbachian' analysis 
of the 'pst' tense, the 'durationless' 'R' and 'E' intervals do not coincide with the tirne 
of speech, as they do with the present; so that they rnay describe 'situations', both 
'instantaneous* and 'non-instantaneous', which are complete before the time of 
speech.36 Interestingly , the abiIity of the 'simple p s t '  form to describe completed 
'situations' means that an 'instantaneous action' reading is not a salient one for this 
form, as it is for the 'simple present'. Thus, the sense of 'urgency' associated with the 
'instantaneous action' reading of 'simple presents' vanishes if these forms are replaced 
by 'past' ones - even in sports commentaries, in which this sense of 'urgency' is 
heightened by 'telegraphic' syntax: 

(41) a. He shots, he scores! 
b. He shd, he smred! 

34 Such an rrccount of simple 'pesentW-tensed sentences can also explain 'histarid' and 'expectant' 
presents, iiiustrated in (i), if, following McGiIvray (1991: 278). we treat Use  as 'special cases of the 
sportçcaster's present moved to nonpresent iRsl: 

(0 Harry pulls up to the curb, pits on bis nrîsk, and puils off the heist, y'see. (ibid) 

35 A similar point is made in DegrPetere 1995: 12, q.v. 
36 It shouid be nMed, howver, that the nnalysis predicts that a 'simple pas&' f m ,  by virtue of the 

fact that it assigns no duration to 'R' ami 'E', bas a reading whereby the 'situation' does extend to the 
time of speech. 'Ihe existence of such a readiag appears to be confinned by sentences liice that in (i). 
w k r e  the parenthetical statement does not d t  in conhadiction: 

(0 Joe walked the dog every day [and he çtill dos). 

'Ihe reason that such a teading is aot g e d y  available may thus be a pragmatic one: namely, that the 
'present' version makes tbis reading much more saliem 



This discussion of the 'present habitual' has suggested, then, that the source of its 

meaning Lies, on the one hanci, in the lexical properties of paxticular verb types, and on 
the other, in the aspectual properties of 'simple' verb forms. In pointing to these 
pmperties, it highlights a daim about this construction which we made earliar: namely, 
that it is 'about the present', and as such expresses the relation 'S,R'. This gives hrther 
support to our contention that the differences between 'present' 'habitual' and 
'progressive' constructions are not properly within the scope of a theory of tense, 

which adveats only to the relation between 'S' and 'R'. Of course, in order to bolster 
this contention, we must undertake a more detailed examination of the latter 
consbuaion - the results of which we shall also need to account for 'progressivized 
habituais', one type of 'habitual' construdion which we have so far negleded. It should 
be noted that the semantic analysis of the 'progressive' remains a matter of great 
controversy; and our treatment of it, given the scope and overall concerns of this study, 
will be rather cursory. Nevertheless, it should at least serve to outline a plausible 
analysis of the 'progressive', and to indicate the place of such an analysis with respea 
to a theory of tense. 

1.2.3. MEANiNG OF THE 'PROGRESSIVE' 

Given the picture of 'simple' and 'progressive' forms just outlined, the primary 
objective in this section will be to argue for an analysis of the 'progressive' along the 
lines just suggested, according to which 'E' includes 'R'. Peahaps the best way to 
pro& is to return to instances of the 'progressive' like those discussed in 5 1.2.1, 
which display a sharp contrast with 'simple' forms. One such instance is the 
'progressive' that appears in (42); as Salkie (1989: 8) notes, this is the form that a 

speaker must use if he or she 'sees Judy wallring down the street towards her place of 
work and wants to report this event straightaway': 

(42) Judy is wallcing to work. (ibid., (1 8c)) 

The question, then, is why this should be so. We claimed earlier that 'progressive' 
forms in sentences like this one describe 'situations' as ongoing, or 'incomplete', or 'in 

progras', at the time of speech. However, as Landman (1992: 1) remarks, such a 
daim (whith he calls the 'classical wisdom' about the 'progressive') offers little insight 
into its rneaning in the absence of a more precise statement of 'what it means' for some 
ment 'to be in progress'.fl 

" It has Plso been claimed. by Huddleston (1977: 733). -ng others. that this char~cterization of 
the 'propeaive' in twms of 'ongoing situation' does mt even caphue such uses as chat illustroted in 
(i): 



One line of research that bas sought to clarifj this notion has conceptuaLized the 
part of the 'incomplete situation' adually described as fonning a distinct 'situation' 
itself: namely, the state of some aaion 'being in progress' (Vlach 1993: 241; see also 
Salkie 1989: 10; Kamp & Reyle 1993: 507-8). We might understand this (sornewhat 
paradoxical) claim as one accocding to which the 'progressive' pichues a 'steady state' 

existing within a larger 'situation' - a daim reasonably weU captured by the 

paraphrase 'be in the midst of Ving*. Such a view of this form accounts for certain 
important similarities and diffetences between 'simple* and 'progressive' f o m ,  in 
addition to the 'event in progress' interpretation of the 'progressive* itseif. 

For example, it provides a ready expianation of the pattern in (43), highlighting 
the differences between (43a) and (43b) and the similarities between (43b) and (43c): 

(43) a. When we arrived she ma& some coffee, 
b. When we arrived she was maLing some coffee 
c. When we arrived she was sad (Salkie 1989: 10, (23)) 

That is, while (43a) describes a coffee-rnaking action that begins at the time of our 
arrivai, (43b) describes a (presumably) temporary state of coffee-making that is holding 
at this time, just as (43c) describes a @resumably)38 temporary state of sadness. 

This 'steady date' view of the 'progressive' can also be seen to elucidate the 
'event in progress' reading of 'progressives' like that in (43b), given the additional 
assumption that a speaker-hearer recognizes (presumably on the basis of conceptuai 
knowledge) that a state holding at a givea instant mua have held 'for a period preceding 
that instant' and will hold 'for a period foilowing that instant' (ibid.).39 In this way, we 

(0 We are meeting Max at 300. (ibid, ( 1 4)) 

The argumeut is that this semetre locates meeting with Max at a specific point in time, Md not 
within some pmod of time. It is mt obvious. bowver, îhat the problem posed by this sentelre is any 
different h m  tbat posd by a pesent-thdenocing 'progressive' iike that in (ii), which Qôs bave the 
sense of na 'ongohg situation': 

(ii) At this very moment 1 am thinking of something else. 

We shaii have be exploring this issue in tk text below and in 8 1.2.4. 
38 1 Say 'presumnbly* because mitber assertion is tàlsified if Ibe 'sates' in question are pemiarient: 

(0 When we anived sbe was making coffee - as she always M. 
Cu) Wben we arrivai she was sad -as sbe aiways was. 

39 Galton (1984: 25) makes a similar point: 'mhe sentence Jane was swimming at midday can be 
u&mîood quite literaiiy as saying that J e  wu engaged in swimming at the exact moment of mon; 
she can only have been so engaged, of course. if she was aiso swimming immediately before and a k  
that moment, but the sentence does oot say this explicitiy, aod the parailel inference does mt hDld in ail 
ases.' 



can derive the interprecation of the 'present progressive' as describing a state that hoIds 
for a period extending forward and backward fkom the tirne of speech itself. 

This view of the 'progressive', as Salkie notes, also goes some way toward 
making sense of its syntactic structure: that is, if it describes a kind of state, then the 
fact that it is formed fiom & and a 'present' participle is no great surprise, if the former 
is analysed 'simply [as] common-or-garden BE' and the latter as a kind of stative 
predicate (Md). These various considerations, then, show that this 'stative' analysis of 
the 'progressive' has much to recommend it. 

Unfortunately , the analysis as presented su ffers from a serious weakness, in that 
it offers no satisfjnng account of the 'progressive' forms of predicates that describe 
states. That such f m s  are neither unacceptable nor parlicularly unusual - contrary to 
the ciaims of certain studies (see cg. Kamp & Reyle 1993: 508, SW, Vlach 1993: 242) 
- is suggested by those in the (b) sentences be10w:~O 

(44) a. George is testy. 

b. George is being testy. 

(45) a. Small things matter. 
b. We are at a point here where srnall things are mattering. 

(46) a. John resembles his fatha. 
b. John is resembling his father more and more these days. 

(Verkuyl 1989: 45, (5)) 

More to the point, the intapretations of these 'progressive' f m s  are quite distinct from 
those of their 'simple'-form counterparts; and desaibing hem in terms of king-testy', 
'mattering', and 'resembling-his-father' states, respectively, adds little to Our 
understanding of them. The relevant ciifference between the (a) and (b) examples above, 
as Salkie (1989: 13, n. 4) suggests, seems to be one of more 'permanent' and more 
'temporary' stam, respectively, the 'progressive' f a  somehow serving to derive the 
latter h m  the former.41 

One solution to this problem, as proposeci by Landman (1992), pursues a line of 
inquiry into the 'progressive' that takes this form to describe a 'relation between two 
events (or their corresponding intervals): an event in progress and a corresponding 
complete event' (ibid., 5). In Landman's version of this analysis, the 'situation' 
described by a 'progressive' is seen as a 'stage' of a largar 'situation' - that is, as part 

'O However. ody predicates describing certain kinds of 'çtates' are compatible with the 
'progressive', as w e  dudl see below. 

41 See also M c G h y  (1991: 26û-61): 'the... imperfective operates on States a d  processes to yield 
swbething like ïempor~ry and requPing suppat (or effort)".' 



of a 'situation' that represents 'a less developed version' of it, such that the latter 
represents a continuation of the former (ibid, 23-241.42 Since the 'situation' described 
by a 'progressive' can presumably be the 'stage' of a larger 'event', 'state', or 
'process',43 we might undentand the 'progressive' forms of state-denoting predicates 
simply as desgibing temporaq 'stages' of larger 'situations'. Such a conception of the 
'progressive' also suggests a way of understanding the contrast in acceptability 
displayed in the foiiowing pair of sentences: 

(47) a. This is a Barbera, 1 think. 
b . * This is being a Barbaa, 1 think. (McGilvray 199 1: 262) 

These sentences describe an instance of what McGilvray (ibid., 261) has called a 
'classification/type situation' -a kind of state that is indefinitely long and cornpleîely 
stable Since no 'stage' of such a 'situation' will exhibit any properties different fiom 
any other 'stage', we might see the unacceptability of the 'progressive' fom in (4%) as 
stemming simply from the lack of communicative reievance in singling out a 'stage' of 
such a stable 'situation'. To use the paraphrase of the 'progressive' that we offered 
above, it seems odd to describe some individual as being 'in the midst of a static 
'situation'. 

Yet a major difficulty with Landman's proposai arises when we attempt to 
detamine the 'situation' type of the 'stages' desaibed in the (b) sentences of (4&0-(6). 
Notice that these cannot be 'states' that are 'stages' of larger 'states', as might seem 
naturai. This is because the sentences in question clearly describe temporary 'situations' 
that are distinct from the 'background states' that they presuppose, and such a scenario 
is completely at odds with a key property of this 'situation' type: namely, its 
homogeneity. Neither of the other possibilities is any more cornpelling. If we idmtify 
these 'stages' as 'processes', then we lose the appealing generalization that 
'progressives' describe 'steady states'; and if we identify them as 'states' that are 
'stages' of 'non-states', then the nature of the latter becornes a mystery . 

Such difficulties might raise o u  suspicions about the very claim that the 
'progressive' describes two 'situations' - albeit two that are in a 'part/whole' relation 
- and thus Iead us to a closer examination of Landman's evidence for this claim. This 
is related largely to the problern posed by one version of the 'imperfective paradox', 
which talces the form of 'incornplete situations' like those described by the foliowing 
sentences: 

42 1 wish to ihpnL Mark Bahr  and Lisa T'ravis for bringing randman's article to my attentioa 
43 1 say 'presumably' h m  becau58 Inndmnn's proposai m e s  oniy 'event' stages, altbough 

pboUt the ontology of 'stages* as he describes them suggests b t  tbey c d  mt describe parts 
of 'states' (altbougb with oae important proviso to be discussed presently). 



(48) a. Mary was crossing the Street, when the tmck hit her. 

b. Mary was wiping out the Roman army. 
(Landman 1992: 10, 14, (13)' (17)) 

c. Mary was swimming across the Atlantic. (based on ibid, 18, (20))44 

The 'imperfective paradox' in its basic form p d n s  to the observation that 'the 
inference from the ps t  progressive to the simple pst' is valid for sentences describing 
'activities' but n a  'accomplishrnmts' (ibid, 1), as illustrated in (49): 

(49) a. Mary was pushing a cart. 
a'. Mary pushed a cart. 
b. Mary was ctrawing a circle. 
b'. MW drew a circle (ibid., 2, (1H4)) 

In the version of the 'paradox' illustrated in (48), sentences with 'progressive' forms 
do not merely W o w  the inference that the 'accomplishments' that they describe were 
realized, but either assert or strongly imply that these 'accompIishments' could not be 

realized. Landman's analysis of the 'progressive* thus pennits a ready description of 
such scenarios, in terms of some 'sbge' of a complete 'situation' that is not realized - 
respectively, Mary's crossing the street, wiping out the Roman anny, and swimming 
across the Atlantic. The idea, then, is that the interpreîation of 'progressive' sentences 
that describe 'incomplete events' requires the speaker-hearer to track the 'situation' 
desaibai by the sentence until its completion in the r a i  world or one very close to it, in 

order to detamine whether (the proposition expressed by) the sentence is tmca 

" 1 bave changeil Imriman's 'crossing' to 'swimming ~ o s s '  in order to eliminafe the ifrelevant 
reading wbereby Mary c m  the A t W  in a l e s  uuusuaî way - Say, by ship. 

45 Many studks of the 'progressive', iafluding Luxhan's, have a h  claimed ihot this f- mates 
an intensiod domPin &n applied to certain predicates. Laodrrran of irs  the following contrast in 
support of this clnim: 

(0 Godaeatedaunican. 
(ii) God was maring a unican, when He changed His mind (Inndman 1992: 8, (9)) 

Since (i) but not (ii) enraiis that there was a unicorn that God created, and since (ii) suggests that the 
verb create itself Qes oot create oa intensionai domain, the 'progressive' appears to be the only 
cadida& f a  this fuDctlon. 

There is good rason, houlever. to be sceptical about this claim. First, because it predicts chat the 
'intensiod effact of the 'progmssive' wiii emerge only in conte& where entities d i y  corne into 
existence as a remit of some action - namely, one dut creaies these entities -, it pertaios only to a 
very smail set of  'progressive' forms. This in itseif might leod us to wonder whether the effect in 
question should mt be seen simpiy as a by-poduct of the application of the 'progressive' to the set of 
predicates &mting this type of 'situation'. What might make us even more scepticpl is h t  Ladman's 
entire crse far treating 'popsiva' as creoting inteasional &mains rests mi (a particulPr understanding 
of) a single predico&, nwwiy crew. AccordiPg to Inrdman. 'a certain pnxless of creation [may require] 
sevetai stages tbat are oecessary for the process ... but during which no object wbptçoever exists. while 
at îhe end of the process the abject cornes into existence in P flash' (ibid, 8). This represents, then, his 
interpretation of (ii). Unhhmately, such an ioterpretation of this sentence is highiy idiosyncrntic: 



As Landman suggests, the most obvious way of conceiving of this tracking ta&, 

and one which captures our intuitions about the tfuth conditions of sentences Iike those 
above, is to appeal to such normtive notions as 'normal course of events' or 
'reasonable options' for the continuation of an 'event' (ibid, 25). Thus, givm the past 
course of evmts of Mary's stepping off the curb, walking to the middle of the street and 
then king hit by a truck, we judge the proposition expressed by (48a) to be true This 
is because the completion of the 'event' of Mary's crossing the Street is a 'reasonable' 
possibility, which would be realized in a world whose pmperties are close to those of 
our own - even if, as in (48a), the 'event' is not redized in the actual worId. 

Conversdy, given the past 'situation' of Mary's doing battle with the entire Roman 
army, we judge the proposition enpressed by (48b) to be faIse. This is because, as 
Landman puts it, 'Mary didn't have a chance in hell of succeeding. There's just too 
rnany [soldias] and she's not that strong. Only a miracle wuld make her succeed, and 
the problem is that our world is usually not a miracle world' (ibid, 18). At the same 
tirne, miracles do sometimes occur' so that we d d  judge the proposition expressed by 
(484 to be true if, Say, we already knew that Mary's attempt to swim across the 
Atlantic has b e n  successful - although we would otherwise judge it false, given that 
success in this endeavour is not a reasonable possibility. 

Landman offers an insightful analyis, then, of those uses of the 'progressive' that 

involve 'incomplete events'. It is not obvious, however, that such an analysis could 
form the basis of a more general account of the meaning of the 'progressive'. As we 

have already seen, it does not tend itself easily to an explmation of the 'progressivized 
stative' sentences given in (44)-(46), even though such uses are also very much a part 
of the phenomenon of the 'progressive'.46 Indeed, the sentences in (44)-(46) represent 

according to my own intuitions a d  thaw of Other d v e  speakers 1 have coanilted, entities do Weed 
come into being (in some seme of 'being*) in the variais 'stages' t h t  marlr a 'proces' of creotion, but 
wlaat their mise ontological reiation to tbe enfity that is the final ptoduct of this 'ptocass' is difficdt 
to S m .  

Observe, m. thaf the evideace Ladman adduces pertaiiq to anaphoric reference if Plso highiy 
suspect. He cInims t b t  anaphoric reférence to the NP a micorn in the sentence below is impossible, 
cituig the uneccepîability of the contirmation given in (a); however. the more idiomatic continuation 
given in (b) seents perfectly acceptable: 

(iii) God was creating a unican. 
P. ? Itwsmtcreated. 
b. But he never 6nished it. 

(ibid., 9, (lûc)) 

W e  more substantiai evidence bearing on this claim might be available, the fotegoing remarks 
suggest ihrir h d n m  h s  not proviprovided very robust evideoce that the 'progressive' creates an intensional 
do& 

46 Of course, the sense of 'incompleteness' expressed by the 'progressive' forms ta which 
L m d m n ' s  d y s i s  draws ottenfion is by m means central to the use of the 'progressive' generplly; as 
Quirk el al (1985: 0425) note, it 'is distinctive chiefly in the case of certain types of dynamic verb 
InmIlhg'. 



only a small part of the spectnim of 'stative progressive' constructions, additional 
examples of which are givm beIow: 

(50) a. 'STATES OF EMOTION OR ATT~TUDE': 

1 am hoping you wiil corne 

b. 'STATES OF PERCEPTION': 
i. 1 am lmking at these photographs. 
ii. Iamseeingthings. 

c. 'STATES OF BODLY SENSATION': 

i. My foot is hurting. 
ii. My back is aching. 

d. 'STANCES': 

i. James is living in Copenhagen. 
ii. He is standing over the= 

(Quirk et al. 1985: 54.28) 

(ibid., 54.29) 

(ibid.) 

(ibid., 54.32) 

e. 'HABT~S': 

Seth is drawing a lot these days. 

Moreover, the effect of the 'progressive' in aU of these 'stative' sentences - namely, to 

suggest the 'temporariness' of the states they describe - is p h a p s  the most common 
one created by this form. Yeî it is an effea into which Landman's account offers us 
Little insight. 

This shortcoming is e q d l y  apparent in Landman's analysis of 'progressive 
processes'. While this analysis succeeds in describing their tnith conditions, by 
defining these in ternis of 'process stages' that 'ha[ve] the same proces characteristics' 
as the larges 'process' itself, such an analysis does n d  teii us what the 'progressive' 
actuaiiy means - why, for example, a sentence like that in (5 1) 'can be understood 
quite literally as saying that Jane was engaged in swimming at the exact moment of 
noon' (Galton 1984: 25): 

(5 1) Jane was swirnrning at midday. (ibid.) 

That is, a description of this sentence couched in Landman's terms will reveal only that 

the proposition that it expresses is tnie just in case Jane's swimming at midday has the 
same characteristics as the largu 'situation' of which her swimming at midday is thus a 
'stage'. But this does not capture the observation, as made by Galton (ibid) and others, 



that this sentaice does not say explicitly that Iane 'was also swimming immediately 
before and after' the moment of midday, nor that very similar sentences, like those in 

(52), do not even invite the inference that the 'process' that they describe has any 
greater duration (ibid): 

(52) a. Jane was balancing a cup on her head at mid&y. 
b. At that moment, Joe was shoding the bird at the driver who cut him off. 

With 'momentary situations' like the ones describecl in these sentences, it is unclear 

what explanatory baiefm acaue to an analysis of them in temis of two 'situations'. 
Of course, the question remains whether it is possible to capture the insights of 

Landman's analysis without resorting to his claim that the 'progressive' involves two 
'situations'. The analysis of the 'progressive' introduced in the previous section, 
according to which 'R* is included in 'E', does seem to fulfil these requirements. By 
atîributing the 'partitive' quality of the 'progressive' to this property of describing a 
particular 'RE' relation, rather than that of describing a 'stage' of a larger 'situation', 
this analysis can mimic the effeds of postulating two 'situations' while avoiding the 
difficulties associated with this postulation - in particular, those that arise with 
'progressivized stative' constructions. As we have seen, the homogeneity of 'states* 

makes it implausible to view these constructions in terrns of 'stages', since their very 
funaion is to describe distinctive temporary 'states', which accordingly cannd be seen 

as 'stages' of iarger homogeneous 'states'. Let us first examine these cases before 
pmcedhg to those that landman addresses. 

As we observed above, the effect created by the 'progressivization' of 'stative' 
construaions is a suggestion of the 'temporariness' of the 'state' described, and of a 
contrast between this temporaq 'state' and a mrmai one that might otherwise hold We 
noted that an effed of 'temporariness' is aiso associated with the standard 'process' use 
of the 'progressive', as exemplified in (51). The suggestion here, however, is not that 
the 'process' describai by the sentence is to be disthguished from some more stable 
one, but that it may hold only for the short interval. An anaiysis of the 'progressive' 
dong the lines just suggested, couched in t m s  of the inclusion of 'R' in 'E', may be 
able to capture these different senses of 'temporariness' by appealing to the different 
rôles of 'R' of 'E' in temporal reference. 

in chapter 1, we noted (following McGilvray 1991) that sentences refer 
'identifLingly' to an individual or individuals located at 'R', and 'picture-refer' to a 
'situation' located at 'E'. Earlier in this chapter, we saw that the paxticular 'shation' 
located at 'E' is specified by the vert, and its arguments. Now, if the 'progressive' fom 
- by virtue of a Iprogressive] feature, as posited eariier - functions to include 'R' in 
'E', then the sense of 'temporariness' with which it is associated might have an obvious 



source.. namely, that a sentence with a 'progressive' vexb f m  refers 'identifyingiy' to 
an 'R' that is, by hypothesis, oniy a subinterval of 'E'. (We might go further and 
speculate that the mgressive] fmture assigns 'Ri the breadth of an 'idealized instant', 
much like the 'insîantaneous actions' which we discussed earlier-) The different 
implications that this 'temporariness' on have might then be attributed to &he intaaction 
beîween the brief interval represented by 'R' and the stability and duration of the 
'situation* cunstmcted by the VP and located at 'E'. 

For example, the 'progressivized stative' sentence in (53a), repeated from (50di), 
might mate the eff' of 'temporariness' Iacking in its 'simple stative' counterpart in 
(53b) because of the nomaliy stable 'situation' indicated by its VP. 

(53) a. James is living in Copenhagen. (* In fact, he's always lived hertz) 
b. James iives in Copenhagen. 

Given such a 'situation', the 'focussing' on James at 'R' achieved by the 'progressive' 
has a catain implication: namely, that James is being 'capturd in a 'situation' that has 
not already occupied, and will not continue to occupy, some indefiniteiy long intemal. 
If this implication does not ho14 thm there is no obvious reievance to this focussing. 
That this is a plausible account of such 'stative' sentences is indicated by the 
unacceptability of the parenthetical continuation of the sentence in (53a), whose 
oddaess resembles that of the 'progressivized' sentence given earlier, and repeated 
below: 

(54) * This is king a Barbera, 1 think. 

This sentence, which deScnbes a 'classi ficatiodtype situation', as discussed earlier, is 

unacceptable simply because it is difficult to ascribe any purpose to bis focussing on 
the Bart>aa at 'R' when the 'situation' in which it figures is a completely stable 0ned7 

It should be nded that the relative instability of the 'situation' described by a 
'progressivized stative' senterice appears mt to be a matter of tnith, but simply a matter 

of evidence avakble to the speaker. Thus, the use of such a sentence in the foiiowing 
exchange seems perfectly acceptable, since the rdevance of speaker B's locating James 
only at 'R* is ciear fiom the conta: 

47 McGilvray (1991: 275) suggests that the judgements involved here are not those of 
grommaticality, since 'there is mthing in the nature of siates as sucb that d e s  out imperfectivizing 
any state whatsoever.' Thus, the unacceptability of sentemes like that in (54) stem &om the fia that 
'îhere are states we refbe to impwfectivize becouse we refuse to cwnt them as giving unstable or 
tempmauy descriptions of things' (McGilvray 1991: 275). See McGiIvray 1991: %76 for further 
discussion of 'progressivized statives'. 



(55) A: Do you know where James lives? 
B: Last 1 heard, he wits living in Copenhagen. 

C: Oh, he's dways lived there. 

The foiiowing examples of 'progressivized statives' are acceptable for similar reasons: 

(56) a. The Empire State building will be standing to your right. 
(McGilvray 1991: 264) 

b . The village was lying in the valley. (Verkuyl1989: 46) 

What is 'unstable' in sentences Wce these is not the position of the referent of the subjed 
itself, but the location of this referent relative to the speaker or hearer (McGilvray 199 1: 
264), or the experience of seeing the particular 'situation' that is being describeci 
(Vukuyl 1989: 46).48 II1 these cases, the reievance of focussing on the referent of the 
subject at 'R' derives from the fact that the 'situation' described by the VP is, from the 
speaker's perspective, an unstable me. 

Similar comments apply to the other 'sîative' sentences in (50a-d), and to those 
given earlier in (44)-(45). In each case, 'identifying' reference to an individual at 'R', 
against the background of the fairly stable 'state' described by the VP, serves to suggest 
that this 'state' is holding only temporariiy. 

It should be observai, however, that a sense of 'temporariness' is not always 
associated with the 'progressive' form exclusively. It is arguably conveyed, for 
example, in both of the following sentences: 

(57) a. My back is aching. 
b. My back aches. 

We might aüribute this to the nature of the 'situation' described by the VP h m  Since 
this 'situation' is generally understood to have only a (relatively) short duration, the 

effect of 'focussing' on the referent of the subject at 'R' is less pronounced than in the 

48 Notice. hower.  that simiIar sentences wi!b tbe ' W v e '  f m  of be are unacceptable, even 
tbough their meaning shouid be quite simiinr to the 'pmpsive' forms of lie. stand, Pnd similar wbs  
of location (ad other 'progressivired . . 

statives' with be ore acceptaMe. as we have seen): 

(i)  n. ïhe Empire Stnte Building is O y- nght. 
b. * 'lae Empire Stnte Building is king to your right. 

(ii) a. The nllage was in the vaky. 
b. * The village was behg  in the valley. 

Whatever the ultimate explaaation of these sentences, we might speculate tbat it is related to the 
peculiar properties of be itself, rnther than to those of the 'progressive' form. 



other cases that we have just examined, where the discrepancy between 'R' and 'E' is 
greata. 

A description of 'progressivized statives' in tams of the inclusion of 'Ri  in 'E' is 
thus abIe to give us some insight into their properties. 'Progressivized process' 
sentences, such as those given in (51)-(52), rnay be described in essentiaiiy the same 
terms, which are able to capture the somewhat different effed of 'temporarlness' 
associated with them, as we have already noted. Because the 'situations' described by 
the respective VPs in such sentences are quite different in character fiom those 
described by the W s  in 'stative' sentences, being inherently dynamic - in Galton's 
(1984) terms, 'states of change' rather than 'states of no change' -, we rnight psi t  
that the devance of 'focussing' on an individual at 'R' will in tum aiso be somewhat 
different. Here, it will not suggest a contrast between a stable and an unstable 
'situation', given that 'processes' themselves are already unstable, but only that the 
individual being 'captureci' at 'R' may be involved in this 'process' only temporarily. In 
hct, the strength of this suggestion depends entirely on the nature of the 'process' being 
described. Those of very short duration, like that described in (54) (repeated from 
(52b)), will invite this suggestion more readily; while those of long duration, like that in 
(54b), will not, resulting instead in the 'in the midst of reading describeci earlier in the 

cham 

(54) a. At that moment, Joe was shooting the bird at the driver who cut him off. 
b. From what we heard, James was working on a new book. 

Again, a difference in the nature of the 'situation' described by the VP is revealed as the 
source of the different effects associated with the 'progressive'. 

So far, our acçount of the 'progressive' has assumed that 'R' is specified as an 
'idealized instant'. While this assumption has raised no obvious difficulties with the 
examples already considemi, it does seem at ocids with the interpretation of sentences 
like those given below (repeated from (43e) and (46)): 

(58) a. Seth is drawing a lot these days. 
b. John is resembling his father more and more these days. 

Each of these sentences appears to refer to an 'R' whose breadth is specified by the 
respective temporal adverbial that they contain.49 Otherwise, however, they pattern 
with the 'progressive' sentences that we have already seen, 'focussing' on an individual 
at 'R' and suggesting a temporaxy or unstable 'situation'. 

49 Why îhese adverbiais specify 'R' rather t h  'E' remaios unclear to me, and must be left for 
fume reseaKh. 
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Other sentences - more specifically, those whose VPs describe 'situations' 
characterized by 'internai gaps' - also appear to refer to an 'R' whose breadth is 

greater than an instant. One such sentence (repeated from (3 1 b)), is given in (59): 

(59) W i  is writing his autobiography (right now). 

As Galton (1984: 85) observes, this sentence has two quite different readings. One is 
the 'broad' reading, accordhg to which the sentence malces a crue assertion 'at any time 
between when William starts his autobiography and when he finishes it; or, if in the 
event he never does finish it but at some point gives it up, unfinished, for gcxxj, then... 

at any time between when William starts writing his autobiography and when he gives 
up writing it.' The other is the 'narrow' reading, accordhg to which the sentence rnakes 
a tme assertion only 'at those times when William is actually at work on his 
autobiography'. What is i n t e r d g  about these readings is that both are available with 
the adverbial right now, which, one might think, would force the 'narrow' reading. 
'Situations* with such 'interna1 gaps' thus raise very difficult questions which we are 
unable to answer here. What doe. at least seem clear from this and the previous two 
sentences is that 'R' may be specified as an instant only as a default, and rnay assume 
other values through adverbial modification or context, consonant with suggestions 

made earlier in 9 1.2.1. 
We have seen, then, that a description of the 'progressive' in terms of a particular 

relation between 'R' and 'E', and the different fwictions of these intervals in temporal 

interpretation, a n  account for a range of effeds associated with this form. We rnight 
turn now to some of the cases that Landman discusses - namely, those that exernplify 
'progressivized eventive' sentences -, to see if this description can account for the 
effeas that lead Landman to postulate that the 'progressive' indicates a 'stage' of a 
possibly unrealized 'situation'. 

One way to address this issue is simply to cal1 into question the strategy of 
explicating the meaning, as opposed to the use, of the 'progressive' by appealing to the 
devices that Landman employs - in particular, those of 'counterfadual situations' and 

'reasonable possibility'. The assumption that out howledge of this form could hinge 
on our ability, for example, to track some uncompleted 'event' 'in our world until it 
stops', and thm to 'perform a thought experhent' to determine how this 'event' wouid 
'have continuecl if it hadn't stopped' seems very much at udds with the ease with which 
we understand sentences like that in (60) (repeated b m  (48a)): 

(60) Mary was crosshg the street, when the truck hit ha :  



Simiiarly, our ease at piauring Mary wiping out the Roman m y  or swimming across 
the Atlantic when presenteû with the sentaices in (61) (repeated h m  (48û-c)) rnakes it 
irnplausible to see the notion of 'reasonable possibility' as part of the meaning of the 

'progressive' itsdf, rather than as part of our d - w œ l d  luiowledge of the dificulties in 
accomplishing such feats: 

(61) a. Mary was wiping out the Roman army. 
b . Mary was swimrning across the Atlantic. 

A normative notion like 'reasonable possibility' seems - to use McGilvray 's 
(199 1) t ans  - much more plausibly attribut& to the ' meaningfulness', rather than the 
' meaning ', of the 'progressive'. As for our ability to understand sentences like that in 
(a), which describe 'unrealized events', it is not clear whether this requires any appeal 
to a~wtdactual 'situations', raîher than simply an assessrnent of evidence we have 

available at the time of speech, as McGilvray (1991: 298) suggests. In other words, we 
judge whether the individuai located at 'R' by a sentence with a 'progressive' fonn is or 
was involved, at 'R', in the 'situation' described by the VP of this sentence by 

assessing the midence available to us at the time of speech. If, for example, we know 
that the Mary of the sentence in (60) was halfway across the Street when she was hit by 

the truck, then we are W y  to judge this sentence me. If, in contrast, we witnessed the 
(same?) Mary of the sentences in (6 1) at the 'Rs' respectively described by these 
sentences, then given the sue of the Roman Army and the breadth of the Atlantic, we 
are likely to judge these sentences faise. Recail that the clifference noted by Landman 
(1992: 14-15) in the instances in which we judge the sentence in (61 b) respectively true 
and fdse is mciaiiy tied to the evidenœ that we respectively have available to us at the 

time of speech in rnalcing this judgement. in the former instance but not the latter, we 

already know that Mary has indeed crossed the Atlantic-so 
The foregoing examination of the 'progressive' has unfortunately been rather 

cursory and impressionistic, and has, of course, not provided any definitive answers to 

any of the difficult questions that it has raised. It has arguably served, at least, to sketch 
out an accuunt of a range of uses of this form (although one difficult case, that of the 
' futurate progressive', remains, which w e  shall be considerring briefly in 8 1.2.5 
below). Moreover, it has suggested that a 'vat'-tensed version of fhis fm, despite 
its cornplex temporal quaiities, neverttieIess serves to lwate an individual at an interval 

50 Tbese corniderations aita expiain the relucta~ce of the speakers 1 consirlied to judge as tnie 
LPndman's sentence about God and the unicorn, discussed in n. 39 and repeated below, if God bas 
mthing whptsoever to sbsw fa His efforts This is h p l y  thaî there is m evidem available to assess 
vheiher He was actiially eqpged in a unkorn-aeating activity. 

(9 God was creating a unicorn, when He changeci His mind 



'R' coinciding with (or including) the time of speech. Such a suggestion permits us to 
preserve the uniiary treatment of the 'present' tense that we have b e a  canvassing 
throughout 8 1.2, accordhg to which this tense expresses the relation 'S, R', and leaves 
the relation between 'R' and 'E' indeterminate 

We might note, iïnaily, that a key element in our account of the 'progressive' was 
an appeal to the r81e of evidence in helping us to assess the tnith of propositions 
expressed by sentences containkg 'progressive' forms. Evidence plays an equally 
important r81e in our use of nomics and 0 t h  'iteratives', as we shali see in the next 
section, where we shall be discussing this matter in more M. 

In the previous three sections, we discussed 'simple' and 'progressive' 'present'-tensed 
forms, and concluded that both cocld be subsumed under the generalization that the 
'present' tense expresses the temporal relation 'S, Ri. It should be observed, however, 
that our discussion of the former construction was confined largely to 'habituaisr. Yet 
these represent only one of a class of readings of the 'simple' present often referred to 
coUdveiy as 'iterative' (cg. Declerck 1991: 277; McGilway 1991: 99). These other 
'iterative* readings all describe 'situations' that extend indefinitely into the past and 
future, and thus present a serious challenge to our daim about the meaning of the 
'prsent' tense. The strategy that we shall exploit in order to meet this challenge is to 
appeal to the non-linguistic knowledge that we use as evidence in judging different 
'iterative' assertions. 

We might begin with Lyons' (1977: 680) classification of the 'iteratives' in 
question. He distinguishes the foliowing types: (i) 'omnitemporal', which express 
propositions 'whose auth-value is constant for aU values of t,- in a finite or infinite set of 
time-points or time-intervals {tl, tz* tj, ..., t ,)'; (ii) 'timeless', which express 
propositions 'for which the question of time-reference.. simply does not arise', and 
among which 'generic' propositions are arguably included; and (iii) 'gnomic', which 
express 'w-called general truths', which describe a range of propositions extending 
h m  the 'timeless' and 'omnitemporal' to those which 'could hardly said to describe 
anything more than tendencies, generalities and assumed reguiarities' (Lyons 1977: 
6 W  1). Examples of these different 'iteratives' are given below: 

(62) a 'OMNITEMPORAL': 

Copper conducts electricity. 

b. 'TIMELESS' : 

i. Two times two is four. (Reichenbach 1947: 292) 



ii. Cows are herbivorous. ('generic') 

C. 'GNOMIC': 

i. It never rains but it pours. 
ii. Corruption starts at the top. 

(Lyons 1977: 680) 

(ibid., 681) 

If, as Lyons (1977) claims, the propositions expressed by these 'iteratives' have 
'[nothingl to do with present tirne' (ibid, 681). then these constructions rnay require us 
to abandon our unitary treatment of the 'present' teuse, and to recognize an additional, 
'nondeictic', meaning for this for111.51 Ya given Lyons's remarks about the temporal 
clifferaices refleded in the class, a single addition may W be sufficient to capcure aii of 
the uses of the 'present' taise reflecîed in the sentences above. 

However, the suggestion that we multiply the meanings of the 'present' tmse to 
account for these different 'iterative' types shauld give us pause - rnaking us wonder 
whaher we were missing a generafitation about the meaning of this tense and the uses 
to which it may be put. This doubt is reinforced by the occurrence of 'past'-tensed 
sentences like the following one: 

(63) Saber-tOOthed tigas ate rneat. (McGilmy 1991 : 105) 

This sentence expresses the same sort of assertion that the sentence in (62bii) does, 
except that it employs the 'past' tense to indicate h t  the generalization in question no 
longer holds, given that it appLies to an extind animal22 If 'past' tenses can thus be 
assigned similar 'non-deidic' readings, then the case for multiplying 'present' tense 
meanings becomes even weaker, since we could not plausibly expand the range of 
meanings for one tense without doing the same for the other.53 Our sense of a 
genaalization king missed thus becomes even more pronounced. 

It turns out that such a proposal would be difficult to implement in any case, 
baiuse of the practical difficulties of distinguishing diffemt classes of 'ituatives'. As 
Lyons himseif notes, both the distinction between 'timelessness' and 'ornnitemporality' 
and that betweai 'ornnitemporatity' and the 'time-bound notions' expressed in 'gnornic' 
statements 'that approximate to, or resemble, omniternporality ' is 'difficult to draw in 

Such a suggestion is made by Reichenbach (1947: 292), for example, who notes that 'a second 
temparPl furiction of the preseni tense' is to express 'vaJidi@ at PU times*, in which hinction 'the time 
argumeatisusedasafteevririoble'. 

52 As McGilray (1991: 105) pufs it, 'past'-iensed 'no&' sentences of tbis Lind 'indicPte tbat there 
are no things ... bft that the d c  &scribes'. 

53 It could be argue& houever, that the 'pesent'4ensed semence assats the mth of a proposition 
for pas& -nt, Md future, white the 'pnsil-tensed sentence asse* the tnith of a proposition only for 
the psL The use of the 'post' tense in question nevertheIess pertains to tbe &le of the past (until the 
deorh of the 1 s t  sober-mothed tiger), which is arguably as different from mxe 'standard' uses of this 
tense as is the use of the 'present' tense in senteoces Iike tha! in (62bü) h m  its more 'standard' uses. 



particular instances' (ibid., 680-81). These considerations shodd lead us to entertain 
the possibility that the difierences in question are a matter of use 

in fact, such a position has been adopted by a number of researchers, who have 
argued for a unitary treatment of 'habituals' and d e r  'iteratives'. Just as 'present'- 
tensed 'habituai' sentences can be seen to describe a situation as holding at the time of 
speech - the view of 'habituals' that we canvassed earlier -, so too can these d e r  
kinds of 'iteratives'. Accordingly, Comrie (1985: 40) ciaims that a 'generic' sentence, 
for example, 'refer[s] only to the present moment, the interpretation of this as a 
univemal tnith being on the basis of structural and extralinguistic factors beyond the 
meaning of the present teme's Declerck (1991: 282-83) claims, similarly, that ai i  of 
these 'iteaatives' 'represent a situation as a state', and tbat their 'present'-tensed 
versions represent this state as holding at the time of speech. What this means is that 

both 'iterative' and 'non-iterative' 'present' tense constmctions can be assigneci simiiar 
temporal structures, so that it is 'unnecessary to posit a special kind of 'genericW or 
'universal" tense' to account for the former type. 

Such a position is elaborated by McGilvray (1991: 99-1 13)' who argues that the 
ta& of distinguishing one type of 'iterative' from another is essentially '[one] for 
epistemology' (ibid, 99), since the difference between thern is related to a difference in 
the 'speaker commitments' that each demands (ibid, 100). That is, nothing in the 
temporal structure of a given 'iterative' sentence signals us to read it as one kind of 
'iterative' rather than another. The source of the diffaences between them is to be 
found, instead, in the degree of commitment that we are willing to make to the tnith of 
the assertion expressed by a given 'iterative' sentence. What we are doing, for example, 
when we use and accept a sentence like that in (62a) as an 'omnitemporal'55 is to 
commit ourselves to the assertion that the 'situation' d d b e d  by this sentence has no 
bounds, and thus 'hold[s] everywhere and anywhere in our world' (ibid., 107). It 
follows, then, that the only 'iterative' sentences that are able to bear this 'omnitmporal* 
(or what McGilvray calls 'nomic', as noted earlier) reading are those that 'conceni, are 
about, or are used in offering correct descriptions of the things of our world' - in 
0th- words, those expressing assertions about 'our world' that are continuously agreed 
to be bue, based on the availability, at least in pnnciple, of firrn evidence for them 

54 Comrie (1985: 40-41) argues. in addition, tbat tbe 'universal' and 'habituai' te- ciah& to 
exkt in some languages (be cites Swahiii. which is ciaimed to have W h ,  the famer used for 'gened 
truths not restricted temporaiiy' a d  the latter fa 'customariiy recuning situations') are more plnusibfy 
~ a s ~ o f ' a s p e c t ' u ' m o o d ' .  

55 As McGilvray (199 1: 106) p o k  out, there is certainly aothing nooseosical about reading such 
a sentence as only M 'habituai'. In fact. we should expect such 'misreadings' to occur, given that 
'co~~ect ly* interpreting a given sentence as an 'omnitemporal' often requires a certain amount of 
specialUed ma-linguistic kmwledge, the posedon of which codd mt be Psauned for every speaker 
of English - not even for OIE who loiows the rnmnings of ail of tbe uiords in the sentence. 



(ibid, 10û-9).% While the various types of 'iteratives' thus have a common tempord 

structure, the type just describeci are most naturally used to make 'omnitemporal' 
assertions, given the lexical information that they contain, and thus the kinds of 
'situations' that they describen 

McGiivray (1991: 11 1) aiso obsewes that some assertions 'are treated in pradice 
as continuously a.. sometimes almost to the point where good evidence against hem 
is ignored.' Examples of these include 'stereotypical' assertions like the foilowing 
ones, which are 'usehl in the efficient, though sometimes faulty, perception and 
identification of things of our world': 

(64) a. Tigers are sûiped. 
b. Lemons are yeliow. 
c. Humans are bipedal. (ibid.) 

While McGilvray does n d  discuss 'gnomics', these would also presumably Fail into 
this category of assertions that we assume to be true even in the face of 
counterevidence 

This brief discussion of 'iteratives' have thus suggested that the challenge that 
they seem to pose to w r  generalization about the 'present' tense is not a real one. Given 
an approach to them of the kind sketched here, we can analyse them in the same fishion 
as we have analysed 0 t h ~  'present' tense constructions: namely, in terms of the relation 
'S,R'. 

The last 'present' tense oonstniction that we shaii examine is the 'futurate', in which the 
present is 'understood as referring to future tirne' (Huddleston 1977: 732), and which 
also seems problematic for our 'S,R' claim. While this use appears to be associated 
with both 'simple' and 'progressive' forms, it is generally associated with the former 
only when they are modified by temporal adverbials (induding wh-adverbials) that can 
be understood as specifying a future time.S8 In the foilowing discussion, we shall be 

- 

56 Note tbat such an accwnt observes no distinction between 'timeless' and 'omni@mporal' 
- which. as w already mted. is a problemaiic one in sny case. 

T ; V C & i  ght rpcnilua W Iexicai i a i w  tiut -t stmrqiy 'aie* a immr for an ~omnitcmpai' 
nssertion include awn muris chat have the form of bare pIurPls Pnd m a s  muns that have the form of 
bare singulats, borh of uihich commoniy indicate tvunes of Lrinds. and thus m h d i y  lead to the type of 
assenioninguestim 

58 Jespersen (1931: 82-43)) dces cite tbe foiiouiing exampIes of 'hitrPPtes' that do mt require 
adverbials to estaMish a fatue time fa the 'situation' king deamibeci: 

(3 a Good-4ye. old mpn, 'We mset in heaven, if not befm.' (McKenna, Sonia: 350) 
b. 1 shail not dine at home: 1 meete îhe Captaines ai the Cim&U. 

(Sbabespeare, Othello m. 357) 



focussing on the 'simple* version of this construction; some examples of this are given 
in (65): 

(65) a. 1 start for Italy on Monday next. 

b. 1 go in six weeks. 

c. 1 leave early t o - m m w  moming. 
d. WhenQwestart? (Jespersen 193 1: 9242)) 

One question that this constniction mises is the foiiowing one: how can the 

'present' be compatible with non-present adverûials? One possibility is that the 
'present* tense 'is actually a non-pst and does not inherently refer to present, as 
opposed to future, t h e '  (Binnick 1991: 389).*9 We might be reluctant to accept this 

claim, givm that nothing in our consideration of the 'present' tense so far has required 
an appeal to it. As it happens, various facts about this construction militate against such 
a claim. Perhaps the most straightforward is that the 'futurate' mnstmdion has a past- 
tensed muntapart, as exemplified below. 

Such examples, however, do not seem to be grammatical in contemporary Engiish, and will therefore 
not be considered hem. Homer ,  there are examples of 'simple present' forms unmodified by temporal 
acherbials tbat are impeccable in conremporary E n g h k  

(ii) a Eitber you tell him a 1 do. 
b. Wberedasthisboxgo? 

(Huddleston 1977: (1 b)) 

In each case, the availability of tbe ' h t e '  readmg oppears to be dependent on some element that c- 
commands the tense. alrhougb just whnt ppe r t ks  are involved here remains unclear. Notice. too, that 
o~alladverbiPlwh-phraçesLiceasetbe'fuhrrote'neading: 

59 A related claim, developed in E q  1990, is tbat 'present'-tensed forms are actuaily unspecified f a  
a te- vaiw. 

60 Th, appears to be at odds with Homstein's (1990) claim about this construction, which is dut 
'pst* teme versions of it are ü i - f d  This foiiows fiom his clah (which we shall be reviewing in 
ch* 3) &ai embedded 'past' tenses in 'sequeme of te=' constructions are actuPlly 'present' tenses, 
'the apparent pst-tense fœm king just the morphological manifestation of a shifled temporal 
dependency on the matrixeved time' (ibid, 123). Hcxnsiein addrices the foiiowing contrast as evideace 
for this daim (th judgements are his): 

(0 a. * Tbe Canadiens in New York tonxmow. 
b. John said that the Canadiens were in New York t o m w .  
c. The Canadiens are in New York t o m w .  (ibid., 162, (81)) 

He argues that the (a) sentence is uripccepmble because the were that oppars tbere is a true 'past' tense 
and thus (acccding to bis CDTS, as described in chapter 1) cannot be modified by a haire-tirne- 
d e d n g  adverbial, while (b). in coaimt, is accepîabk, because the were that a p p m  there is reaily a 
preSent' tense, and thus can be modified by siiçh an adverbial. 

While the (a) seWnce does aâmittedly souad odd, this is l h i y  because it is difficult to corisauct a 
suitable context for its uttaPrice. (l'te difficuity Prises h m  the nature of tbe 'situation' described: oire 
that is scbeduled some t h e  before the mment of speech for the day after the moment of speech, and 
described h m  the perspective of tbe time rit which the scheduling has taken p k e  - since ouienvise 



(66) a. 1 joined tomorrow. (Conrad, cited in Declerck 199 1: 169, n. 7, (iii)) 
b. The game started at seven. (based on Quirk et al. 1985: 8 14.3 1. n. [el) 

This suggests that the pattern cannot be attributai to peculiar properties of the 'present' 
tase, but must have a more general srplanation. 

An even more compeiling $a about the 'futurate' is that its meaning m o t  be 
equated with that of the 'future' tense. Indeed, its distinctive meaning is well 
documented, having been identifieci by Jespersen and others early in the century, and 
reiterated in many studies since then (eg. Joos 1964; Boyd & Thome 1969). This 
meaning is described by Jespemm (1931: #2.4(1)), for instance, as foilows: 'In using 
the present tense in speaking of future events one disregards, as it wue, the unwîahty 

dways C O M ~ C ~ € ! ~  with prophesying, and speaks of something, not indeed as really 
taking place now, but simply as certain.' In other worcis, the 'fuhirate', in contrast to 
the 'future', appears to express a siatemait rather than a prediction (Boyd & Thorne 
1969, cited in Fleischman 1982: 92-93). 

This idea has also been expressed in terms of 'programmes', 'schedules', and 
'plans'. For example, Palmer (1924: 144; cited in Jespersen 1931: 9 2 4 ) )  claims that 

the 'futmte' is used when 'a future action is considered as part of a programme already 
fixe&. McGilvray (1991: 42) claims, similarly, that it involves a 'schedde' - although 
he adds that this schedule need not be one that anyone anywhere 'has the power to 
change'. This qualification, which suggests that the notion of 'schedule' should not be 
taken literally, accords with various ment remarks about the construction. One of these 
is F'leischman's (1982: 181, n. 61) claim that 'the notion of a plan' is too restricted to 
subsume al1 of the contexts in which the 'futurate' rnay be used; and that what is 
signrficant 'is not so much the objective existence of a plan, but the speaker's belief that 
the future event can be entirely deterrnined by present circumstances.' Another is 
Rigter's (1986: 125) (closely related) c lah that the construction is used when a speaker 
'is talking about the way his world is organized in the present.' 

the 'psesena* or 'funpe' tense Mwild be used). Houever, once we do coastruct such a wntea (no mean 
feat). the acceptabiliiy of the sentence greatly improves: 

(a As of Frïday, the Caniuiiens were in New Yak tomwrow, but now it looks like hy're 
tlleae on ThiPsday. 

Replacing the copuia with an 'eventive' verb in the 'progressive' form (which, as ue sbnll daim 
below, has essentiaüy the same tense stmcnire) improves the sentence's accepability even more: 

(iii) As of Friday, the Canadiens were playing in New York tommw, but now it look like 
they 're playing tbere on Thursday. 

Given these fiicts, it seenis reasonable to reject Hornstein's claim. (See chapter 3 f a  a mote detailed 
discussion of ihese issues.) 



It should be noted that the 'present progressive' may also have a 'futurate' 
reading, as shown in (67): 

(67) John is aniving tomorrow. (Huddleston 1977: 730, (3)) 

However, it has been claimed, in Huddlestoa 1977 and elsewhere, that examples of îhis 
kind are not 'futurates' at al.& but rather instances of the genindial 'future amplement' 
consirudion, just iike the sentence given in (68): 

(68) 1 intend nnishing it by lunch-the. (ibid, (2)) 

In other words, what appear to be 'progressive' forms in sentences like that in (67) are, 
in fàct, concatenations of main verb be and a geniridial form, and thus instances of the 

gerundial couterpart of the infinitival wmplement construdion illustmted in (69): 

(69) John is to anive tomorrow. 

Huddieston's daim is motivated by certain asymrnetries between the 'simple 
present futurate' and its 'progressive' counterpart. Perhaps the most compelling of 
these is the optionality of modification by a temporal adverbial in the former but not the 

latter consûuction, as show in (70): 

(70) a. John is leaving by train. 
b. John leaves by train. 

The sentence in (70b), lacking a future-time-denoting temporal adverbial, is not 

amenable to a 'fitumevent' reading, as we have already suggested. In contrast, (70a) 
appears to be 'ambiguous between an ongoing interpretation with present-time 
reference' - an interpreîation 'typical of the progressive in nonfuture antexts' - 'and 
an aspeduaily neutral interpretation with fÙtur&rne reference' @ahl 1992: 648). 

Curiously, though, the 'ongoing process' reading of the 'progressive' is in 
complementaxy distribution with the 'future-event' reading, even though there appears 
to be no incompatibility between them - as suggested by the existence of 'future 
progressive' forms. This gives us some reason to doubt that this structure is not simpiy 
a 'progressive'. Further doubts &se h m  the obseavation that the ambiguity found in 

the sentence in (70a) does n d  ernerge in d e r  sentences that are similar in structure, 
such as those in (71), men when such sentences are clearly able to bear 'futurate' 
readings: 



(71) a. We are eating b e r .  

a'. W e  are eating dinner at six. 
b. Seth is working. 
b'. Seth is working tomorrow. 
c. Bruno is building his dream home. 
c.' Bruno is building his dream home next year. 

The availability of this reading without an explicit temporal adverbial appears to be 

based on independent factors - more specifically, the lexical properties of the main 
verb and the 'situation' describe. by the W. As the sentences in (72) suggest, this 
reading emerges quite clearly with VPs that describe paths to some explicit or implicit 
goal (although this goal, it seems, must be at Ieast contextually estabiished for the 
reading to be available); or with those that cornmonly describe some 'scheduled' duty or 
activity (althougb again context is cnicial in making this reading available). 

(72) a. Trish is driving the car (to Montreal). 
b. Joe is taking the train. 
c. Chester is doing the laundry. 

As it happas, the evidence that Huddieston (1977: 733) adduces in support of a 
distinction between 'progressive' and 'future complement' consauctions does not 
appear v q  robust. His evidence takes the fonn of a contrast in the intapretation of 
these two sentences: 

03)  a. We are meeting Max at 3:ûû. 
b. We are stii i uiterviewùig students at 3m - the last isn't due until3:30. 

(Huddieston 1977: 733, (14H15)) 

While the contrast itself is clear - (73a) has the nonaspectual 'future-event' reading 
and (73b) the 'ongoing process' present reading that we saw in (70) above -, it is not 
obvious that it shodd be attnbuted to structural ambiguity. The latter reading is more 
plausibly due to ttie presence of still rather than to any such arnbiguity, since it becornes 
unavaiiable once this adverbial is absent, and the 'fiturate' reading reasserts itself (in 
which case the speaker's af tdought  becornes pragmaticaliy odd, hmce the rnarginaiity 
of the resuiting sentenoe): 

(74) ?? We are intaviewing students at 3:00 - the last isn't due untiI 3:30. 



Al1 of these considerations cal1 into question the existence of a distinct 'future 
cumplemezit' masiruaion, and suggest that the obsened clifferences beîween 'simple' 
and 'progressive' 'futurates' should be attnbuted to the diffaences between 'simple' 
and 'progressive' forms themseives. 

The quesiion then, of CO- is how to explain the former diffaences in tams of 
the latter. Perhaps ttie most signifia diffaaice to be explained is Chat demonstratecl in 
the foiiowing pattern of acceptability: 

(75) a. The sun sets at 8:39 tomorrow. 
b. ?* The sun is setting at 8:39 tomomw. (Huddleston 1977: 73 1-32, (9)) 

(76) a. ?* 1 go out with Wanda June tomomw. 
b. I am going out with Wanda June tomorrow. @as4 on ibid, (10)) 

('77) a. ?* I see Rabat this evening. 
b. 1 am seeing R&ezt this evening. (ibid., (1 1)) 

This patteni - which admits of some variability, one member of each pair being merely 
odd for some speakers but compIeteIy unacceptable for others (see ibid, 73 1-32) - 
has commonly k e n  described in terms of the relevance to the 'progressive' but not the 

'simple' construction of 'human agency' in determining the future 'situation' in 
question (ibid). Thus, 'other things being equal, the progressive is more likely ... to 
suggest intention, initiation, or conml by the subject' (ibid., 732). Accordingly, the 
sentence in (7%) is odd because 'it seems to suggesî some departure fiom the expeaed 
timing' (ibid, 73 1). C o n v d y ,  those in (76a) and (77a) are odd because they suggest 

the respective speakers' lack of control over the 'situations' described, contrary to our 
assumptiom about such 'situations'. 

In fact, the analysis of the 'progressive' canvassed in 8 1.2.3 gives us a natural 
way to capture these observations, if we assume that this form serves the same fundion 
in this construdion that it does in the ones ihat we examined earlier: namdy, that of 
'focussing' on an individual at 'R9.61 This 'focussing', we suggested, was behind the 
effect of 'instabiiity' that we observed with rnany 'progressive' constnidions - in 
particular the 'progressivized statives' which presented such diff icuIties for anal y sis. 
Accordingly, we might say that a similar 'instability' characterizes 'progressive 

futurates', and thus rnakes hem acceptable only in the description of 'situations' whose 

61 Because of the wpy that w e  shaü be anaiysing the 'hiturate' below - oamely, as expressing 
'SP'  and 'R-E' - it is necessory to r e v b  wr daim that the 'progressive' specifies an inclusion 
relation behveen 'R' and 'E*, since in this case (as wii as in the case of the 'perfect' Forms) 'R' aod 'E' 
do not coincide. bt us Say. then, ihai tbe relrttion qmcified by the 'propsiive' is ote in which 'R' is 
less than or e q u i  !O 'E'. 



coming to pass can be taken to depend upon human agency, and is thus nd completely 
fixed and immutable. Conversely, those 'situations' thaî cannot be understood in this 
way will strongly resist the 'progressive' version of the 'futurate', and require the 
'simple' version. Such an account of the two versions seems to accord well with the 
above patterns; in addition, it suggests why some 'situations' can be acceptably 
described with either the 'simple' or 'progressive' version of the 'futurate', while 
others cannot: 

(78) a. The train Ieaves at 839. 
b . The traUl is leaving at 8:39. 

(79) a. The sun sets at 8:39. 
b. * The sun is s&g at 8: 39. 

The reason is a simple one: a 'situation' like that describexi in (78) can be conceived of 
either as more or less fixed by schedule, or as more or less subject to human and dher 
variables. In contrast, a 'situation' like that described in (79) is not taken to admit of 
such variabiiity, but to be the result of highly stable and predictable properties. The 
kinds of considerations that we have invoked in describing the use of these two 
different versions of the 'futurate' clearly rnake the choice between them a matter of 
acceptability, rather than of grammaîicality - a conclusion which is consistent with the 

atîested variabiiity in judgements about these sentaices. 
Given the foregoing discussion, it seems rasonable to treat this 'progressive' 

construction as a variety of the 'futurate', whose attested ciifferences h m  the 'simple' 
version cm be aüributed to those between 'simple' and 'progressive' verb forms 
generally. Accordingly, we can conclude our excursus into this distinction, and r e i m  
to the analysis of the 'futurate* constniction itself. 

Given the properties of the 'futurate' as outlined above, it appears that a basic goal in 
the analysis of this construction is to account for its 'dual' nature - that is, for its 
ability to refer somehow both to the present and to the future. Perhaps the most 
common approach to this construction in the literature has been a derivational one, 
which bas taLa various f m s .  One, proposeci by Lakoff (1971) and others, posits an 
auxiliary will in the underlying structure of simple tense ' futurates', which is subject to 
a d e  of 'Wifl Deletion' if 'the event is one that the speaker can be sure o f  (Lakoff 
197 1 : 339). Another, proposai by Jenkins (1972)' posits a rule of ' Wilf Intqxetation' 
to achieve similar resuits. 



A third, proposed by Hornstein (e.g. 1977, 1990), is t e c h i W y  and conceptualiy 
more sophisticated, one result of an ambitious programme (described briefly in chapter 
1) of giving an explicitly derivational account of tense behaviour in 'Reichenbachian' 
tenns. Hmstein (1977) grounds this derivaiiond approach in the following claim, 
based on remarks in Braroe 1974, which he dubs 'Braroe's Principle': 

If a sentence bas n reoding with a certPin adwxb it does mt mean that the sentence cm 

have tbPt nwning withwt the sdverb. It is mi the case that the sentence is ambiguous 

ami that the time pdverb simpiy fi.icuses on o œ  reading thezeby resolving an ambiguity. 

R n t h a , t b e t i m e ~ a d d s ~ t h a t w p s m t t h e r e b e f a e .  

(Hcmsîein 1977: 524-25)62 

This claim reflects an approach to tense which will be at the core of this study - one 

according to which the temporal interpretation of expressions involving tenses and 
temporal adverbials involves the active participation of both of these elements, such that 
neither is merely 'anaphorically' related to the other. However, Homstein's 
intqretation of 'Braroe's Principle' in derivational terms is only one possibility, and 
one which suffers h m  many weaknesses, as we sha.  see below. 

His claim, as illuslrated below, is that the 'futurate' reading of the present tense 
arises from a modification of its 'basic tense structure' (BTS), 'S,R,Eq, by a future 
time-denoting adverbial, in accordance with his 'Constraint on Denved Tense 

Stnichaes' (CDTS), which we discussed in chapter 1. This resuits in the 'derived tense 

stnicture* @TS) 'S-R,E', which is identical to the 'BTS* of a future tense: 

(80) John is leaving > John is leaving tomorrow 

tomorrow 

%RE > S-R,E 

I 
tomonow 

(based on Hornstein 1990: 19, (24)) 

Homstein's analysis thus departs from others in that the tense in these 'futurate' 
constructions is reaUy 'present', and not 'underlyingly future'. As such, it duives the 
'future event' rmding of the 'futurate' in a manner compatible with the insights of 
'B=w's Rinciple'. 

62 Homstein makes the same point in his 1990 study: 'It is Mportant to rernember that adding 
adverbs adds interpretrrtions not avaiiable without them. Thus, adverbe do mt simply bring out 
interpretations that am w, tbey make avaiiable inîerpretatioas thpt are absent without hem' (ibid., 
224, n. 37). 
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However, two observations about 'futurate' constructions which Homstein 
overlooks present problems for this analysis, given that it requires the presence of a 

futuretimedenoting adverbiai to aiiow the relevant modification of a 'present' tense 
stnidure. One, which we have already seen, is that 'progressives' can bar a 'futurate' 
reading wiihout any adverbial modification. Since we observeci that a 'futurate' reading 
muges in these cases only if there is a contextuallyestablished future time, we might 
think of these cases as involving a kind of eAiipsis. The other problern, which does not 
have such an obvious solution, is that 'futurates' may be constmaed not only from 

inherently futuredenoting adverbiaIs like tumrrow, but also from those like on 

Tuesday, which may dende contextuaily deterrnined future 'situations'. Since the Latter 

are not lexicaiiy specified as future-denoting adverbials, but my, like other 'context- 
dependent calendar narnes' (Kamp & Reyle 1993: 614), denote ~ i r t u a l l y ~ ~  any 
contextually-relevant interval that has this narne, it is no& obvious what would quaIify 
them to paform the naodifying task in question. 

Far more damaging to Homstein's aaalysis, though, is its daim that modification 
of the 'Reichenbachian' structure of the 'present' tense makes this structure 
indistinguishable from that of a 'base-geaerated' 'future' tense. Such a daim is, of 
course, at odds with the characterization of the 'futurate' given earlier, according to 
which it describes the speaker's world '[as] organized in the presmt' (Rigter 1986: 
125), by describing a future 'situation' 'entirely deteamined by present circumstances' 
(Fleischman 1982: 181, n. 61). In fact, there is good evidence that the 'futurate' does 
have such temporal properties, which are substantially different h m  those of the 

'future'. This evidence includes the following contrasts, adduced by McGilvray (1991: 
u 1): 

(81) a. * G a g e  loses tomorrow. [except if the match he is playing is fixedJ 
a'. George wiii lose tomorrow. 
b. * The car misfires tomorrow. 
b'. The car wiii misfire tomorrow. 
c. * The rock falls tomorrow. 
c'. The rock wilI fa11 tomorrow. 

(82) a. * George is Iosing tomorrow. 
a'. George WU be losing tomorrow. 
b. * The car is misfiring tomorrow. 
b'. The car wiil be misfiring tomorrow. 
c. * nie rock is falling tomorrow. 

63 This ability is subject to certPin restrictions, as Kamp ami Reyle (1993: 614-20) m e .  
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c'. The rock will be fdling tomorrow. (based on ibid) 

These contrats are readily acçounted for if present 'futurates', unlike 'future' tense 
constructions, acceptably describe only situations that can be 'ddermined by present 
circumstances'. Since none of the situations describeci here can do so - except, 
tellingly, the match-fixing 'situation' that is a possible interpreîation of the sentence in 
(81a) - the 'futurate' sentences are all ruied out. In contrast, the sentences with 
'future' tmse forms, which only make predictions about the 'z3uationsq in question, are 
a i i  per fdy  acceptable. 

One could try to blunt the effect of these examples by claiming, as some authors 
have (see cg. McGilvray 199 1: 42,33 1, n. 26 for refuences), that the felicitous use of 
the 'futurate' cmcially depends on the future 'situation' king a likely one. But this 

qualification is stiil unable to rescue the analysis, since 'futurates' can be 'hedged' 
(ibid, 42), as the sentences in (83) demonstrate: 

leaves 
b. 

is leaving 
believe 

c. The Presidmt of Mars [dcüverî } hk speech tomorrow, 1 
is delivering 

(based on ibid., 42) 

This shows quite clearly that the Likelihood of a 'situation' is not relevant to the 

acceptability of the 'futurate'. 
The only rasonable conclusion to be drawn from such evidence is that 

derivational acmunts of the 'futurate' - which attempt to derive its properties from 
those of the 'future' tense, either by a process that transforms an 'underlying future' 
tense into a 'present', or through one that transforms the temporal structure of a 
'present' tense into that of a 'future' - are empirically inadequate, since they can 
account neitha for the subtle intapietathe properties of this construction nor for its 
di~tribution.6~ Of course, any claim that one temse is transformed into another under 

64 Simüar comments opply to another aoaiysis of 'present'-tend 'futurrite* consmictioas, that 
fwnd in Smith 1978, *ch tpkes them to bave a future 'R', and thus &érs b m  the same empirical 
cliffiCuleies as tbe analyses d e s c n i  hm.  



ceriain conditions raises an important question: namely, why the gramrnar wouId 
undenvite such an obsçuring of meaning, which has no obvious systemic motivation 
and substantially increases its complexity. If, in this case, 'present futurate' 
constructions were essentially equivalent to their 'future' tense counteqarts, it is naturai 
to ask why they would persist in the language. The most obvious answer, as we have 
already seen, is that they are not equivalent, and that their apparent synonymy 
disappears under close enough m t i n y . a  

1.2.5.2. 'HIDDEN' STRUCTURE 

Another attempt to account for the 'futurate', as presented in McGilvray 1991: 4U-42, 
involves the positing of 'hidden' semantic structure - that is, structure not derivable 
fiom the properties of the syntax alone - as a means of reconciling the observed form 
and meaning of this construction. The claim of this analysis, more specificaily, is that 
the 'present futurate' is, sernantically speaking, a complex sentence, which consists of a 
'present'-tensed matrix clause, accordingly specified 'S,R,E', and an embedded 
infinitival whose 'R' is specified by a future-time-denoting temporal adverbial. This is 
illustrated in (84): 

(84) a. George is arriving tomorrow. 
b. 'George is planning to anive tomorrow.' 

s 'RE RE 

Taking the paraphrase given in (84b) 'as a better rendering of the original 
sentence' given in (84a) certainly give us a clearer pidure of the meaning of this 

' futurate', thereby lending credence to McGilvray 's claim. Y a an inevitable difficulty 
with this approach is that it provides no obvious means to relate the syntadic structure 
of 'futurates' to the semantic structure being posited, and as such cannot help us to 
understand how these sentences corne to b a r  a 'futurate' meaning. This p e r d  
empincai difficulty is associated with a number of more specific ones, arising h m  the 

claim that the main vert, in the syntactic structure of these sentences is mapped to an 
infinitival v d  form in th& 'elabarated' semantic structure. The difficulties in question, 
then, are related to the pmperties of the main verb that must in turn appear in the f i t e  
clause of the latter structure Since, as McGilvray notes, such a verb is iiable to a range 
of paraphrases, including 'intends to', 'is preparing to', 'is in the process o f ,  and 
probabIy also is 'scheduied to', we are lefi with two possible ways to characterize 
either to posit an 'abstract ' verb, whose meaning is sufficientl y underdeîecmined 

65 W e  shaii have occasion in chapref 3 to consider this issue fiathet. 
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encompass e v q  instance of this construction; or to posit a number of possible main 
verbs, mesponding to the range of readings available to it. Neither of these solutions 
is very satisfying, since neither gives us good reason to believe that such a verb is not 
an artefact of the d y s i s ,  s w i n g  only to bear a tense and to select an infinitival 
complernent. The latter solution is even lem satisfying than the former, since its appeal 
to a specific verb phces it at odds with our intuition that the 'futurate' leaves the nature 
of this 'understood' vert, indeterminate, as McGilvray's various paraphrases suggest. 
To the extent that a given instance of the 'futurate' does make any of these more salient 
than the &ers, this seerns most plausibly attributed to the situation described by the 
'surface' VP, togethe with context, rather than any additional factors. These 
considerations lead us to conclu& that McGiivray's account of the 'futurate' is best 
seen as a description of 'what' it means, rather than 'how' it means. 

The question, then, is how we rnight preserve McGilvray's insights without 
recouse to such 'hidden' structure. One natural way to do so, consonant with the 
approach to tenses that we have been canvassing throughout this chapter, is to propose 
that the ability of 'futurate' constructions to describe situations posterior to  'R' is due to 

the function of tenses to specify the 'SR' but not the 'RE* relation. The 'lexical 
indeterminacy' of the latter relation thus leaves it to be specified by the temporal 
adverbial that is part of this construction. in this fashion, the present 'futurate' 
construction cornes to express the 'tense' relation 'S,R' and (what McGivray calls) the 
'desaiptum' relation 'R-E'. (Similar comments apply to the p s t  'fiturate', modulo the 
difference in 'R'.) As it happas, such a proposa1 has already been made by Rigter 
(1986: 125). We shall be exploring a specific syntadic implementation of this proposal, 
which makes use of a 'linking' device, in 53. 

1.3. 'PERFEcT' FORMS 

in the preceding sections, we examinecl the intexpretation of the 'present' and 'future' 
tenses in a number of constructions, exploring the claim that these tenses specified only 
a relation between 'S' and 'R', and le3 that between 'E' and 'R' free to vary." Not 
only was this ciairn consistent with a substantial range of &ta, but it also pamitted a 
unified analysis of each tense, and was thus able to avoid problematic appeals to 
homophonous tense forms. In this section, we shali se& to apply this general approach 
to an analysis of the 'perfect' tenses, whose varied interpreîations have commonly led 
to claims of ambiguity. Such claims, as we shall see, have been effeaively countered 
by researchers who have pointed to the r61e of adverbials, 'situation' type, and context 
in creating the varieîy of interpretations to which sentences containhg 'perfect' forms 

66 This daim has also been invdgated extensively by Win (1992, 1994). 
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are liable. Attention to these factors wiil set the stage for a unifieci analysis of these 
foms, which, like the analyses of 'present' and 'future' tenses already offered, will 
make substantial appeal to th& temporai indetaminacy. Such an analysis w î U  also heip 
us to explain a cluster of puzzles associated with restrictions on the adverbial 
modification of 'present' and 'pst' perfect f m . m  W e  our discussion WU focus on 
these two 'perfect' foms, we s h d  also see that it applies similarly to 'future', 
'conditional', and non-finite 'perfects'. 

1.3.1. THE INTERPRETATION OF THE 'PEIESENT PERFECT* 

Let us begin with the 'present perfect', whose pecuIiar temporal properties have 
attracted the most linguistic attention. Much of this attention has been devoted to a 
çonsidexation of the various readings that it bears, and whether these should be taken to 
signal its ambiguity or ind&eminacy. One of the most commonly cited defences of the 
former view is McCawley 1971. McCawIey adduces the following four readings for the 
'present perfect': (i) 'universal', which 'indicatels] that a &te of affairs prevailed 
throughout some interval stretching from the past into the present'; (ii) 'existentid', 
which 'indicat~s] the existence of pas& evenîs'; (iii) 'stative', which 'indicate[s] that the 
direct effed of a past event s t i l i  continues'; and (iv) 'hot news', which 'report[s] hot 
news' (h4cCawley 1971: 104). These are illustrated respeaively in (85): 

(85) a. I've known Max since 1960. 
b. 1 have read Principia Mathematica five times. 
c. 1 can't corne to your Party tonight - I've caug!!t the flu. 
d. Mdcolm X has just been assassinated. (McCawley 197 1: 104, (3 1 H34)) 

McCawley claims that these readings reflect a tme ambiguity in the meaning of the 
'present perfect', and is each associated with a distinct underlying structure68 - the 
first two reading involving universal and existentiai quantification, respectively; the 
third involving a representation that expresses 'the direct result of - continues'; and 
the fourth again existentiai quantification, with some restriction on the range of the 
quantifier b a s 4  on the speaker's 'estirnate of his addtessee's presuppositions' (ibid, 
105, 108-9). 

Few researchas today would a c c q  McCawley's claim that these occunences of 
the 'present @a' should each be assigned a distind structure. The 'hot news' use, in 

67 There are a h  many more issues pertaining to the 'perfeci* focms wùich we shaii not be 
rddressing, such as ihe subtie differeoce in use b w e a  the 'presena perfect' Md the 'simple pst'. (On 
this, see e.g. Declerck 1991: 32627, 338,346.) 

68 Note that McCawiey's ' g e W e  semantic* Pnalysis mkes syntactic representMions to be ddved 
h m  semantic oaes. 



particuhr, is rardy acknowledged as a distinct reading, but has b e n  seen, following 
McCawley's own suggestions (se ibid., 1091, as a particular instance of the 
'existentid' reading, which arises when the 'event' described represents 'new 
information' and has occureci very recentiy (Declerck (1991: 329, n. 41). Yet 
McCawley's d e r  categories still figure, under difFerent tuminological guises, in much 
receat discussion of the 'present perfect'. Accordingly, what McCawley calls the 

'universal', 'existentid', and 'stative' meanings of this f m  are more commonly 
known as 'continuative', 'in&finite', and 'resultative', respectively.69 We shall be 
considering these readings in more detail bdow. What we shall i k d  is that they, too, 
can be accounted for in terms of factors associated with, but independent of, the 
'perfed' form itself. McCawley's distinctions will thus collapse, revealing the 
possibility of a unified trament for this form. 

1.3.1.2. 'RESULTATIVENESS' AND 'CURRENT RELEVANCE' 

Two cIaims about the 'present perfect' r d  the use that McCawIey (1971) identifies as 
'stative' ; these are h t  its basic rneaning is to indicate that a p s t  'situation' has 'currmt 
relevance', or produces some 'resuIt' (see e.g. ZydatiB 1978: 358, n. 13 for 
references). These two claims are closely rehted, since, as Vhch (1993: 269) points 
out, '[p'jrobably the most typid way for a sentence that reports a pst evenniality to be 

relevant to the pesent is fot  the wnsequaices of the pst eventuality stiil to hold at the 

present time.' Despite the ability of these notions to elucidate rnany uses of the 'present 
perfect', thae are compehg reasons for treating them as inferences from these uses, 
rather than as 'inherent part[s] of the meaning' of the ' present perfect ' itself (Declerck 
199 1: 325); and thus for exduding them from a ctiaraderization of this form. 

One of the most basic reasons for doing so is tbat neither notion is weil enough 
defined to have much explanatory vaiue (Salkie 1989: 1 1, n. 3). As Declerck (199 1: 
325) points out, 'resultativeness' is such an amorphous notion that a sentence like that 
in (86) can be seen to have any number of 'resultative' interpretations, ail predictable 
h m  mntext rather than fiom the meaning of the sentence itself: 

(86) They 've fdlen into the river. (Declerck 1991: 325) 

These interpretations niight include 'Please hdp them', 'That's why they're soaking 
wet', 'That's how they got pneumonia', and 'That's why they're late'. The avaiiability 

69 F a  exampie, Michselis (1994: 1 13) chims thpt ttae 'present perfect' 'is pulysemous in much the 
spme way that words may be polysemous: a single form has severai rela&d mppninga'. While we shall 
not be exnmining MichSeiid (1994) study in any &taü here. we might mote only that its offas litde 
r-n to beiieve U t  the vprious uses of the 'preçent perfect' require a description in temis of distinct 
synacîic orsemPnric stnichaes for the preseIii perfect' itself. 



of such a range of interpretations could be taken to suggest only that the meaning of the 
'present perfect' is highly mntext-dependent, functioning essentiaily 'as an instruction 
for the hearer to interpreî the situation referred to as having some result', based on both 
discourse and extralinguistic context. Nevertheless, such a definition of 
'resultativeness' is so weak that it seems an implausible candidate for 'the axe meaning 
of the perfecî' (ibid). 

Similar comments apply to a definition of the 'present perfect' couched in terms 
of 'current relevance' - which, as  Declerck (1991: 340) notes, 'was initially 
introduced to account for the fact that the present perfect often yields a raultative 
interpreîation.' Unforhinately, given the dificulties associated with 'resultativeness' 
itself, the promotion of 'current relevance' to the status of a 'basic aspect of the 

meaning' of this f m  has inevitably led to its 'complde erosion' as a concept. Research 
that has sought to understand 'cment relevance of a pst stituation' broadly enough to 
cover all  of the uses of the 'present perfect' has resulted in criteria with little empirical 
content. For example, Palmer (1974: 50) clairns as the criterion for 'cunent relevance' 
that 'in some way or other (not necessarily in its results) the action is relevant to 
something observable at present.' Dowty (1979) claims, similarly, that the criterion is 
that 'the event deScnbed has some relevance or other to the present context, the nature 
of which is to be infmed entirely fiom contextual factors.' Of course, such notions of 
'cwent relevance', as many studies have pointed out, apply to any sentence in a 
discourse, whether or not it contains a 'present perfed' form , given Grice's (1975: 45) 
'Maxim of Relation', which requires a cdperative speaker to make his or her 
conversationai contributions relevant. Thus, if a contribution cannot be taken as 
'relevant to the prescrit context', then the maxim has not beeri obsmed (Declack 199 1: 

340). 
Admittedly, many sentences with 'present perfect' forms do suggest a much 

narrower range of 'relevant' inferences than that given in (86). Among them are the 
sentences in (87), adduced by Zy&tiB (1978: 358-59): 

(87) a. Eiizabeth Taylor has srniled for the fïrst time since her divorce from 

Richard Burton. 
a'. .S. She must have another lover. 
b. Mr Podgorny has visitai Tanzania this week 
b'. :. The political influence of the Soviet Union in Africa is growing. 
c. I've finished my work 
c'. :. Now I can rest. (ZydatiB 1978: 358, (651, (651, (661, (661, (68)) 



It seems quite clear, though, that the inferences that follow h m  these sentences are stii.i 

only pragmatic ones,70 much like those that we enumerated for the sentence in (86). 
The oniy ciifference here is that context plays a more effective rôle h a e  in delimiting the 
range of reasonable inferences. 

There is still another class of sentences in which a sense of 'resultativeness' can 
plausibly be seen to foilow h m  their semantic properties. ZydatiB (1978: 358) offers 
the following eiramples of such sentences: 

(88) a. 
a'. 
b. 

b'. 

C. 

c'. 
d. 
Cr. 

Ciimbing Ben Nevis has exhaustecl Dave. 
:. Dave is exhausted now. 

Bob bas walked to the station. 
:. Bo5 is at the station now. 
He has broken the chair. 
:. The chair is (still) brokai. 
Mary has knitted a sweater. 
.-. A sweater now exists. (ibid., 358-59, (63), (64), (67)' 

These sentences, ZydatiB (ibid., 358) notes, can all support a description like 'the 
present state is the result of an adion in the pst'. It seems clear, howevet, that this 
sense of 'resuit' is not due to the contribution of the 'present perfect' itself, but to the 
kinds of 'situations' that these sentences describe. They are aii ones in which some 
'fierait or intended adpoint' (Depraetere 1995: 3) has been reached - those, in other 
words, that are both 'telic' and 'bounded'. The relevance of each of these praperties can 
be seen frorn the loss of a 'resultative' sense when either property is absent, as 
demonstrated by the foiIowing sentences (Declerck f 991: 343-44; ZydatiB 1978: 359): 

this (type of) sweater 
(89) a. Mary has knitted for five years. 

sweaters 

(ZydatiB 1978: 357, (61)) 

b. Mary has ben knitting this sweater for weeks. 

(90) a. Bob has walked for four hours. 
b . Bob has been walking to the station. 

These sentences in (89) describe 'situations' that are either 'unbounded' and 'telic' 

((89a-b)' (90a)) or 'bounded' and 'atelic' ((90b)). In no case does any obvious 'result' 

1 thus uçe the ' .-, ' only for sake of convenieme. 
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follow from the 'situation' desçribed: no particular sweater that Mary has made now 
exists, and Bob has not necessarily reached any destination. 

Declerck (1991: 325-26) offers similar evidence to demonstrate that 
'resuItativeness' cannot be 'an inherent part of the meaning of a perfect that is 
inteqmted 2s resultative'. This is that sentences that explicitly deny an expected 'resuit' 
are acceptable unless the 'situation' king described is understood to be irreversible: 

(91) a. * He has broken the chair, but now it's not broken. 
b. ? iaams has died, but now he's alive. 
c. 1 have closed the dom, but now it is open again. (ibid, 325-26) 
d. She has aiready told me his name, but 1 have forgotten it. (ibid., 343) 

In fact, many sentences with 'present perfect' forms suggest 'no clear sense of 
resultativeness' (ibid, 325). Some examples of these, adduced by Declerck, are given 
in (92): 

(92) a. 1 have never heard such nonsense before 
b. These forks have been ours, they have been my cousin's, and now they 

belong to you. 
c. Some people have ben  reluctant to believe this, but everybody certainly 

believes it now. (Declerck 1991: 325, (28)) 

These considerations strongly suggest, then, that the sense of 'result' or 'curent 
rdevance' associated with many instances of the 'present perfect' cannot be msidered 
part of the meaning of the verb form itself. This condusion is given further support 
from the observation that simple 'past'tmsed sentences like the following ones may 
also imply that the 'situations' that they desaibe have some 'result' ur 'relevance': 

(93) a. It rained hard ail last night. (Declerck 199 1 : 325) 
b. Takea nap, Allen. You didn't sleep much la& ~ g h t .  

(Vlach 1993: 269, (57)) 

The sentences Iead us to the respecîive inferences that the earth is now wet, and that 
Allen is now tired. However, these inferences, like those associated with many 'present 
perfect' sentaices, are simply pgmatic ones, based on the nature of the 'situations' 
described by these sentences, and the present focus of the discourses in which they are 
mbedded @eclaclr 1991: 325; Vlach 1993: 269). 

It is clear, then, that the sense of 'resultativeness' or 'curent relevance' that 

frequently accompanies the 'present perfed' should be seen as no more than a natural 



amrnpanirnent to its meaning. As such, it should play no integral part in the analysis of 
this form (Salkie 1989: 6; Vlach 1W3: 268). 

1.3.1.3. 'CONTINUATZVE' AND 'INDEFJNlTE' READiNGS 

Another daim about the 'present perfed' is that it rnay bear either an 'indefinite' or a 
'continuative' reading. These ccrm=spond, respectively, to descriptions of 'situations' as 
holding entirely before 'S' and as stili holding at 3'; and thus to 'bounded' and 
'unbounded' readings, since the former 'situation* is seen as wmplete, while the latter 

is seen as incomplete or 'in progress' (Declerck 1991: 324). The difference in question 
can be seen quite readily in the foiiowing sentence, which bears both readings: 

(94) John has lived in Paris for four years. (Decierck 1991: 340) 

This sentence rnay mean either that John spent some four-year interval living in Paris, 
and no longer lives thae (the 'indefinite* reading); or that John has spent the p s t  four 
years Living in Paris, and still does (the 'continuative' mding). 

The distinction between these two readings, which is a traditional one (see e.g. 
Zydati8 1978: 339 for references), has generally been couched in tenns of an ambiguity 
in the 'present perfed' form. However, such a description of these readings has been 
called into question by a number of studies, which have argued that these two 
'meanings', just like the ones discussed in $1.3.1.2, are associated with particular 
(contextuauy-dependent) sentences containhg ' presen t perfed' forms. As such, they 
should not be taken to signal an ambiguity in the form itself, which is properly seen to 
'[express] no more' than that a given situation 'is located somewhere' in the interval 
that continues up to 'S'. The emergence of one or the other reading thus depends only 
whether this interval does or does not include 'S* (ibid, 339). 

Of course, this still leaves us with the question of what gives rise to the inclusion 
or exclusion of 'S* in this interval, and thus to the two readings described. According to 
ZydatiB (1978), these readings are na a matter of ambiguity, lexical or structural, since 
linguistic factors independent of the 'present perfect' either determine a particular 
reading for a sentence that contains this form, or simply l a v e  the sentence 
indeterminate beîween the two readings, so that the choice between hem is determinecl 
by context. Of these linguistic factors, the most important are temporal adverbss and 
the various determinants of a sentence's aspectuaI properties, which conspire to 
produce the range of interpreîations that we observe with this form. For exarnple, 
'eventive' sentences like those in (95)' which are 'telic* by virtue of the lexical 
properties of their respective verbs and the particular arguments that these verbs take, 



and 'bounded' by Wtue of the verbs' simple f m s ,  cm only be interpreted as wmplae 
at time of speech, and accordingly receive 'indefinite' readings: 

(95) a. Mary has knitted a sweater. (= (88d)) 
b. nie IRA have assassinateci Enoch Powell. (ibid, 357, (62)) 

That such sentences c m  receive only îhis kind of reading is highlighted by two 
observations, as illustrated in the examples below. One is the unacceptability of 

continuing the 'bounded t ek '  sentence in (95) in &a of the ways given in (96), since 
the former creates a contradidion and the latta a tautology (ibid, 356). The d e r  is the 

contrast in the acceptability of for- and in-adverbials with such 'bounded telic' 
sentences, as demonstrated in (97); this is because the former type of adverbial is 
compatible only with 'bounded' situations and the latter only with 'unbounded' ones 
(see cg. Verkuy1 1989: 5û-5 l):71 

(96) 
* and she is stilI knitting at it 

Mary has knitted a sweater, * but she isn't knitting it any more 

(ibid, 356, (57)) 

(97) 
in five &y s 

Mary has kniited a sweater * for five &ys 

(based on ibid, (58)) 

Note, however, that counterparts of these sentences with di fferent aspectual propdes 
display a different pattern of readings and possibilities for adverbial modification. For 
example, 'telic' sentences that are 'unbounded' by virtue of their 'progressive' verb 
forms, like those in (98), generally receive 'continuative' readings;72 while sentences 

71 Although Verkuyl(1989: %5 1) notes that there are certain difficulties associated with the use 
of the 'in-odverbid' diagmstic, these do not arise in the case of a 'telic' sentence with an 'agentive' 
subject, iike that given in (m. 

72 ZyâatiB (ibid., 359) claims that 'telic' sentences with 'progressive' forms are always 
'unbouoded'. so thai '[wlitùout additional contextuai information'. a sentence like that in (i) 'is 
ambiguous as  ?O the rifinite] or continuative interpretation': 

While the c o ~ t i 0 1 ~ 6  given in (i) are bah clearly unacceptaMe occording to my own judgemeds a d  
certain Mher speaLers of N d  American English wbom 1 have consuited - resulting, respectively, in 
a tautology and a contradiction, just like the continuations given in (96) -, they have b e n  c o n h e d  
by native speakers of British (more specifically, Scots) English (Sheila Glasbey. personal 
communication), suggesting a dialecîal difference in the interpretation of 'progressive' forms of the 
'present perfect'. (Just whPt the relevant dialects are, bowever, is not yet clear, since some speakers of 



like those in (99), which, by virtue of their indefinite NP objeds, are 'atelic' as weli as 

'unbounded', preswe their ' indefite* readings. Both types of 'unbounded' sentences 
are nevertheless compatible with for-advabials, which generally lead to a 'continuative' 
rea~ling,'~ as suggested by the examples in (lûûH101): 

Mary has been kniîting a sweater. 
The IRA have been destroying the Empire 

Mary has kniaed sweaters. 
The IRA have assasSinami al sorts of ~ p l e .  

Mary has knitted sweaters for years. 

The IRA have assassinated al1 sorts of people for years. 

Mary has been knitting a sweater for two days. (based on ibid, 359, (71)) 
The IRA have been assassinathg ail sorts of peuple for years. 

'Process* and 'stative' sentences with 'present perfect' forms display a rather 
differmt pattern of readings, largely because most ocçw most naturally with durational 
adverbials and are generally rather odd without them. However, to the extent that these 
'unmodified' sentaices are acceptable, they appear to receive only an 'indefinite' 
reading, much like 'teiic' sentences: 

North American English whom 1 bave consuited have aIso accepted these continuations. An 
identification of them must therefore a d  further investiguion) 

It sbould be noted thai both interpretatioos of this fomi can be accounted for in tenns of the analysis 
of 'progressive' fonas tbat we canvassed in 8 1.2.3, according to which the 'progressive' specifies that 
'R' is less ihan a equal to 'E'. Since the 'progressive' has the effect of 'focussing' on an individual at 
'R', and 'R', in t&e case of tbe 'ptesent perfect', coincides wiîh 'S', the communicative relevance of this 
'focussing' Lies in the Mplicotion thst 'E' exteods beyond an insiant in the past - although the 
interval described by 'E' may extend to the time of speech itself, as in (some varieties of?) North 
American En@&, or may remain unçpecified, as in the British Engliçh reflected in the sentelice in (il. 

73 These hubded '  seruences appear to be subject to tbe same dialectal difireoce descnbed in tbe 
previous note. Ndice, in addition, thnt an 'indefinite' readmg of the senterices in (100H101) is also 
possible even for those speakers wbo do not tnh these i inbded '  sentences tn be generaliy 
indetermionte beween 'conthtive' Pnd 'idefinite' readhgs. The teason is that the duratiooal 'for- 
adverbial' canmt by itself idkate that the 'situation' leads up CO 's', and shouid thus be compatible 
with eitber 'indefinite' or 'continiintive' ceadhgs (Zydati0 1978: 345). 'Tbe two readings in question 
(which Plso ocair with 'r~eiic'  sentellces) are captumi by the senteoces in (i): 

O a Mary tus Lnitted sweatas f a  years now. 
b. Mary bps knitted sweaters f a  years in the pnst (but no Ionger does so). 

We sidi be returning to the question of how ttiese adverbiais license both readings in the discussion 
below. 



(102) John has run, 
a. * 
b. * 

(103) a. ? 
b. 

c. ? 

d. ? 

e. 

When such 

and he is still running. 

but he isn't running any more. (based on ibid, 344, (1 2H13)) 

The Buddha has stood on the mantdpiece, 
John has lived in London. 

wanted 
owned 

Mary has known the tmth. 
Seâh has been sick 

(ibid, 35 1, (40)) 

sentences do contain durationa1 adverbials, they tend to receive a 
'continuative' reading. This reading may be forced in the case of sentences oontaining 
elements that rnake explicit reference to the intaval stretching up to 'R', as in (104), or 
of those that describe irreversible 'states', as in (105b'). Otherwise it rnay simply be 
contextuaiiy salient, if the 'situation' in question 'is overtly observable' as stiii holding 
at the time of speech (ibid, 345,347-49):74~ 75 

74 While the 'contimiative' meaning does seem possible hem, it is more cornmonly expressed by 
means of a 'perfect pmgmsive' fbm. 

75 Zydati6 (1978: 3474) ciaims that 'the way the state situation is cooceptualized by the speaka' 
also influences the choice between 'contimrative' and 'indefinite' readings. He bases tbis c l a h  on 
contrMts like the oae bWm?en the sentelres in {i) and (ii) (in addition to the 'irreversible sîate' sentence 
given in ( 105b')): 

(3 1 have owned a Voücswagen at lest hwice s k e  1970 but I don't bave ooe mw. 
(ibid., 348. (23H24)) 

He argues that the 'state* describeci by the senierre in (i) is cooceptualized as 'unbroken', d as such 
suggests a 'conîinuative' re-; while that desnibed by the sentence in (ü) is conceptualized as 
'reversible' and bnce 'repeatable', and as such suggests an 'indefinite' reading. It is not obvious, 
however, that an account of rhe respective interpretPtions of these sentences need rnake any appeai to 
ciifferences in the concephmikation of the respective 'scates' ihac they describe, since these differences 
correspond directly to the peçence in the latter but not the former sentence of a fresuency adverbial, 
which itself irdicotes îhe possibility of a 'repeated' state. This is clearly demonstnited by the sentence in 
(fi], in which a hqueocy adverbial imposes a kepeataMe -te' reading on a predicate gemraiiy taken to 
describe an irrevmi 'me': 

(iü) My fither has been dead at leaa twice since 1970. 



(104) a. 

b. 

(105) a. 
b. 

b'. 

for two hours now 
David has run 

for the last two hours 

ever since he met her 
Bob has loved Mary 

for the last / past five months 

(ibid, 344, (14), 347, (22)) 

David has nin for two hours. 
The window has been bmkm for a w& 
My father has been dead for many years. 

(ibid, 345, (15)- 348-49, (25), (31)) 

Zydati5 is certainly c o r n ,  then, in describing 'continuative' and 'indefinite' 

readings in t m s  of the contributions of 'situation' type, adverbials, and context in 

making one or the other reading avaiiable to a sentence with a 'present perfect' form. It 
is less certain, however, that the availabiiity of b a h  readings for one subset of 
sentences - namely, 'atelic' sentences containing for-adverbials - is not a rnatter of 
structurai ambiguity, rather than of possible ellipsis, as ZydatiB argues. His c l a h  is that 
sentences like those in (IOSa-b), when read 'continuatively*, are simply eUiptica1 
versions of sentences that express an explicit relation between 'El and 'R', as indicated 
by the glosses in (106): 

(106) a. David has run for two hours. 
a'. = 'David has run for the pst two hours.' 
b. The window has been broken for a week 
b'. = 'The window has beai broken for the past week.' 

Such ellipsis is possible, Zydati6 suggests, because 'the situation existing at a point of 
reference.. is usualiy self-evident ' (ibid, 345). 

However, there is some reason to believe that sentences with for-adverûials may 
be structurally arnbiguwa76 This is related to the possibility of 'hnting' the durational 

76 This accords with Decterck's (1991: 340) claim that mch senteoces have ' t w ~  clearly 
difkeutiated readings', which 'are a j u s t  a question of vagueness.' Decletck's only evideace for this 
ciaim, however, is the 'conjunct' diamtic, as Uusûated in (i): 

What this diagmstic shows is chat this sentence does permit a reading according to which one 
conjunct has tbe 'coatimiative' reading d tbe oiher the 'indefinite' reading. which wwld be possible if 
tbese two readings wwe merely a matte!r of indeterminacy. However, this diagnostic cannot belp us 
decide between the c l a h  that sen~e~lces like that in (i) are st~~~turally ambiguous Pod ZydatiB' c iab  
that they are only elliptical, since the predictions of the two claims with respect to this diagnostic 
appear to be the same. 



adverbial, as shown in (107) - a possibility that results in a 'continuative* reading for 

the sentence: 

(107) a. For four years, John has lived in the same place 

If a 'fronted' for-adverbial like this one is adjoiaed to IP, and in this position results in 
a 'continuative' reading, then we might ps i t  that the same advehial in 'non-fronted' 
position is also adjoined to IP wheriever it results in a 'continuative' readiag, and in a 
position adjoined under VPn whenever it results in an 'indefinite' reading. The relation 

between the latter position and the 'indefinite' reading is suggested by the following 
sentence, in which the presence of another adverbial in sentence- final position makes 
the assumption of a VP position for the for-adverbiai a plausible one: 

(108) The window has been broken for a week 
sevexa1 times 

Such a 'scopal ambiguity * d y s i s ,  then - which has been advancsd, for example, by 
Dedeerck (1991: 332) -, argues for a straightfmard relation beîween phrase structure 

and interpretation for the two readings of for-adverbials with the 'present perfect'. As 
such, the fad that the ambiguity in question, as ZydatiB (1978: 349-50) correctly notes, 
'hardiy ever exists' in 'aduai discourse' would be irrdevant, since the two readings 
would nevertheles correspond to different structures, with the greater salience of one 
or the other in a given discourse reiated to conteictuai kdors. 

Unfortunately, while we have jus seen good evidence, in the form of sentences 
like those in (107) and (log), that this adverbial does occur in positions adjoined to IP 
and V', the daim that 'non-fronted' adverbiais may occur in either position is at odds 
with the results of standard constituency tests, as shown in (109): 

(109) a. V'-SUBSTKIJTION ('DO SU') 

Joe has been IIdrawing for two hours], and Seth has been [~doing sol, too. 

b. VP-DELE~ION: 
?? Joe has been [, Qawingl for two hours, and Seth has [, 0] for three hours. 

Both of these tests suggest that for-adv&ials, even when they lead to a 'continuative' 
reading for the senterices that contain them, are located in the VP. Consistent with this 
difference between 'fronted' and 'non-fronted' for-adverbials is that ody the former 
may be foiiowed by comma intonation; the latter cannot, even when they receive a 



'continuative* reading. These considerations cast serious doobt on an account of these 
two readings of for-adverbiais with the 'present perfect' couched in terms of phrase 
stnictural ambiguity. Of course, it may still be possible to amunt for these readings in 
tenns of structural ambiguity; we shall be briefly considering one possibility in $3, 
where we shall be canvassing a 'linking' analysis of tense-adverbiai interactions. 

Despite these difficulties for a 'scopal ambiguity' analysis of for-adverbials, the 
daim that the 'fronted' occurrence of these adverbiais occupy a position in the IP Qes 

rernain a plausible one. What is interesting about this 'fronted' adverbial position, 
moreover, is that it does have a rather clear interpretative effect, which carries across 

different adverbial types, as the sentences in (1 10) suggest: 

(1 10) a. John had already departed at ten o'clock. 
a'. At ten o'clock, John had already departed(based on Salkie 1989: 12, (27)) 

b. John was solving the puzzle in five minutes. 
b'. In five minutes, John was solving the puzzle. (DecIerck 199 1 : 359, n. 80) 

The effed is this one: in each of these pairs, the 'fionted' adverbial must refer to a time 
other than 'E', while its 'non-fronted' counterpart may or rnay not refer to this time 
(Declerck 199 1: 359, n. 80). While the identification of this 'non-E' interval appears to 
Vary according to adverbiaI type, the sentences in (107) and (1 10) suggest that it is 
always related to 'R'. Thus, the interval specified by the temporal locational adverbials 
in (1 10a-a') is 'R' itself (see cg. McGilvray 199 1 : 36); while that specified by the in- 

adverbial in (1 1Ob-b') is one between 'R' and some time previously established in the 

discourse; and that specified by the for-adverbial in (107) is the one bdween the onsa 
of 'E' and 'W. 

We rnight speculate that the connedon between 'R' and this 'fronted' position 
has much to & with the adverbial's proximity in this position to the tense features in 
Infl, which serve to establish the 'SR' relation. As such, it contributes to the task of 
determinhg the value of 'R', and thus of locating in time the 'situation' described by 
the VP. In amtrast, a temporal adverbial in a VP position may itself bemme part of 'the 
description of the situation that is king located in time' @eclerck 1991: 331-32), as is 
the case for a for-adverbial given in (108), and for the locational adverbial given in the 
following sentence, which we shall be discussing in greater detaii below: 

(1 1 1) John HAS left the house at five o'clock. @ml& 199 1: 33 1, (30)) 



Thug the rôie of a temporal adverbial's position in determining its temporal value, 
wtiile not quite so straightforward as the 'scopal ambiguity' analysis of for-adverbials 
has suggested, will nevertheless tum out to be a significant one, as we shall see in 83. 

The evidence presented in this section, then, gives us sufficiait grounds to 
conclude, with Zy&tiB (1978), Declerck (1991), and othm, that the 'present perfect' 
itself does not bear 'indefinite' and 'continuative' readings. Such readings ate, instead, 
'contextdependent interpretations' of sentences, which arise through the interplay of 
the 'present perfed' with the various linguistic and non-linguistic factors that we have 
discussed (ZydatiB 1978: 3-1). Just what the meaning of the 'present perfect' itself 

is, however, is quite another question, some tentative answers to which we shall be 
considering in 8 1.3.3. Before we do this, however, it may be instructive to examine 
certain analogous ciaims that have been made about the ambiguity of the 'pst perfect'. 
This is because this examination, too, will reveal how apparently distinct meanings of a 
tense form may be collapseû, once we isolate the temporal contribution of the tense 
form itself from other linguistic and non-linguistic factors. 

1.3.2. THE iNTERPRETATION OF THE 'PAST PERFECT' 

In the k t  two sections, we investigated various meanings that the 'present perfed' has 
been claimed to have, and found that such meanings were not associated with the 
'present perfed' itself, but resulted from its interaction with other linguistic dements 

and context. In this section, we shall see that a similar case can be made for the distinct 
meanings ckiimed for the 'past perfed': namely, that they should not be considerd péat 
of its basic analysis. 

The meanings in question, as described by McCawley (1971: 103) and others, are 

'past of a past', 'past of a present perfect', and 'past of a past perfect'; these are 
illustrated, respectively, in (1 12H114): 

When John rnarried Sue, he had met Cynthia five years before. 
[= past of 'John met Cynthia five years ago.'] 

When John married Sue, he had read Principia M u ~ m a t i c a  five times. 
[= past of 'John has read PrUtcipia M0themanica five times.'] 

When John had mamed Sue, he had known Cynthia for five years. 
[=pst of 'John had known Cynthia for five years.'] 

(ibid., 102-3, (26)-(30)) 



The giosses that McCawley offers for these seritences, as given in (b) of each 
example, do suggest k e e  quite distinct rneanings, each associated with a different 
source. But as Declerck (1991: 356) and others have argued, the claim that the 'pst 
perfect' has such meanings aises only if we thkk of this form as being somehow 
derived from these others - a clairn generalIy associateci with accounts of indirect 
dismurse that appeal to a rule of 'backshifi', as we shall see in chapter 3. Yet there is 
no particular reason to W y s e  this form as the 'past' version of either the 'simple pst' 
or the 'present peafed', rather than as a f m  that simpIy 'expresses anteriority in a past 

domain' in its own nght. As Decierck (ibid.) emphasizes, the rnere fact that English 
employs two f m ,  the 'simple past' and 'present perfect', to locate a 'situation' before 
'Sv, but only one, the 'pst  perfect', to l a t e  a 'situation' before a p s t  'R' 'does not 
entail that the latter is ambiguous'. Nor does a daim of arnbiguity follow from the fact 
that a 'pst perfect' m y  describe a 'situation' as either anterior to a time in the past, 
@hg rise to a 'pst of a past' reading; ar as anterior to a time that is itself anterior to a 
p s t  tirne, giving nse to a 'past of a past perfect' reading. Such differences in the 
m&gs of sentences that crmtain 'pasi perfixt' forms are thus a matter of the contexts 
in which these forms appear, and are nd piausibly analysed in teams of the arnbiguity 
(or polyserny) of the forms themselves. 

1.3.3. THE MEANING OF 'PERFECT" FORMS 

In our discussion of 'present paf&' and 'pas paf&' forms in the p r ~ o u s  sections, 
we have argued against proliferating the meanings of these forms as a way of 
accounting for the intapretations of the sentences that contain them. Instead, we have 
suggested that these foms have basic meanings, which are elaborated through th& 

interaction with other linguistic elements and context. What this discussion has y& to 
revd,  however, is what these basic meanings are Given the 'Reichenbactiian' cast of 
the anafysis of tenses that we have offered in this chapter, a naturd suggestion for 
expressing the meanings of the 'perfect' foms wodd simply be as pairs of 'SR' and 
'RE' relations, as we have expressed the meanings of the other tmses. Accocdingly, we 
could assign the 'present perfect', 'pst perfed', and 'future perféct', respectively, the 
temporal structures 'S,R', 'E-R'; 'R-S', 'E-R'; and 'S-R', 'E-R'.78 Note that such 
structures indicate that these foms are essentiaily 'present', 'past', and 'future' tenses, 

respectively, which select a particular complement type that expresses ' E X ,  as many 
authors have süggested (see eg. Bouchard 1984: 93-94; Cowper 199 1: 54; Giorgi & 

7* ïhe 'condit id perfed' cnnmt be assi@ a Pnrpuel structure, since its sbucture miist express 
bodi anteMrity of one 'R' to the time of speech, posteriority of raotfier 'R* to tbe ht, and rnteriority 
of 'E' to the second 'R' (ïklerck 1991: 38384). We shall offer a tenarive solution to the probiems 
raised by this fona in 03. What does remain t u ,  despite these difficulties, is U t  the 'perfect' 
compoœnt of this f i  may be treaœd in a fashim parailel to the other 'perfeds' discussed h e .  



Pianesi 1991: 2ûû-4). The vime of such an analysis is that it asserts a parallelism 
among the 'perfect' f m s ,  implying that the ciifferaices b ~ e e n  them display are to be 
attributed to their different tense specifications - an approach both sirnpler and more 
empiridy adequate than those that have asserted fundamental ciifferences in the 
meanings of different 'perfect' forms (see e.g. Salkie 1989 for discussion of this 
point). 

While this 'Reichenbachian' analysis of the 'perfect' forms thus offers many 
advantages, there are certain reasons, which we considered in chapter 1, for believing 
that the 'ps t '  participle in these forms does not express a basically temporal relation, 
between some 'E' and some 'R'. These are related to the distribution of 'pst '  
participles, as indicated in the following set (repeated fiom chapter 1): 

(1 15) a. Charles has fned the eggs. 
b. The eggs were fried in butter. 
c.  With the eggs fried, Charles could make the coffee. 
d. The eggs are fried, not scrambled. 

e. Charles likes his eggs fried. 
f. Charles likes fried eggs. 

Since the 'pst' participles in ail of these sentences appear to be quite closeiy related in 
meaning, suggesting some sort of 'change of state', it seems reasonable to daim that 
these occurrences, even if they do not represent a single form, share at least sorne core 
lexical feature (or features). Just what the relevant feature is, however, is a difficult 
question. 

One possibility that we might pursue, based on our obsavation that these uses al1 
involve a 'change of state', is that the feature in question, which we might mil simply 

lperfectl, sets up an opposition between two States, thus creating a 'ddved transition'. 
A 'transition', as described by Pustejovsky (1991: 56)' is a 'situation' that is 'evaluated 
relative to its opposition.'79 If we consider the 'pst' participles above, we rnight say 
that each suggests a prior 'state' of '-ifneci' opposeci to a resultant 'state' of 'fiied'. 

Such an analysis also appears to apply to the 'perfect' forms of 'stative' and 
'process' predicates, accounting for th& 'eventive', 'indefinite' readings. Consider the 

examples in (1 16): 

- - 

79 The analysis presented here olso has a signifiant pnrallel in Ibbner's (1989) malysis of the 
German particle schon '.lrecLdy', occording to which this particle sets up an opposition between d e r  
phase 'p' aod a later pbnse '+. 



b. J o e [ ~ w a l k e d .  will have 

Here the 'perfect' form in (1 l6a) might be seen to establish an opposition betwem '-be 
sick' and 'be sick', and - given the 'momentary' nature of the 'situation' indicated by 
the 'simple' form - to indicate that the sickness is over at 'R'. Simiiarly, the form in 

(1 16b) rnight be seen to establish an opposition betweai '-walk' and 'walk', with the 
'simple' f m  again indicating the 'situation' as over at 'R'. 

Of course, we have seen that 'perfect' forms - more specifically, those with 
'progressive' rnorphology or durational adverbials - may also speci@ a 'situation' as 
having some duration. This 'twcduation' analysis of the 'perfect' also suggests a way 
of capturing the duration of the latter, 'resultant situation' indicated by such forms, 
which are illustrated in (1 17) and (1 18)' respectively: 

Seth 1:: ] been drawing 
will have 

Chester had been eating the cake 
[wiu have J 

,oe ] b e n  si& for ciays. 
will have 

The effect of the 'progressive' form in sentences like those in (1 17) is (as we suggested 
in 51.3.1.3) that of 'focussing' an individual at 'R'; as such, it suggests some duration 
for the 'resultant situations' of Seth drawing and Chester eating the cake, respectively. 



Similarly, the effect of durational adverbials in sentences like those in (1 18) is that of 
modifLing the 'resultant situation', and creathg the mse of duration (and in the case of 
the 'present perfect', çontinuity to the time of speech) that we observe with these 
sentences. Interestingl y, this andy sis predicts that durational adverbials will be 
unacceptable with 'eventive' verbs, since in this case they will modify the 'resultant 
situation': 

(119) a *  he(: will have )eaten~ecakefortenminute!s. 

b . * 'It [" ben  ten minutes since J o e  ate the & ' 

will have 

This analysis of the meaning of 'perfed' forms is admittedly very skeîchy, and 
wiil require considerable refinement - which, unfortunately, cannot be undertaken 
here - to achieve any real descriptive adequacy. Nevertheles, it offers some 
suggestion of how we might reconcile the uses of 'past' participles illustrated in (1 15) 

with the more obviously temporal interpretation that they receive in 'perfect' 
constructions. The analysis suggested here Qes seern to mirnic the interpretative effect 
of the 'Reichenbachian' relation 'E-R', permining a 'situation' to be located anteaior to 
'R', without recourse to the claim that 'past' participles always contain explicitly 
temporal features. Note that this attempt to reconcile temporal and non-temporal 
interpretations of this form assumes considerable significance in the theory of linguistic 
competence that we have been considering in this study, according to which the 
meaning of a form is describable essaitially in tems of its syntactic (including lexical) 
properties. The fact, then, that the 'past' participle in 'perfect' constructions has an 
interpretation equivalent to 'E-R' is not sufficient for us to assume that this mirrors the 
lexical features of this form, since the assignment of such fatures in other contexts 
would leave the uses of this form in these contexts unexplained. In contrast, the 
analysis that we have canvassed suggests a way to offer a general account of this form 
while preserving a parallei treatment of the diffaent 'perfects' - a desirable result. 

1.3.3. ~UzzLEs OF ADVERBIAL MODIFICATION 

Despite this clear parallelism between the 'perfects', at least one signifiant ciifference 
between the 'present perfect' and ' p s t  pufed' forms has been noted. This pertains to 
the kinds of adverbial modification that each aliows, and in particular to a restriction on 



the former which Klein (1992) has dubbed the 'present perfect puzzle*. As we shall 
see, there is good reason to treat this restriction, and another, ciosely related restridion 
on the appearance of two adverbials in a single clause, as pragmatic in nature. The 
possibiliîy of a non-grammatical explanaiion of hese effeds will thus permit a simpler 
account of the grammatical properties of these forms. 

The 'present perfect' puzzle, as Klein (1992) describes it, concems the well-known 
unacceptability of past-time-denoting advecbials with the ' present @kt', either in 
'fronîed* or in 'non-fronted' position, as illustrated in (120): 

(120) a. * Chris has left York 
some ten years ago 

Y esterciay { 1, Chris has lefi York. (ibid., 525, (2)-(4))*O 
Some ten years ago 

Close examination of the relevant data confirms that this constraint is rather a 
specific one, For example, it does not apply to ali temporal adverbials that describe a 
ps t  tirne, since indefinite adverbials like those in (121) are acceptable: 

just 
(121) a Cbns har { } arrivcd 

recently 

b. Chris has beai in Pontefract before. (ibid, (5)) 

Nor does it apply to definite temporal adverbials generally, since sentences like the 
following ones, which contain present-time-dmoting adverbials, are also acceptable: 

* Declerck (1991: 33334) mtes that the foIIowing examples bave been rrported in the Litenhue: 

(9 A: Have p u  e v a  seen Macbeth cm rbe stage? 
B: Yes, I've sen it ages 40, wbea 1 mu a child (Quirk et al. 1985: 195) 

Ci) A: How has be been occupying himself this -Y! 
B: WeU be's ployed golf on T d y .  ridden borseback on W-y, and rested on 'Ihitrsday. 
That's di I knmu about so fiu. (McCoard 1978: 104) 

However, such examples have generally beea charactefi  as anomalous. and wiii thus not be 
coasidered f i .  



(122) a I have worked hard today. 
a'. Today, 1 have worked hard 
b . 1 bave nat piayed chess this year. 
b'. This year, 1 have mt played chess. @ased on Jespersen 193 1 : 45.1(4)) 

In addition, it does not apply mecbanically to every definite pst-time-denoting 
adverbial, since, as we have already observeci ia 81.3.1.3, these advehials are 
acceptable in 'present perfed' constniaiom on a reading in which they fundion 'non- 
d8aically1 to desPibe part of the 'situation' itself, mthrather than to locate this 'situation': 

(123) a. John HAS gone swimming at six o'clock in the morning. 
b John HAS left the house at five o'dock. 
c. Passengers HAVE h terrified whm their plane began to bse height. 
d. 1 HAVE left before Tom (did). (Declerck 199 1: 333, (34)) 

Since we noted that such 'non-deictic' uses of temporal adverbials might have a 
stnidurai exphnation, it remains unclear h m  the data presented so far whether the 
'present perfect puzzle' reflects a grammatical or non-grammatical constraint on this 
form. 

As it happens, thae is rather compefling evidence that the constraint is not a 
grammatical one. This takes the form of the observation that the 'present perfect' may 
be unacceptable even with locational adverbiais, which often imply (although they do 
not specify) some past tune @eclerck 1991: 327, n. 35):81 

(124) a. * 1 have learned that at schml. 
b . 1 have leamed that lesson weli. 

(ibid., 327) 

What is relevant to the constraint, then, cannot be the presence of an adverbial with 
particular temporal featltres - since it is unlikely that these locational adverbids would 
have such features82 - but only the indication of some (more or less definite) pst 
time. This lads considerable credmce to the pragmatic solution to the 'present perfect 

puzzle' that Kiein (1992) has propsed, which we shall now examine. 
Klein's solution is a simple one. He argues that the 'puzzle' can be expIained in 

terms of a cunstraint on the definiteness of the temporai location of 'R' and 'E' in an 
uttaance: the constraint is against these two intavals being independently located at 

However. it is doubtful tbat we sbaild accept the ciaim of Geis (1975: 7; cited in D e c k k  1991: 
327. ri. 35) that sucb advetbipls a ~ ?  'residues of while4auses' - in otber words, derived h m  more 
explicitly temporPl expressions like %mhg the dme while 1 was at s c b l " '  - since the OemporPl 
infomatim implied by tbe k a t i d  adverbial is asüy recovanb1e h m  its lexical content. 

8 ~ 0 n t h i s ~ i n t , s e e ~ ~ n o u ~ m t e - .  



definite tirnes (ibid, %).a3 Since the 'present peafecî' always locates 'R' at the tirne of 
speech, any sentaice mntaining this form wili already specify one definite tirne, so that 

the indication of a definite tirne distinct from this one will be unacceptable. Such a 
consüaint seems to be a i i  that is required to account both for the unacceptable sentences 

in (120) and (124a), and for the acceptable sentences in (12 l), (122), and (123). The 
forma sentences all involve definite locations of 'E' that are distinct from 'R', whether 

these are indicated implicitly or explicitly. The latter, in contrast, involve locations of 
'E' that are distinct from 'R' but not definite, as in (121), where the adverbials do not 

actually fix a particular p s t  tims84 and (123), where the advexbials, as noted earlier, 
are part of the description of the 'situation' itself; or are definite but not distinct, as in 
(122), where the adverbiais inch& the time of speech. 

Note that this analysis of unacceptable 'present perfed' sentences readily accounts 
for the acceptability of th& 'pst @kt' and 'future @ k a '  cwnterparts, as illustrated 
in (125): 

tiad left 
(125) a. Everybody [ } at five ondock. 

will have left 

b. At five O' clock, evsybody will have lefi rd lefi 1- 
As Klein observes, the 'past' and 'future' tenses, unlike the 'present', do not fix the 
position of some ps t  or future 'R', but indicate only that this 'R' respectively precedes 
and follows 'Sv. (Accordingly, different sentences containhg 'pst' or 'future' tenses 

may indicate differait past a future times.) What this means is that sentences with 'past 
perfect' and 'future perfect' forms like those in (125) each indicate only one definite 
time: namely, that specified by the adverbial. As mentioned earlier, and as many authors 
have noted (see eg. Salkie 1989: 12), this adverbial indicates 'R* when in 'fionted' 
position, as in (125b), and either 'R' or 'E' when in non-fronted position, as in 

(125a).85 Since oniy one interval is assigned a defmite location in each case, these 

83 I have teworded Kiein's (1992 546. (43)) fanmilatioa parapîuasing his tem or replacing them 
with dPnrlnrd 'Reichenbschiaa' ooeg 

84 See Klein's (1992: 547-48) discussion of tbese 'indefinite* advabiais. 
0, apparent class of countweximples oo this clah involves sente- with 'past perfécî' forms 

of ve& of cornmunicati011 ad of v& desçribhg iris- actions. as exemplified in (i)-(ü): 

(0 a. At six o'clock, John had said that Bi1 wos on his way. (Hornstein 1990: 170, (9)) 
b. At mion, Biii had asked fa directions. 

(u) a. At five, the bomb baâ explodeà 



results are consistent with Klein's wnstraiat. This account of the difference in 

behaviour of 'perfect' foms thus allows us once more to maintain a parallel treatment 
of them. 

Klein (1992: 544) points out that this account of the 'present perfect puzzle' also 
l a d s  itself to the explanation of another pattern of adverbial modification, which we 
touched on briefly in chapter 1. This pertains to the acceptable and unacceptable 
~ccurtences of two temporal adverbiais in the same clause, as illustrateci in (126): 

(126) a. * At seven, Chris had left at six. (ibid, 544, (41)) 
b. Yesterday, John left at five o'clock in the moming. 

(Declerck 1991: 284,285, (29)) 

The former sentence is unacceptable for the same reason as the sentences given in 
(120): namely, that its two adverbials specify distinct temporal locations for 'E' and 
'R', thus violating Klein's constraint (ibid., 544). The latter example, conversely, is 
acceptable because its two advdiaIs do not specify distind intemals, but rather two 
intmals one of which is hcluded in the other (on this point, see cg. Declerck 199 1: 
285).B6 

However, Klein's account of these 'two-adverbial' sentences, and thus his 
proposal more generally, appears to face two sorts of counterexamples. One takes the 
form of acceptable sequmces like that giva in (127a), which seem to provide the same 
temporal information as their single-clause counterparts, speciQing 'R' as swen 
o'clock and 'E' as six o'clock in each case (see Michaelis 1994: 1 1S14): 

(127) a. Y esterday , Mary came to Chris's office at seven. But Chris had left at six. 
(Klein 1992: 544, (40)) 

b. * At seven, Chris bad lefi at six. (= ( 126a)) 

The other takes the form of acceptable 'two-adverbial' sentences like the following 
mes: 

(128) a. Today, John is leaving tomorrow, 
b. Yesterday, he was leaving on Thursday. 

This sentence seems to have a reading (arguably even the preferred one) sccording to which John's 
saying occurred Pt SÛ o'clock A possible e x p h u t h  for this effect (which dws mt seem to g e d i z e  
to other classes of verbs) is thot the PdverbiaIs in these sentences do specify 'R', but that the 
'situations' described by ttiese sentences involve an 'E' whwe breadth is so narrow that it is for al1 
intents and p q x ~ ~ ~  irdistinguishabie h m  'R'. 

86 Notice tbat a 'cornplex' reading fa tw or more adverbials requires that no more than ooe of 
îhese be 'deictic'. The rePson for this is straightfarward: if such a condition does aot hold, thea the 
vMais adverbiais cpnmt cooperate to establish a single time relative to tbe time of çpeecb. 



As it turns out, both sorts of countaexamples can be squared with Klein's consaaint, 
once we consider the nature of this mstraùit, and how it interaas with the sentences in 
question. Let us fht examine the pair of examples given in (127, which we discussed 
bnefiy in chapter 1. As we suggested there, the fundion of the temporal adverbial at 

seven in (127a) is ody to 'fiame' the 'situation' of Chris's laving. in contrast, its 
funaion in (127b) is to 'single out* a speafic 'R' to which the time of Chris's leaving is 
king related. It is this 'R' about which the sentence is expressing an assertion, which 

might thus be paraphrase.: 'As of seva, Chns had left at six.' However, as Klein 
notes, it is 'd to give an explicit specification' of some 'R' in this case, since the 
precise time at which one asserts that Chris has already lefi is irrelevant, and &hg so 

gives 'the... impression that, at some other time yesterday, Chris had not left at six' 
(ibid, 544). Notice, however, that there are instances in which speçifying 'R' in this 
way, and thus giving this impression, is appropriate. One such instance might be the 

description of an interrogation into Chris's whereabouts, in which the person being 
inmgated changes his or her statement as the interrogation pmceeds. In this instance, 
the seritence in (129) would be perféctly acçeptable:s7 

(129) At seven, Chns had left at six, but at t a ,  he had lefi at five. 

This possibility, of course, highlights the pragmatic nature of Klein's constraint. 
SimiIar considerations apply to the acceptability of the sentences in (128). Given 

that these descrii 'scheduling states', it is not odd &hat they give expficit indication of 
both 'R' and 'E*, since this is consistent with the way in which 'situations' are 
'scheduled*: that is, asserted at one time (namely, 'R') to take place at another time 
(namely, 'E'). Both of our counterexamples, then, appear not to be problematic for 
Klein's proposal, giving us good reason to b&eve that the constraints on adverbial 
modification that we have just examined are indeed pragmatic in nature. 

Our discussion of the 'present perfect*, 'pst perfecî', and 'future perfect' forms 
in the foregoing sections has show that they can be described as 'present', 'past', and 
'future' tenses, expressing 'S,R', 'R-S', 'S-R', respectively - their 'perfect* 
meanings being attributed, accordingly, to the specific lexical properties of th& verbaI 
complements. We explored the possibiIity that these lexical features did not basically 
express the temporal relation 'E-R', as claimed by many researchers, but nevertheless 
served a temporal function in 'perfect' forms by rnimicking the effect of such a 

specification Fiinaliy, we found that various ather meanings claimed for 'perfect' forms 

Such '-adverbial' sentences have, in kt, been reported as grammaticai. at least for some 
speakers (e.g. Dederck 1991: 364. n. 88. where the readings given in the text are aiso reported; 
Honistein 1991: 25; Smith 1978: 52). 



were best seen as the result of their interaction with verbs and their arguments, 
adverbials, and context; and that certain constraints on their adverbial modification 
could be explained as pragrnatic consequemes of the respective 'SR' relations that they 
expresseci, and required no invoking of other differences between them. Al of this 

suggested that the claim for a parallelism between the structure and the meaning of these 
fonns could be preserved. 

2. I'ENsES, ADVERBUUS, AND TEMPORAL INDETERMINACY 

In 9 1, we examined a nurnber of tense constructions and a number of analyses of them. 
What we found was that these constructions could ai i  be accounted for in essentially 
'Reichenbachian' t m s ,  once we viewed tmses as specifying only the relation between 
'R' and 'S', and not that beîween 'R' and 'E'. What we also found was that 'locating a 
situation in time is n d  something which tenses do quite on their own' (Declerck 199 1: 

254). That is, the temporal interpretation of sentences was revealed to involve a 
signifiant interaction between tenses, VPs, temporal adverbials, and context. One 
daim about the interaction between tenses and temporal adverbials in particular for 
which there was strong support was that described by Homstein (1977: 524-25) as 
'Braroe's Principle'. According to this principle, temporal advdials do not function to 
resolve the ambiguities created by tenses, but rather to '[addl meaning that was not 
there beforc' However, the most promising application of this principle turned out not 
to be the 'daivational' approach for which this principle was originaiiy invoked, which 
took adverbials to alter the meanings of tenses; but rather a 'representational' approach 
which emphasized the temporal indeterminacy of tenses, and took temporal adverbials 
merely to supplement the meanings of tenses. 

One researcher whose work has emphasized this temporal indeterminacy of 
tenses, and the importance of adverbials in determining a sentence's temporal 
intqretation, is Smith (e.g. 1978, 1981). Her claim is that sentences 'with tense 
alone', like that in (130), can be @&y well-formed syntactically, but 'are incomplete 
semantically' in that they are missing information necessary for full temporal 
interpretation. As such, they 'rnay be interpreted in more than one way, depending on 
the conta  in which they occur' (Smith 1978: 48): 

(130) Albert is playing tennis. 
a. = 'Albat is scheduled to play tennis.' 
b. = 'Albert is playing tennis right now.' (based on ibid, (2 1)) 

What these sentences require, according to Smith, is a temporal adverbial, which 
codperates with tense to esîablish 'R', and thus to ensure a full temporal interpretation 



(ibid., 46). This elahration of Reichenbach's (1947: 294) daim about tempord 
adverbiais - namely, that t h q  are 'refend, not to the ment, but to the refefence point 
of the mence' - is the basis of Smith's anaiysis of tense and temporal inteqmtalion. 

Smith's (1978, 1981) analysis, iike many of those examined in this study, is 

based closely on Reichenbach's, and, again like them, suggests how his tempord 
schemata might be realized in the temporal expressions of English. Smith's daim is that 
'R' is the only intemal that 'is actually specified in independent sentences' - as just 

noted, by particular combinations of temes and advefbials. 'S', which is given by the 
mntext of utterance, is not encoded direaly, but rather through 'pst*, 'present', and 
'future' values of the tease morpheme, which specify a relation W e e n  'S' and 'R'. In 
most cases, 'E' is also not encoded diredly, but only in relation to 'R'. It is thus 
assigned a specific value oniy when it is quivalent to 'R', as indicated by advezbiials 
like those in (131). Otherwise it is located oniy reIative to 'R', by advabials like those 
in (132)' which speafy 'R' as noon and midnight, respedively (Smith 1978: 44'48- 

49): 

(13 1) a. BiU arrived at t a i  o'clock. 

b. They hifed Carol on Tuesday. 

(1 32) a. Harry ate before nwn. 
6 .  Harry ate d e r  midnight. 

(ibid 58, (74)) 

However, 'E' may be specified diredly by an adverbial just in case 'R' is already 
specified. This possibility arises when 'R* is specified by the tense form itself, as in the 
foIIowing sentence with a 'present perfecf', which determines an 'R' sirnultanmus with 

'S' (ibid, 53-55):88 

(133) They have eaten aii the fudge whiie you were out. (ibid, 53, (52)) 

It also arises when one clause or sentence is 'temporally dependent' on another, so that 

the 'R' of the former is specified by the 'E' of  the latter. This is iiiustrated in the 
foIIowing example, in which the matrix temporal adverbial specifies 'R* of the 

embedded ciause, leaving the embedded temporal adverbial 6ee to specify 'E' (ibid, 
55, 59): 

(134) They announced before noon that the fugitive had been caught t h e  hours 
earlier. (ibid, 59, (80)) 

88 Note t h  îhe some reasoaing should apply to 'present* fbrms PISO. since they specify 'R' as 
much as 'present perfect' forms Q. W e  shall return to this mamr below. 



What these examples highiight is Smith's claim that the temporal adverbial contained in 
'a single independent sentence' generally serves to specify 'R', and therefore cannot 
pc i fy  'E' (ibid, 55). 

However, as she observes, the ability of a given temporal adverbial to combine 
with a given tense depends cnicially on the temporal compatibility of the two. As the 

foilowing chart shows, only certain tense-adverbial pairs are able establish a value for 
'R' (1978: 47; 1981: 216-17): 

(135) ADVERBIAL 

Pr- PaSt future unanchored 

present present pastg9 future future 
TENSE p s t  - past - Pas 

pasthme - - - - 

Tenseadverbial pairs whose values are incompatible thus result in sentences, such as 
those given in (136), that m o t  establish 'R' (Smith 1978: 5 l):90 

(1 36) a. John had read the article three weeks ago. 
b. Harry was arriving tomorrow. (ibid., (43)-(44)) 

In such cases, 'R' must be established outside the sentence itself, on the basis of 
tempord information supplied by a neighbouring sentence that does establish 'R'. In 
this fashion, a value for 'R' is determined for the 'temporally dependent' sentence, 
leaving its own adverbial to specim 'E' (ibid, 82).91 

89 Smith changes ber daim about the possibility of this combination of teme and adverbial 
between her 1978 and 1981 studies, permitting this combination to estabiish 'R' oniy in the later 
paper. The k t  that ha system penniû such a change d e  remaining essentially intact suggests that 
ber clnim abut  bow 'R' is and is not established is pmbkmatbc. W e  shaii cousidet this mater in more 
&mii below. 

Smith (1978: 82) daims that sentences with itlcompatible tense-adverbial combinations have 
kompiete semantic representauons, which sbe fepresents as in (ic): 

The semantic unport of such a represeotation, bowever, is uriclear, given that it suggests tbnt tbese 
forms somehow lose tbeù i n t e d  structure. In f a a  Smith's own remarb, as d e s c n i  in the text, 
suggest otherwise - indicating that 'incompatible' tense-adverbial combinations result in the 
interpution of the adverbiai as specifying 'E'. and the establishment of 'R' on the bas& of temporal 
information supplieci by another sentence. 

91 This daim fa what Smith calls the 'sharing' of tenses will be descn'bed in more detail in chapter 
3. 



Smith's analysis of temporal expressions is an interesting one, which captures the 
obsavation that tenses cornmonly require the support of advea-bials and other temporal 
elements to be assigned temporal interpreiations. Yet it suffers from many weaknesses 
which amspire to maice its daims about the nature of tenses untenable. These pertain to 
the rôie that she assigns to 'R' in her system, and to the tight connedion that she asserts 
between 'R' and temporal adverbials, and its various consquaces for the specification 
of 'E'. 

An especially problernatic aspect of Smith's analysis is her adoption of 
Reichenbach's principle that temporal adverbials specify 'R' rather than 'E' . We have 

already noted the ernpirical inadequacy of this principle in our discussion of 
Reichenbach 1947 in chapter 1. While Smith does recognize ceriain exceptions to the 

principle, as we observed above, its prominence in ber assumptions about tempoml 
interpretation l ads  her to claims about particular constructions which are either 
implausible or ernpirically inadequate. The constmctions in question include 'futurates', 
'perfects', and sentenoes with two temporal adverbials, each of which we discussed 
earlier. 

Given Smith's claim that 'R' is established on the basis of a tense-adverbial 
combination, the 'futwe-oriented' reading of the 'present futurate' construction, as 
exemplified in (1 37), leads her to analyse this mnstmction as esîablishing a future 'R': 

(137) Chris is working tomorrow. (ibid, 47, (13)) 

However, o u  own fmdings about this construction, as reportexi in 51.2.5, strongly 
suggested that it expresses the relation 'S,R', and that its temporal adverbial specifies 
'E'. As it happeris, Smith provides no algorithm for calculating 'R' in cases where the 
values of the tense and the adverbial do not coincide, and thus no real justification for 
her assumption that the latter value overrides the former in this case. Curiously, the 

temporal adverbials in 'pst  futuxate' constnrctions like that in (138) do specifi 'E', 
amding to her d y s i s :  

(138) Ross was leaving in three &YS. (ibid, (17)) 

This is because the tense and temporal adverbial do not, in this case, estabiish 'R'; so 
that the temporal adverbial can serve instead to specif'j 'E'. That Smith offers such a 
non-parallel treatrnent of what are clearly 'preseat' and 'pst' oounteqarts of the same 
construction, and no independent motivation for such a treatment, raises serious doubts 
about the rôle that she has assigned to temporal adverbials in her system. 



Similar problems beset Smith's treatment of sentences containing ' p s t  perfect' 
and 'future perfect' forms, for which she once again invokes her principle that temporal 
advezbials s p i @  'R' and not 'E' (ibid, 55): 

(1 39) a. They had eaten al1 the cookies while you were away. 
b. They will have eaten ai i  the çookies on Tuesday. (ibid, 54, 55, (56)' (62)) 

Despite her assertion that there is 'no possibility of interpreîing' the temporal adverbial 
as specifying 'E' in these sentences, the 'E' reading appears to be the only one available 
to the temporal adverbial in (13%); and both 'El and 'R' readings appear to be available 
to the temporal adverbial in (139b). In fa* the ambiguity commonly associated with 
adverbially modified 'perfed' forms, which we discussed in chapter 1 and elsewhere in 

this chapter, has been widely attested in the literature (see e.g. Declerck 1991: 230, 
358, n. 81 and references cited there), and constitutes perhaps the strongest evidence 
against Reichenbach's original claim. 

A final demonstration of the limitations of Smith's principle that temporal 
adverbials specQ 'R' can be seen in her treatment of sentences with two temporal 
advabials. Given this principle, and her assumption that 'English allows only one time 
advehial per sentence' (ibid, 58). it follows that 'E' cannot be specified in 'temporally 
independent' sentences (with the exceptions already noted). This leads Smith to the 
suggestion that two-adverbial sentences 'have a Zsentence source', being 'reductions 
of sentences' that have the same 'R'. A 'plausible source' for the sentence given in 
( l a )  would accordingly be either of the two-sentence sequences given in (1 W,  a"), 
respective1 y: 

(140) a. Last night, Mary had disappeared 3 months ago. 
a'. Bill told me last night: Mary had disappeared 3 months ago. 
a". It was the case 1st night: Mary had ciisappeared 3 months ago. 

Since this two-sentence source has the same configuration as that which licenses the 
specification of the 'R' of one sentence by that of another, Smith's assumption is that 
the sentence in (140a) is dependent on the sentence that undergoes 'reduction', so that 
the temporal adverbial in the former is able to specify 'El. Smith thus offers a clever 
means of reconciiing her assumptions with the observation that the 'fronted' adverbial 
in 'two-adverbiai' sentences specifies 'R', wMe the 'non-fronted' adverbial specifies 
'E'. Of crime, given current theoretical assumptions, the derivation of one sentence 
fmm two that Smith proposes is simply not permissible. However, even if we could 
put aside t!is basic technical problem (icluding the dificuity of specrfying the 'çorrect' 
source sentence), h a  analysis of 'two-adverbial' sentences would still remain 



unsatisfying. This is because these sentences are not weii paraphrasai by two-sentence 
sequences like those given above, as we saw in the previous section. To the extait that 
such sentences have acceptable readings, these readings indicate that the 'fronted' 
adverbiai does not merely specifi a temporal location, but izidicates the tirne with 
respect to which an assertion is being made. Because Smith assumes tbat 'tw* 
adverbial' sentences like that ( l a )  are indisîinguishable from two sentence sequmces 

k that in (140a', a")m the standpint of temporai structure, she has no means to 
capture the aüested differences between them. 

Perhaps even more problematic than Smith's adherence to Reichenbach's 
'temporai adverbials speciij R' principle is her clah that sentences generally require 
temporal adverbials in order to establish 'R', and are otherwise 'semantically 
incornplde*, requiring an appeal to 'information h m  context, linguistic and der,  or... 
g m d  heuristic strategies' (Smith 198 1 : 2 17). Admitiedly, the interpretation of 
sentences without temporal adverbials, such as the well-hown example h m  Partee 
1973b given in (141), does often require recouse to other sources of temporal 
information: 

However, many studies (see ag. Declerck 1991: 252, n. 7 for references) have s h o w  
that Smith's clairn overstates the rôle of temporal adverbials in temporai interpretation. 
What these studies suggest is that temporal adverbials are neither necessary nur in many 

cases sufficient to secure a temporal interpfecatiion for the sentence, 

A clear instance in which temporal adverbids are not needed to establish 'R* is 
one in which 'R' is assigned a definite location by the tense form itself. This we find in 
the case of the 'present perfect', which, as Smith observes, specifies 'R' as 
sirnultanenus with 5'. But this a h  holds for the 'present' tense generaiiy, since (as we 
f o n d  in our examination of this tense in 51.2) it can be seen to express 'S,Ri in 
Wtually ail of its forms and uses:% 

(142) a. Sethliveshae. 
a'. Seth is Living hae. 
b. Joe draws comics. 
b'. Joe is h w i n g  comics now. 

A possible exception is the 'hiaoncpl' <K 'narrative' pmsent, as iiiusmtd below: 

Even these, bowever. cpn k iaken to express ' S R  if 'S' is &W as the present of some historicd or 
narcative discourse. On bis matta. see e.g. Hanstein 1990: 1 1. 



b. Joe is drawing axnics these days. 
c. The sun rises in the east. 

d. He shoots, he scores! 
e. The îrain laves at four. 
e'. The train is leaving at four. 

Notice, however, that temporal adverbials are no more necessary with tenses that 
cb n a  assign a definite location to 'R' than with those that do. The 'past' tense, as we 
noted earlier, does not indicate a definite 'R'; yet it may easily occur without a temporal 
adverbial, as the italicized sentences in the following sequences demonstrate: 

(143) a. We know that John lived in Baswn for some tim and was quite a 

b. 1s Bill in the house? - No, he went away. (DecIerck 199 1: 253, n. 7) 

c. What became of your sisters? - Oh, Jane morried a saiior, Sue bought a 

gold mine, mid MaMrie joined the air-force. 
(Heny 1982: 134, cited in ibid) 

What is signifiant about these sentences from the perspeaive of this study is that they 
are fuliy interpretable in the absence either of temporai adverbials or of csntexts 
'establishing a particular time reference' (ibid). In fad, the use of temporal adverbials 
would arguably be inappropriate in these cases, since the Iocations of 'R' and 'E' are 
either not weli enough known or not relevant enough to the discourse to warrant their 
use It is thus difficult to d&be such sentences as 'semantimly incomplete' without 
circularity. (Of course, Smith's claim çould still be presewed in the face of such 
examples by the positing of 'understood' temporal adverbials, with indeterminate 
temporal values consistent with the interpretations of these sentences. However, the 
positing of such adverbials, as we nded in our discussion of them in chapter 1, has 
Wtually no empiricaI justification and few arguments to recommend it.) 

There are aIso instances in which temporal adverbials, far from making the 
sentences that contain them ' semanticall y complete' , are insufficient to establish a 

definite time, and must therefore be supplemented by contextual information. For 
example, temporai chuses, as Declerck (ibid) points out, generaliy lave indeterminate 
both the tirne of the 'situation' that they describe and the tirne of the 'situation' 
desgibed by the rnatrix clause, as the following exampIe illusirates: 

(144) When I mived in London, the ra t s  were high. (ibid.) 

Here, contextual information is crucial for a determination of the times at which the 
matrix and embedded clause 'situations' respectively hold. But contextual information 



is also necessary, if perhaps less strikingly sol in sentences like the following one, 
which contains a context-dependent 'clock t h e '  advdial: 

(145) Trish left at five 

Here, one mut know which contextuaiiy-relevant five o'clock the sentence is r e f d g  
to in order to assign it a temporal interpretation. 

A rather different set of problems with Smith's analysis conceras its 
detamination of 'E' on the basis of 'R'. For example, many authors (se Declerck 
1991: 288, n. 63 and references cited there) have disputed her claim, as deshbed 
above, that in PP adverbials like those in the foilowing sentences (repeated fiom (132))' 
the NP indiçates 'R' whiie the w s i t i o n  indicates the relation between 'R' and 'E': 

(146) a. Hany ate before noon. 
b. Harry ate after midnight. 

According to these authors, the inteanal structure of these PPs is simply 'irrelevant to 
the temporal scherna realized by the tense' (ibid, 286, n. 60)' and only the PP as a 
whole figures in the calculation of temporal relations (ibid, 288, n. 63). This can be 
dernonsûated by examples like the foiiowing one: 

(147) Before midnight, J o e  was leaving at two. 

Here, the NP rnidnight clearly has no r61e in the specification of 'R' independent of the 
PP in which it is containe.. Cuiously, even Smith herself, as Declerck (ibid.) points 
out, has argued elsewhere for this analysis of the temporal function of such PPs in 
complex sentences like that given in (148): 

(148) Sam wiil announce before midnight that Sue left three hours earIier. 
(Smith 1977a: 16û) 

Smith (ibid) claims about this sentence that it can 'only be interpreied to mean that the 
point of reference for three hours earlier is before midnight, not midnight.' (In fad, 
Smith's (1978: 49) claim about PPs like before rnidnight considerably cornplicates her 
analysis of complex sentences like this one, as we shall see in chapter 3.) 

A more serious problem with Smith's treatment of 'E' and 'R' is that it is able to 
express only relations of anteriority, posteriority, and simultaneity between these iwo 
intervals, and not the more complex relations that rnay arise from the interaction of 
tenses with the lexical properties of the temporal adverbial and the W. We already saw 



some indication of this cornplexity in our examination of 'progressive' constructions in 
61.2.3, many of which were analysable in t m s  of the inclusion of 'R* in 'E'. As 
Declerck (1991: 268, 335-37) and others have show, the presence of temporal 
adverbials ofkn induces a similar complexity, since, like 'situations', they may be 
'dissective' or 'non-dissedive'.93 The ' n o n ~ v e '  type, accordhg to Dederck, can 
refer only 'to the timespan as a whok, not to any s u b u i t d  of this' (ibid, 335). 
Thus, if such an adverbial semes to indicate both 'R' and 'E* in a sentence, as in the 
foUowing examples, then these two intavals musC mincide: 

(149) a. Seth will be here h m  nine tiii five 
b . Je started at six. 

In contrasi, the 'disseciive' type 'an refa not only to the interval as a whoIe but also to 
subintervals of it' (ibid, 336). in this case, if such an adverbial smes to indicate both 

'R' and 'E', the former rnay either properly indude or coincide with the latter, 
depending upon the type of 'situation' described by the sentence (ibid, 26&70,336). 
These psibilities may be iIlustrated in the following examples: 

(150) a. Biil left yesterday. 
a'. Bill Ieft today. 

b . John was here yesterday . (ibid, 268-270) 

In the first example, the 'situation' of BiII's leaving, which is 'bounded', cannot be 
sirnultaneous with yesterday, but must instead occur at 'some unspecified subinterval' 
of this twenty-hou period (ibid, 268). Simiiarly, this 'situation' as described in the 

second example cannot be sirnultaneous with tuday, since this would be incompatibk 
with the verb's 'past' tense fom, which expresses 'R-S. Notice, however, that this 
apparmtiy incompatible combination of tense and temporal advdia l  does (pace Smith) 
produce a 'ternporaiiy complete* sentence; what the temporal adverbiaI indicates in this 
case is L5e twenîy-four period that today represents, of which the time of Bill's leaving 
is a subinterval 'l[yingl entuely in the past' (ibid., 269). (This suggests that the 
temporal adv&ial containexi in both of these examples serves prirnady to indicate not 
'R', but rather the time of which 'E' is a subinterval, and to which 'R' is reiated only 
indirealy. We shall be exploring this possibility in 53.) The third example, in which the 
'situation' of John's being here is 'unbounded' and the temporal adverbial is 
'dissective', pennits a range of possibiiities for the interval in which the 'situation' in 

93 Declerck (199 1) caiis these adverbials 'unbounded' a d  'bouoded'. respectively. purs- an 
d o g y  with 'sihiotion' types. However. these terms seem ta confuse mamrs, since a 'dissective' 
advezbial lüce @&y is ~~~er the l e s s  b o d .  



question holds. Thus, John may have been here 'al1 day yesterday'; or may have 

'arrivai and Iefk yesterday, but ... n d  stay[ed] for the whoIe &y'. Moreover, since the 

'situation' as it actually held may be longer than the intaval to which sentence itself 
refers,94 it is aiso possible that John anivecl before or lefi after yesterday, or both, and 
eveo that he is di here at 'S' (ibid., 269-70). 

It is interesting to compare this example with one in which the 'situation' is 
'unbounded' but the adverbial is '~)ndksective'. Such an example is givea in (15 1): 

(15 1) Bemeen one and two, John was eating in the kirchen. 
(based on ibid., 267) 

Here, the possibility also exists that the time interval during which the 'situation* has 
acîuaily held is longer than the hour specified by the temporal adverbiaI (ibid). What is 
not possible, however, given the properties of 'nondissective' adverbds, is that this 
'situation' has held for an interval shorter than this. 

What these examples emphasize is that temporal adverbiais - even those that do 

not, on Smith's (1978) analysis, indicate the anteriority or posteriorty of 'E' with 
respect to 'R' - ammonly do not determine either the temporal location or the 
duration of 'E' (ibid., 2701, leaving this to be done by cuntext or simply to remah 
undetamined This suggests that we need an analysis of tenses and temporal adverbials 
that preserves Smith's basic insights about the indeterminacy of tenses, but is flexible 
enorigh to accommodate the greater range of pssibiiities that Declerck and others have 
presented. Just such an analysis will be proped in the foîiowing section. 

Our examinaiion of tenses and temporal adverbials in $8 1-2 has lent strong support to 
analysis of them in 'Reichtnbachian' t m s .  Note, however, that while we have 
assigneci Reichenbach's schemata a prominent rôle in this examination, the rôle that 
they have played bas been largeiy descriptive In other words, we have yet to address 
the important question of how these schemata mijjht actuaiiy be expressed in the 
tempord system of a given language. Of course, any answer to this question, as 
refleded in the kind of anaiy sis of tense that is offered, is direaiy reiated to the kind of 
Linguistic phmornenon that we consider tense to be. The view of tense that we have 
been canvassing in this shidy praents it as a syntactic phenornenon; and many of the 
pattms displayed both here and in the previous chapter have beni shown to be 



charaderizable in 'broadly syntactic' (icluding lexical) terms. This rnakes the broad 
outline of our desired analysis cl- this analysis must be syntactic - that is, firmly 
grounded in the syntaaic propaties of tense. Given this desideraturn, two others follow 
naturally from the results of our examination of various tenses. One is that our analysis 
mu t  present tenses as syntactic encodings of relations between 'S* and 'R', while at 
the same tirne capturing the temporal indetaminacy of tenses by showing how both the 
temporal location and the duration of 'R' rnay be determined by temporal adverbials, 
lexical properties of the verb and its arguments, and context. Another, consonant with 
the first, is that our analysis distinguish the 'SR' relation expressed by tense fiom the 
'RE' relation, which is expressed by aspedual morphology and by the factors, as just 
enumerated, responsible for determining 'R'. Since these factors, as we have seen, are 
dso responsible for deîermining the temporal location and duration of 'E', our analysis 
must show how this interval may be determined by them. However, since the location 
and duration of 'E' are taken, in the absence of information from such sources, to be 
equivalent to 'R', our analysis should show how this value functions as a defauit. 

The analysis to be presented below se& to fulN these desiderata by proposing 
(i) a feature analysis of tense forms, which suggests how tenses might encode the 'SR' 
relation; and (i) a 'linking' device, which suggests how tenses, verbs, and temporal 
adverbials might interact in establishing syntactic representations of temporal relations. 
(In what follows, however, we shall be considering this device only as it applies within 
sentences, postponing consideration of its operation between sentences until the next 
chapter.) 

3.1. THE SY STEM OF FEATURES INTRODUCED 

The temporal system that is at the heart of the analysis exploits two features, [Antezior] 
and [Posterior], which figure in the syntactic description of Infl and advabials of 
temporal location. These features establish a relation between 'S* (which rnay, but need 
not always be, the actual time of speech) and 'R', the 'reference time' - which we 
might think of as k ing  computed at a level of semantic representation such as that 
describeci by the 'Discourse Representation Structures* (DRSs) of Kamp & Reyle 
1993, Rigter 1986, and other studies.95 While these two features resemble the 
elaborations of a [+/- Past] feature that have been proposed elsewhere (including Fassi 
Fehri 1993: ch. 4, Kamp & Reyle 1993: ch. 5, Ogihara 1989: 178), what distinguishes 
them most £rom the latter features is the values that they rnay bear and thus the d e  that 

they are claimed to play in the system of temporal making.% In the system being 

- - 

95 Jus2 bow tbese feîhires are related to DRSs is, homer, a topic of work in preparation. 
% A deeniled cornparison of these appmches is beyoad the scope of this shidy. and is taken up in 

mark in prep~ration. 



proposed here, these fatures may either be assigned a positive or negative specification 
or simply be left unspecified (in which case, their vaiue in simple seritences can be 
deîennùied oniy by context). The latter possibility, as we stiall see, will be important 
for a system in which context çommody determines the readings of 'temporally 
underspecified' forms. 

Let us begin with the temporal specification of 'tensed' verb forms. Here, we shal l  
follow (fàirly) standard assumptions and take these forms to be realizations of V and 
hfl nodes, the latter encoding their property of being 'tensed'. m e  question of how 
these two nodes are related in a single form will, however, be Iefi open.) In the system 
king proposeci hae, the Infl of 'tensed* foms is associated with the feature matrix 
[Anterior, Posterior]. Since (as we shdl see in chapter 4) this will be sufficient to 
distinguish these forms h m  th& 'untensed' counterparts, neither forms will need to 
be specified for the feature [Tense]. The verbal wmponent of 'tensed' forms has no 
temporal specificaîion of its own, and thus can receive one only through its interaction 
with 'tempwally sp5fie.d' elements, as will be describeci below. 

3.1.2.1. 'PAsT', 'PREsENT', AND 'FUTURE' 

Closer examination of these two features, [Antmor] and msterior], reveals th& utility 
in describing the tense system of Engiish and other languages. Perhaps most 
importantly, they readily produce values corresponding to 'present', 'past', and 'future* 
tenses: namely, [- Anterior, - Posterior], [+ Anterior, - Posterior], and [- Anterior, 
+ Posterior], respectively. These, in tum, can be seen to correspond to the three 'tend 
relations 'S,Ri ,  'R-S', and 'S-R', given the assumption that in simpIe sentences these 
feature matrices are evaluated with respect to an 'orientation tirne* which is g e n d y  the 

time of speech. (Note that this 'orientation time', which we have been calling 'S' 
throughout this study, should not be equated with the time of speech, since there are 
two sets of cases where it has a different value: 'special' uses of the 'present' tense, 
such as 'historical' or 'narrative* uses; and 'dependent' tenses in embedded clauses, 
which we shall be discussing in chapter 3, for which the value of 'S' is detmined by 
the value of 'R' in matrix clauses.) In addition, these thee feanire specifications a h  
serve to encode the 'tense' values of 'present perfect', 'past perfect', and 'future 
perfect' forms, since, as we suggested earlier, these forms do not constitute distinct 
tenses, but rather 'present', 'past', and 'future' tenses, respedively, that are associated 
with a particular type of complex VP structure. (The 'conditionai' and 'conditional 



perfecî' forms, which represent a quite distinct possibility for the instantiation of the 
[Anterior, Posterior] feature matrix, will be treated in 53.1.2.2 below,) 

Among the other advantages of this feature system is that the existence of a 
'future' tense emerges as a naturai consequace of this system, as does the status of the 
'present' as the least 'marked' value in the system. The latter result is consistent with 
the use of the 'present' in English as a 'default' tense - that is, a tense form that carries 
the least temporal information (see cg. Declerck 1991: 69 and references cited there). 
Significantly, however, the description of the 'present' being proposed here, as 
negatively specified for [Anterior] and posterior], still rnakes it a tme 'preseat' tense 
form, syntactically specified to locate an individual at the time of speech. Such a 
description is thus distinct from that offered by Binnick (1991) and others, as 
mentionai in 5 1.25, which take the 'present' in English to be 'a non-past [which] does 

not inherently r e f ~  to present, as opposed to future, time' (ibid., 389). As we have 
seen, the various uses of this tense have a simple explanation if it is taken to locate an 
individual consistently at the time of speech.97 Notice, though, that the specification 
[- Anterior, - Posterior] merely Iocates 'R' at 'S', leaving its breadth indeterminate. 
This is consistent with the two possibilities for 'R' that we suggested earlier: namely, 
that it may coincide with or include 'S', as dictated by factors independent of tense, 
both linguistic and contextual. 

Further support for this specification of the 'present' in English, given the 
descriptive possibilities of the proposed feature system, is that it permits us to 
distinguish it from its wuterparts in other languages, such as French and Gman,  

with which it displays an obvious 'pararndric diffKeIl~e'.~ The 'present' tenses in the 
latter hguages, for example, are quite plausibly M b e d  as 'temporally unspecified', 
given the foilowing uses available to hem: 

(152) a. Combien de temps restes-tu ici? 
'How Iong are you stayinghirill you be staying here?' 

a'. Depuis mmbiem & temps es-tu ici? 
'How long have you been here?' (Pascal Arnsili, personal communication) 

b . Wie lange bist du hier? 
'How long have you stayed here?' 
'How long are you stayinghkrill you be staying here?' 

(Antje RoBdeutscher, personal oommunication) 

97 These remarks apply a fortiori to the daim of Enç (1990) and others that Engiish 'peseta' teuse 
forms are 'temporally unspecined'. 

98 Such a 'paramehic differexxe* in 'preseat' tense forms bas been mentioned frequently in the 
Literoaire. See e.g. E q  1987: 649; SPlkie 1989. 



(153) a. Je &meure depuis trois ans en Allemagne. 
b . Ich wohne sut &ei Jahren in Deutschland 

'1 have lived in Gamany for three years.' 

These examples demonstrate that the 'presenî' tense in French and Gerrnan may be used 

in contexts that require 'future' or 'present perfect' forms in English. As such, they 
provide compeliing evidence that this tense in the former languages is specified for 
neither [Anterior] nor [Posterior] -in other words, that it is associated with the feature 
matrix [O Anterior, O Posterior].gQ Such a specification would also explain why the 
French and Gaman counterparts of the English 'present perfezt' may, depending on 
context, be equivalent to dher the 'present perfect' or the 'past', as these examples 
show: 

(154) a. Je suis anive hier. 

b . Ich bin gestern angekommen. 
'1 arrived yesterday.' 

(155) a. Jean a mange six gateawr hiaijusqu'au présent. 
b. Ham hat gestedbis jeta sechs Kuchen gegessen. 

'John ate six cakes yesîerdayi7ean has eaten six cakes up to now.' 
(based on Saikie 1989: 16, (33)) 

A straightforward solution to this puzzle emerges from the cIaim that the 'presentT- 
t end  awriliary fonns in these sentences are 'temporally unspecified'. Given this claim, 
these forms can be seen to contribute no 'present' meaning, so that the 'past' and 
'present perfect' readings available to these sentences are deterrnined primarily on the 

99 Sallrie (1989: 15) proposes to capture this difference between English and Frelrh ard Gennan in 
tem of the foliowing statement: 

(3 In Engiish. the pleseut moment is regarded as a point in rime without duration, while in 
French and German the -nt is regardecl as an intwai of tirne. (Salkie 1989: 15, (30)) 

However, a cross-linguistic difference couched in such ternis seems to suggest a very significant 
difference in the way cime is cotxeived in the Ianguages differentiated in this way, which inevitably 
rPises questions about how nich a différeoce cwld fie bmd. In controst, tbe proposal aven in the text 
ties the difference betwea tbe poperties of the 'present' tense in Engiish, on the one han& and French 
and German, on the other, to a simple diffmnce in the leature values of theu respective tense forms, 
which could be leand rather straightforwardly through an observation of the respective syntactic 
pnttem in which tbese tense foncs appear. A proposal couched in tenns of differences in feature vaiues 
PlPo avoids the empmcal difficulties of Eq's (1987: 649) proposal, according to which 'present' tema 
differ cross-iinguisticaliy with respect to whekr they do a do not deaote the speech time. We shall be 
considexhg this difficuity in our discussion of Eaç 1987 in chapter 3. 



basis of the temporal features encoded in th& 'past' participles.lOo Since such feahires, 
as we have seai,  Q n d  function to locate 'R' with resped to 'S', we might attribute the 

detamination of 'R' on an occasion as either before or at 'Sv - correspondhg to 'past' 
and 'present perfect' readings, respecîively - to the interaction of the temporal 
information provideci by the 'past' participle with that provideci by temporal adverbials, 
lexical properties of the VP, and context. in this way, the notion of 'temporally 
unspecified' tense forms can be assigned a plausible rôle in the proposal, mal<ing it 
possible to preserve the basic feaîure analysis of tenses just presented. 

In the previous section, we saw how the temporal features [Anterior] and posterior] 
could desaibe various tenses in English; and how the claim that tensed verb forms may 
be 'unspecified' for these features may be applied to 'present' tense forms in French 
and Gennan. Here, we shall seek to extend this feature analysis to the modal auxiliary 
system in English, and to apply this 'unspecified feature' description to certain of these 
forms. One plausible candidate for such a description is the awriliary form would, 
which (as we observeci in chapter 1 and in 8 1.1 above) has both 'tentative future' and 
'future in the pst' readings. These are illusirateci in (156) (repeated from chapta 1): 

(156) a. Wouid you lend me a doilar? 

b. 1 felt sure that the plan would succeed. 
(Quirk et al. 1985: 84-63, (b), 84.a) 

What appears to unite these two readings, as we suggested in 61.1, is a constant 
'posterior' value, which is mmputed from the time of speech in the former case, and 
fiom some pst time in the latter. This constellation of properties is neatly encapsulatecl 
in the feature rnatrix [O Antuior, + Postaior], which, in paralleling the specification of 
will, makes clear the close relation betweai 'conditional' and 'future' forms. 

As such, this description of these foms offers a distinct advantage over that given 
in more standard 'Reichenbachian' analyses. Recall that Reichenbach (1947: 297) 
describes the 'future' in terms of the schema 'S-w',  and the 'conditional' in t m s  of 

lûû SnlLiP. (1989: 16) mtes that the French and Germnn coudexparts of the English 'present perfect* 
cm be used only with 'events', and m t  with 'states', d thus do mt have a use equivaient to the 
English 'perfect of persistent situation'. 'ibis suggests that the feahires associated with the 'past' 
participie in these languages may be different. Interestingly. only the French participle 'carries the sense 
of 'completion"' (ibid., 16). contributing to the 'perfective ps t '  meaning of the French 'passt! 
comgosk' form. which contras& with the 'imperfective' meaning of the 'impa@zif' (ibid., 24). Such an 
aspectml dimension is absent in the Gennan counterpart of the former. which may bear 'perfective' or 
'imperfective' readings (Franz Beil, personal communication). The nature of such cross-linguistic 
Werences in the specification of the 'past' participle is a topic of work in preppfation, and will not be 
exploledfurtbertiere. 



the schemata 'R-E-S', 'R-Ss', and 'R-S-E'. in 'neReichenbachian' analyses that 
distinguish 'SR' and 'RE' relations, the former becornes 'S-R', 'R,E' and the latter 'R- 
S', 'R-E'. Notice, first, that neither the original nor the 'neo-Reichenbachian' version 
of the 'conditional' schema expresses its 'tentative future' reading, which appears to 
have the same temporal analysis as the 'fuhire'. An evai more problernatic feature of 
each version, highlighted by the latter's identification of distinct 'SR' and 'RE' 
relations, is that they indicate a difference in the respective 'RE' relations expressed by 
'future' and 'conditional' forms, evai though such a difference has Iittle empirical 
support. Rather, the difference in the temporal structure of these two forms seems to be 
related to the point from which 'R' and 'E' are seen as 'posterior'. in the case of the 
former, this is clearly 'S'; while in the case of (the 'future in the past' reading of) the 

latter, this appears to be another 'R', which goes surrogate for 'S' in this 'past' 
dornain.lo1 What this suggests is that the non-parallelism between 'future' and 
'conditional' forms exhibited in these analyses is essentially an artefact of 
Reichenbach's descriptive apparatus, which does not include an additional 'R'.lm 

Of murse, one might respond that the introduction of this additional 'Ri is equally 
(or even more) undesirable than the non-parallelism in question. Yet such an element, 
as various authors have argueci (se eg. Cornrie 1985: 128; Declerck 1991: 383441, is 
required to describe the 'conditional perfect' in any case. Since Reichenbach himself 
does not analyse this form, his system can still make do with a singIe 'R'. However, 
brief consideration of this form reveals that it simply camot be describeci without 
rmurse to a second 'R' (as we noted in 41.3.3). This can be demonstrated with the 
following example: 

(157) Mr Smith would have left the hotel at five o'clock. (ibid, 385, (122)) 

Here we see that the 'conditional perfect' form expresses (i) anteriority of some 'R' to 
'S', making this a 'past' tense form; (ii) posteriority of another 'R' to the first, making 
this a 'postaior' form; and finally (iii) anteriority of 'E' to the second 'R', making this 
a 'perfect' form (see cg. Declerck 1991: 383-84). What, of course, distinguishes the 
'conditional perfect' h m  the 'conditional', and makes the need for a second 'R' in its 
description more salient, is the 'E-R' relation that it indicates as a 'perfect' form.103 
Since the 'conditional', in contrast, indicates 'Es', the presence of this additional 'R' 
is obscured by its coincidence with 'E', lending plausibility to the chim that this form is 

'O1 T b  is not to suggest, however, that this 'R' ausumes tbe referential function of 'Sv; on rhe 
comrPry, it is an interval at which the sentence locrites on individual. 

lm Compare, howevet, Bouchani's (1984) temporal system. which does psrmit ihe introduction of 
~(Lddjtiod 'R'ina mnnnetMalogousto thatpoposedintbe text. 

This relation, as suggested eariier, may mt be !he meaning actually eocoded by the lexical 
features of the 'pst '  participle. However, since this relation does offer a usefui description of the 
temporal interpfetation of 'perfect' forms, I shall be appealing to it in ihis discussion. 



associatecl with only one 'R', and that the relation of posteriority that it expresses is that 
of 'E' with respect to this 'R'. However, if we wish to give a parallel treatrnent to 
'conditionai' and 'conditional perfect' fom, then it is necessary to p i t  this additionai 
'R' in the temporal representation in each. Notice that this is the same argument that 
Reichenbach gives for inciuding 'R' in the temporal represeritation of the 'pst' tense: 
since the presence of this element is likewise obscured by its coincidence with 'E', its 
presence can best be demonstrated by cornparison with a 'pafect' f o m  - in that case, 

the 'present perfect'. 
On the andysis k ing  canvassed here, then, îhe 'conditionai' and 'conditional 

perfed' are assigned the same feature matrix, namely [O Anterior, + Posterior], the 
diffmœs beîween them king attributed to their status as "simple' and 'perfed' fm, 
respectively. Notice that this claim accordingly preserves a uni* treatment of the 

'perfect' forms themseives and, in turn, of the diffaences beîween them and their 
'simple' form counterparts. Notice, too, îhat the appearance of the additional 'R' 
inîmduced in this analysis is highiy comtrained, being permittecl oniy in the case of a 
featute matrix in which the values of both [Anterior] and Iposterior] are interpreted as 
positive. This does not correspond to any possible 'SR' relation, since such a relation 

would be contradictory; nor to any lexical specification of this feature matrix. Rather, it 
arises only in cases in which the feature ma& contains an unspecified value - as in 
the case of the 'conditionai' and of certain other modal auxiliary forms, as we d d l  see 

beiow - and only when the tempord information supplied by other linguistic elements 
and context requires that the 'unspecified' [Anterior] feature be interpreted as 
p~sitive.~" This contradiction in the values of the two features is resolved through the 

introduction of an additional 'R' into the temporal representation of the sentence that 

contains the 'conditional' form, the relation beîween the two 'Rs' king expressed by 
the feature value [+ Postmor].la 

A similar analysis of the modal auxiIiary forms could, should, and mighr, in 
terms of unspecified values for the feature matrix [Anterior, Posterior], aiso seems 
plausible, given the substantial similarities between these forms and wouM that our 
earlier examination of them revealed The temporal properties of the latter two are 

Io4 Th, description of the conditions under which an additional 'R may appear suggests the 
occurrence of ihree vaiues of the [Anterior, Posterior] mahix - opmely, [O Anterior, + Posienor], 
[O Anterior, O Posterior]. a d  [+ Antaor, O Posterior] - which sbould give rise to the appesirPnce of 
this 'R'. While the firs! hm possibilities are indeed reah.4, the last simply does not surfnce in the 
Lense system of Eoglish. This lacm may be related to a significant difference in the statu of the hm 
fa-, including tb possibility that tbey occur under different oodes. Such possibilities mus& 
bowever, be le% for fuhise research. 

liB This suggests that it is the additional 'R* tbpt serves the functioo of the single 'Rm associateci 
with moa tenses. Tbis appears, however, to be consistent with the temporal p p e r t i e s  of the 
'conditionid', Srice this form is unspcified for the 'SR' retation, wide at th some time king specified 
'po9erior' fa a s8conAprV 'RiR2' reiatioa 



particularly close to those of would, as indicated by the foilowing examples (repeated 
h m  (23) and (25)): 

(158) a. Shall 1 open the window? 
b. She asked me if she should open the window. (Quirk et d 1985: 94.60) 
c. You should do as he says. (ibid, 54.56, (5)) 

(159) a. You may do as you wish. 
b . She said we might do as we wished. (ibid., 94.60) 
c. There might be some complaints. (ibid, 84.53, (3)) 

Like would, should and might permit readings that are 'future-oriented' with respect to 
some 'reference time' in the past (as in the (b) examples) or to 'S' (as in the (c) 
examples). This contra& with the readings available for SM and may, which like wilI, 
are restricted to those that express 'S-R'. This suggests the foliowing specifications of 
these foms: 

(160) a. sMI: [- Anterior, + Posterior] 
a'. should: [O Anterior, + Postdor] 

b. may: [-Antaior,+Posterior] 
b'. might: [O Antaior, + Posterior] 

We might also note that the temporal behaviou. of stiU another modal auxiliary - 
narneIy, must - appears to be the same as will, shall, and may, judging frorn the 
pattern in (161): 

(16 1) Joe must leave 
* yesterday 

An analysis of this fom, then, likewise calls for the temporal specification 1- Anterior, 
+ Posterior]. Nde that the assignment of the same temporal feature values to these 
fm Qes not commit us to the claim that they have essentially the same meaning. This 
is because this assignment reflects only the 'futmriented' character that these forms 
share, but not their differences in 'modal force' (Kamp & Reyle 1993: 534). These 
differences are presumably reflected in differences in other feature values associated 
with th& respeaive lexical aitries. 



if we tum, M y ,  to the auxiliary f o m  could and c m ,  we can see an interesting 
ciifference between these forms and those just examinai. While could follows the 
pattern of would, should, and mighr, permitring [+ Anterior] and [- Anterior] readings, 
both can and could appear to permit [+ Posterior] and [- Posterior] readings. This is 
demonstrated in the foliowing examples, in which can has 'preserrt' and 'future' 
readings, and could has 'past', 'future in the pst', and 'future' readings: 

(162) [- Postaior]: 
a. [- Anterior]: Look! I can fly! 
b. [+ Anterior]: It was true: he cuuld fly. 

(163) [+ Posterior]: 
a. [- Anterior]: 1 can leave on Tuesday. 
b. [+ Anterior]: He could lave on Tuesday. 

(164) [- Anterior, + Posterior] 
a. Could 1 see your driving license? (Quirk et al. 1985: 54.63, (b)) 

b. Could you help me tomanriw? 

These interpretative possibilities can be captured in the feature values givai in (165): 

(165) a. cm: [- Anterior, O Posterior] 
b. could: [O Anterior, O Posterior] 

Notice, however, that the specification for could suggests one possibility that is not 

realized: namely, a 'present' reading. A possible explanation for this gap is the 
following one: that the reading in question is consistent with the 'unspecified' temporal 
stnidure of this form, but is rendered highiy unlikely by the existence of can, which is 
'more fully specified' for the same reading. Of course, wheîher this is also the most 
satisfadory explanation remains to be detamined by fui*,h_~= a d y .  

In this section, we have considered an analysis of English modal auxiliary forms 
that exploits the temporal feature analysis proposexi for tensed verb forms, and thus 
places modals squarely within the purview of the tense system. In analyshg modals in 
this way, we have also witnessed the utility of one aspect of this system's descriptive 
apparahis - namely, its inclusion of an unspecified feature value -, which was 
instrumental in accounting for many of the peculiarities in the temporal behaviour of 
these forms observeci eadier in this study. Adrnittedly, our discussion offered no 
detailed defence of these claims about the temporal specification of rnodals. 



Nevertheless, the outlines of the treacment sketched here are arguably clear enough to 

guide a more thorough investigaîion. 

in the previous two sections, we saw how tenss and modal auxiliaries could be 
described in terms of a simple feature analysis. Here we shall extend this analysis to a 
final class of elements that s w e  to locate 'R' and 'E' - namely, adverbials of temporal 
location -, following the classification of these adverbiais given in Smith 1981. 

Smith (1981: 21û-21) identifies three types of adverbials in this class: 'deictic', 
'clock-calendar' (CC), and 'dependent*. 'Deictic' adverbials, which inclu& yesterday, 
today, and tormrrow, and (for many speakers) expressions with ago,l06 indicate a 

specific relation to 'Sv, and thus a pas, presait, or future time. CC adverbials, which 
describe such intervals as times of the &y (ut five o'clock), Qys of the week (on 
Tuesday), months (in April), and years (h 1968), have no such fixed relation to 'S', 
and may therefore be interpreted as anterior or posterior to it, depending upon the 

linguistic or non-linguistic context in which they oceur. 'Dependent' adverbials, which 
include afterwards, earlier, beforehand, and at the same tirne, are like 'deidic' 
adverbials in expressing a fixed relation to some time, but unlike them in that this time 
is generally not 'S', but some other tirne prwioudy esfablished in the discoursal07 

These descriptions c m  be readily transIated into the terms of our feature anaiysis. 
Perhaps the simplest cases are past-, present-, and future-time-denoting 'deictic' 
adverbials, which can be specified [+ Anterior, - Posterior], [- Anterior, - Posterior], 
and [- Anterior, + Posterior], respectively. These aii seem rather uncontroversial. 
However, there is a signifiant daim involved in the [- Anterior, - Posterior] 

specification of at least certain present-time adverbials: namely, those like toliay, this 
morning, or this month, which we described earlier as 'dissective'. This is because 
such adverbials can be used to Iocate a 'situation' in some subinterval that 'lies wholly 
in the pst' or wholly in the future (Declerck 199 1: 269). As such, they may be thought 

lo6 Smith (198 1: 219) notes t h ,  for soaae speakers, expressioris with ago may have two redhgs 
in embedded coatexts: a truiy 'deictic' reading. a d  a 'dependent' reading equivalent to that associaîed 
with before. Such speakers Mwild sccordiogly take the fbiiowing sentence to mean that Vera left either 
threedays ûoinnowathreedaysfiomiastTuesday: 

(3 Sam said 1st Tuesday that Vera lefi tiuee days ago. (ibid , ( 1 3)) 

Arguably the simplest pccount of this 'dependent' use is nor @ace Smith) that some 'deictic' ndverbiais 
may be interpfeted relative to some intervil o8her than 'S', bru rather chat speakers who accept this use 
treat expressioris with ago as 'depedent' rather than 'deictic'. 

lo7 Although Smith's clah that these adverbials are =ver interpretwl relative to 'S* seems too 
strong. s k e  tbe foüowing instance of carlier is naturaiiy interpreted in this way: 

(0 Mary caiied earlier. [= 'eariier tnan MW'] 



of as 'present, past, or future adverbial[s], depending on context' (Vlach 1993: 267). 
The claim embedded in the specification of  al1 such adverbials as [- Anterior, 
- Posteria] is that they are not arnbiguous or indeterminate in meaning, but consistently 
name an interval that includes the moment of speech. We shaU be investigating the 
amsequences of this clah below. 

Assigning determinate values to 'deidic* adverbials, even those Iike today, also 
permits us to distinguish them reliably h m  CC adverbials, which pi& out intemals 
whose identity is entirely dependent upon context. In contrast to the tempoml values of 
'deicîic* adverbiais, then, those of CC adverbials are t d y  indeterminate, and are thus 
naturaliy characterized in the proposed feature systern as [O Anterior, O PosteriorJ.l@ 
'Dependent' advehiais, according to the description of them above, appear to lie 
somewhere in between, expressing a constant relation of anteriority, simultaneity, or 
posteriority to some time, but leaving the identity of this time to be established 
eIsewhere in the discourse. This discourse dependence signais a signifiant difference 
between the character of these adverbials and that of the other two types that we have 
been considering. Since a discussion of this dependence is beyond the scope of this 
sîudy, we shall unfortunately have Little to say about these adverbials. What is relevant 
to us here, however, is that they must still be assigned a rôle in the temporal system 
similar to that of the other two types, despite these diffaences. This is because they 

may also serve to indicate the time of the 'situation' desctibed by the VP, which may or 
may not be distinct from 'R', as demonstrated, respectively, by the following sets of 
examples: 

(166) a. The train leaves beforehand. 
b. The train leaves tomorrow. 
c. The train leaves at five 

(1 67) a. Joe finished his drawing afierwards. 
b. J o e  finished his drawing yesterday. 
c. Joe finished his drawing at five. 

What this means is these adverbials must also bear a value for the feature matrix 
[Anterior, Posterior]. Since the t h e  that they estabiish, as we have noted, is entirely 
dependent upon some other time established in the discourse, we might take this value 
to be [O Anterior, O Posterior]. The suggestion being made here, then, is that this value 
does not e n d e  the constant temporal relations expressexi by these advexbials. This is 

- 

lûB Smitù (1981: 220) daims that these adverbiais bave 'ûuai relatiod values of Pnteridty aod 
poaaiority'. which suggests that they are ambiguws, raîher biaa t e m p d y  indetermimie. However, 
sirre these adverbials con refer to virhrally my contextuaiiydent intexval that they correctly name, 
theu characterimition as indeterminate seem the more plausible one. 



because the relations in question are different in kind from those encoded by the other 

temporai elements that we have exarnined, holding only between intervals established in 
two different clauses, rather than between some interval and 'S', as in the case of the 
latter elements. Accordingly, these relations must be encodeci by other lexical f e a m  
associated with 'dependent' adverbials; and it is these features that distinguish them 
from CC adverbials and 0th- 'unspecified' temporal elements. Note that this 
charactaization is consistent with our discussion of the prepositional counterparts of 
these adverbials in 52, where we obsaved that the heads of these PPs did not establish 
an intental relevant to the temporal system distinct h m  that estabLished by th& NP 
complements. This observation might be takm to indicate that it is the heads of these 
NPs that are lexicaiiy associated with the feature matrix [Anterior, Posterior],log and 
that the prepositions that select them are associated with a different kind of temporal 
feature - namely, the kind just adumbrated for 'dependent' advexbials - which serves 

a non-deictic function. That the same kind of temporal feature is associated both with 
prepositions that head temporal PPs and with 'dependent' adverbials is lent 
considerable support by the fad that salient examples of the two categories of temporal 
elements, such as before and afrer, and beforehand and afterward, respectively, are 
cognates. Since these elements also have cognates within the class of temporal 
complementizers, such a characterization of their temporal properties seerns to extend 
naîurally to the latter elements, as we shall see in chapter 3. 

Now that we have associated the [O Anterior, O Postaior] value with so many 
different temporal elements,llo a question inevitably arises: namely, whether the 
ubiquity of this value in the temporal system is plausible An appropriate response to 

'O9 A less straightforward maaer is that of lexical specification of these adverbials - in particular, 
how NP and PP adverbiais receive their temporal specificatioos. W b l y  these specificatiom are 
asscciated with the heads of these phrases. This seem simple emugh in the case of NP adverbials; 
however. the mntter is more involved in the case of PP odverbials, since prepositions themselves do DM 
&viousty corry such infofmption. We might speculate that since these PPs have a temporal function 
only with ceRajn NA, the temporal feriture derives h m  the N. which percolates to the PP (although 
see Dubinsky & Williams 1995: 135. where it is claimed that the P iwl f  is specified [+ temporaI]). 
This permits us to distinguish, for example, between the PP in (i). which bas a temporal locational 
function, h m  tha! in (ii). which does mt: 

A similar suggestion is offered by Enç (1987: 640). who calls NPs iike every afemom. Monàay and 
yesterday 'temporal NPs' and assumes that they bear the fature [+ Temp]. Note, however, that her 
suggestion does not distinguish between frequency adverbials like every afenroon and CC adverbials 
like Monday - a distinction which is crucial to the Pnalysis king developed here. 

Another tempoml adverbiai that is piausibly assignai the vaiue [O Anterior, O Postenia] is the 
wiiquestion when. This is because this &&id may coticcur with 'pst', 'present', aod 'future' temes, 
as SbDwn in (i): 



this question is simply to note that these feature assignrnents do not exhaustively 
describe the meaning - even the temporal meaning, as we have just seen - of the 
temporal elements that bear them; rather, they reflect only those aspects of an eiement's 
meaning associated with its ability to locate an intaval in time. Since various temporal 
elements that we have considerd may serve this function only through their inte~action 
with 0 t h  grammatical elements or cuntext, it is not implausible for them to have the 
same value for [Anterior, Posteria], and thus to have lexical specifications that differ in 
d e r  respects - much as different nouns or verbs would 

The foregoing daaiptions of ternporally specified elements - tense, modals, 
and adverbials of temporal location - thus identiQ some of the basic components of 
the temporal marking system of Englîsù, which d e t h e  the syntactic contribution to 
the temporal interpretation of simple sentences. One crucial component of this system, 
however, has been ornitted: this is the verb itself, to which no temporal specification 
has ken assigned. Yet this omission has been a deliberate one, reflecting an 
assumption that has beea impiicit in much of the discussion in this chapter. This is that 
verbs and their arguments describe 'situations', but have no inherent ability to locate 

them in tinle.1" In terms of the feature analysis being proposeci here, this means that 
the verb is not lexicaliy assoEiated with the feature matrix [Anterior, Posterior]. (Note 
that this appiies to main vehs, awiliaries, and participles, since none of them, by 
hypothesis, has a locational function.) Of course, since the verb is the syntactic 
foundation of our ability to refar to 'situations', and as such is the sine qrca non of a 
theory of temporal reference, it is necesq  to integrate it into Our analysis of the 
temporal system, and to describe how it serves this important rôle. We shall be 

adctressing the issue of how verbal eiernents are 'temporally located' in the next section, 
where we shaU be canvassing a proposal based on Higginbotham's 'linking theory'. 

We concluded the last section with the suggestion that the temporal elements described 
there must bear some relation to the VP (containing the verb and its arguments), given 
that the latter eiement's function of speciQing a 'situation' is logically prior to the 
former elements' function of locating this 'situation' in time Heze we shall be exploring 
one means by which the temporal value of the VP might be deîerrnined, which involves 
a device of 'iinking'. The daim to which this device gives form is that the VP is 
assigned a temporal value in virtue of the association of its head with an adverbial of 

"' This ecboes Hornstein's (1990: 170) claim tfÿrt 'the temporal contour of the E point is a 
function of the pwticular predicate that pvides it'; a d  Zagoaa's (1990: $2.12) cclaim that the 'VP [il 
the constituent that is svaluated wiîh respeU to Speech-Lime.' 



temporal location, if there is one present, and otherwise by the temporai feature matrix 
under Infl. 

This daim is consistent with the observation that 'E', the time of the 'situation' 
&scribeci by the VP, may be distinct h m  the tirne specified by the tense itself, as in the 
case of past and present 'futurates'; but that the avaiiability of this distinct 'E* depends 
upon the presence of an adverbial. Interestingly, this is aiso consistent with the position 
of these temporal adverbials in a syntactic tree - which, acmrding to standard 
constituency tests (as already noted in 8 1.3.1.3), is under VP:ll2 

(168) a. * John will[, leave] on Fri&y and Mary d l [ ,  a on Sahuday. 
b. l o b  wiil report on Friday and Mary wiU [V do so [g on Satufday]]. 
c. John wili report on Friday and Mary wilt [V do so too]. 

Note that the results of these tests are at odds with, for example, Enç's (1987: 652) 
assumption that these adverbials are generated as sisters to I',ll3 and as such lend no 
particuhr support to the daim driving this assumption, which is that adverbiais of 
temporal location serve as the antecedents of tenses in such sentences. However, they 

l l2 Sîroik (1990) aiso argues îbai temporal a d  locative adverbiais are intefuai to VP. His claim, 
however, is tbat they are sistas to V - wùich is diffiuit to square with the results of the diagnostic 
given in the kxt. Nore k t  this claim is an extension of Luson's (1988) treatment of double-object 
consimctions. which has b e n  criticized by Jackendoff (1989). nmong others. It shouid be noted tnat 
the precise position of these adverbials in the VP - whether they are, fu exampie, adjoined to V' or 
to VP - is arguably mt m i a l  to the d y s i s  given being presented above, since wbat is crucial is 
only that Wse adverbialç can be seen to locote the 'siaiation' M b e d  by ibe verb and its arguments. 
Of cause, if w e  tak the subject to be generated in the Spec o f  VP, then this daim is more compatible 
with the .ssumption b t  this adverbial position is odjoioed to VP, s k e  in that position it a a W y  
modifies the entire VP. On the other hand, the d t s  of  ihe constituent tests shown in (168) give 
stronger support to the assumption that this position is adjoined to V'. Unfortuiiately. this problem 
cruinot be resoived here, and must be left for future researçh. 

Admittedly, there are sentences like that in (i). which a p  to exhibit a deletion of 1'. and 
thus to iodicate ihat the adverbial is adjoined no lower than this node: 

(3 John wiil kave oa Friday Pnd Mary on Satirrday. 

However, the effect of t&is exampie is blunted by those given in (iiHüi), which cannot be analysed in 
terms of 1' deletion: 

(ii) a. My m o t k  mt with îhe e i p a i  on Thursday. Md tbe dean on Friday. 
b. My sister spoke to Mrs. W i l e  on Friday and tbe d m  on Sarurday. 

(SPg 1976: 150. (3.2.7ab)) 

(iÜ) r Joem will cook ttre meals today, and Barbara tiaaorrow. 
b. Bab will intaview sanie candidate this morning and Pem dis aftemmn 

(Quirk ei QL 1972. cited in ibid.. 158-59) 

What the latier examples suggest is tht these are mt examples of constituent-driven 'deletion' after aii. 
but of the phemmemn of 'gapping', which apperirs to be goveriied by difitent principles (see e.g. Sag 
1976 for discussion). As such, they do mt consiaite cOun(etevideace to the daims made in the text, and 
might be set aside h m .  



are in perfect accord with the claim that such advabials Iocate the 'situation' described 

by the VP, and thus specify 'E'. 
Having indicated the g e n d  form of this 'linking' proposal, we can now proceed 

to sketch in its details - in particular, those of the 'linking' mechanism itself, which is 
responsible for associating verbs with temporal elements. Both the device and the 
proposai more generally have their source in Higginbotham's (e.g. 1983) 'linking' 
approach to binding theory,ll4 in which a device of 'linking' supersedes the device of 
coindexation found in standard binding approaches.lls The former, like the latter, 
serves to indicate 'the assignment of the anaphor-antecedent relation to two positions in 
a syntactic sbucîure', and is posited to 'applly] freely between argument positions at S- 
structure, and automaticaiiy in the case of movement rules' (ibid, 401-2). There is, 
however, a crucial difierence behveen the two, as suggested by the latter's graphical 

representation - that of an anow pointing h m  the anaphor to the antecedent (ibid , 
401), as shown in (169): . 

The difference is that the relation established by 'linking' is asymmetric, while that 
established by coindexation is symmeuic. The former device can thus indicate 
refereatial dependence of one NP on another without implying, as the latter does, that 

the two NPs are coreferential. This offers 'linking' certain distinct advantages over 
coindexation. One of thern - and arguably the chief moiivation for 'linking theory' - 
is that it pumits a straightforward amunt of instances of 'split antecedence', iiiustrateâ 

in (170): 

(170) John told Mary they should leave. (ibid., 399, (1 1)) 

On the 'split antecedent' reading of this sentence, the pronoun they has two antecedents: 
namely, John and Mary. Of course, since coindexation indicates simply that NPs are 
coreferent, a binding theory that exploits such a device has no direct means to express 
this kind of 'anaphoric interaction' between singular and plural NPs, nor analogously in 
the case of plural NPs that merely overiap in reference (ibid, 399). 

Higginbotham notes that this problem for coindexation is hardly an 
insurmountable one, and can be solved simply by enriching the device 'to distinguish 

ThiS p p s d  PIsO bas important similarities with Zagona's (1990) biading-theoretic oeatme.nt 
of terse. which we &ail be discussing in chaptex 3. 

l5 Thia appach has also gained cwrency in binding resea~ch condwted withia the 'Minimaiist' 
pmgmmme; see eq.  HOCtLStein 1995. 



refermtial overlap from identity'. This could be done, for example, by 'assign[ing3 to 
each argument a ser of numerical indices, this set to be a singleton if and only if the 
argument is grammatidy singuhr' (ibid, 400) This would result in an indexing of the 

sentence in (170) as show in (171): 

(171) Johni t ~ l d  Maryj theyii sh0~1d lave. (i *JI (ibid, (12)) 

However, this move is at best a partial success, for many reasons. The most obvious is 
that it creates a far less transparent representation of antecedence. As Higginbottiam 
(ibid., 401) argues, 'numerical indexing of structures', even in this more elaborate 
form, 'loses information in cornparison with a direct assignment of antecedence, 
because indcxing abstracts bot. from the parhcular choice of ancecedents giving rise to 
the indexed structure, and h m  the direaion in which the relation was assigneci.' This 
los  of information results in some rather serious technicd proôlems.~l~ Among them 
is that associated with the procedure for indexing pIurais that have more than two 
antedents in the sentence. The probIem here is that the membership of the set of 
indices for such plurals would appear to depend on their antecedents. Thus, the 
indexing procedure wouid either oeed access to al1 antecedents in the sentence in order 
to provide the correct number of indices for the plural - which would mean 
abandonhg a 'fiee indexing' procedure - or would continue to index freely, giving 
rise to an infinite number of possible sets of indices, since any number of antecedents 
wouid have to be allowed for. Neither of these possibilities is desirable from a 
methodo1ogical standpoint. More than this, they appeal to an implausible view of the 
relation between syntax and reference: one according to which the syntactic 
representation of plural NPs is always sensitive to the cardinality of the sets to which 
they refer. This is implausible because the syntaaic representation of NPs does not, in 
ganeral, seem to be so sensitive - wheace the existence of quantifiers, whose purpose 
is precisely to indicate the cardinality of the referents of NPs. This problem is also 
recognized by Higginbotham (1985: 573, cited in Lasnik 1989: 165), who remarks that 

[tlhe interpretation could not be that the number n [the cardinality of tbe set of indices] 

gives the intended number of the referent; for it must be possible to wave at a crowd 

without lmowing bow rnany people OIE is waving at.117 

1 wish to thank Car1 Vogel fa helpful diçcussion of some of the computationai involved 
bue. 

Curiously, hsnik 's  (1989: 166) response to this very serious problem is to make the 
orthogonal observation that '[aln individual integer index bas m interpretstion in standsrd versions of 
indexing. Cboice of, say, 5 rather than 17 as the index for a pPrticuiar NP is of no semantic impm.' Of 
course, Higginbotbem is referring to the mrmber of indices in a sa, mt the symbol chosen to represent 
a given index. 



In the light of Higginbotham's analysis, al1 of these difficulties with coindexation 
appear to be artefacts of this device's faiiure to encode a relation of antecedence. Since 
this relation is so basic to our hiowledge of the meaning of anaphoric NPs, the fad that 
the 'linking' approach does encode su& a relation lends it considerable credence 

The issues that we have just discussed are perhaps even more salieni, and thus the 
case for 'linking' even stronger, in the domain of temporal anaphora. This is because 
the phenomenon of overlapping referace is more commonplace here than in the 
nominal domain, and the intenial structure of the intervals to which temporal 
expressions refer even Iess plausibly treated in t m s  of sets of indices. A 'linking' 
approach, in fact, has just the right properties for aaalysing 'anaphoric interactions' 
between the verb and its 'temporal antecedents', since it can readily capture the 
observation that the fonner element bas no tempomi value of its own, and aquires one 
only in virtue of its relation to the latter elements; and that (as we saw earlier) the 

relation baween the intavals respedivdy picked out by temporal 'anaphor' and 
'antecedent' rnay be one of idaitity or non-identity, as the following sentences illussate: 

(172) a. Joe was here yesterday. 
b. Joe was h m  at five o'clock 
c. Joe left at five o'clock. 
c'. Joe left. 

The relations in question, then, are those of (i) inclusion of the interval picked out by 
the VP 'anaphor' in that picked out by an adverbial 'antecedent', as in (172a); @) 
inclusion of the interval picked out by an advexbial 'antecedent' in that picked out by the 
VP 'anaphor', as in (172b); and (iii) identity of the two intervals picked out by VP 
'anaphor' and 'antecedent', whether the latter is an adverbial, as in (172c), or the 
feature matrix in Infl, as in (172~'). 

Observe that neither of these two daims about temporal anaphora can be readily 
expresseci in terms of coindexation. Since this device encodes no distinction in the 
grammatical status of various coindexed elements, it cannot capture the relevant 
asymmetry in the temporal value of verbs and their 'antecedents'.ll* Nor, as we just 
nded, can it encode a relation of 'referentiai overlap' without creating serious technical 
problems. These considerations thus clearly favour 'linking' over coindexation as a 
device to indicate anaphoric relations in this domain.119 

I l 8  This suggests that there might oIso be a technical problem in implement. a coiodexing 
procedure here, since it is uncleorr vrhat sm of ruie cauid ensure that di and only Lbe relevant elements 
received a tempaai index. Note Ihai tbese elements do not form a natural ciass: V and infi are heads, 
W e  adverbiais are niaXimal projections; and the latter two bear temporal ferihires. d e  the forma 
Qes mt 

lr9 We shall also see furthef reasons in chapter 3 for bvouring iinking over coindexation. 



Of course, we have yet to consider how 'linking' should be interpreted, and thus 
whether it can fulfil the semantic ta& assigned to it. As a start, we might say that 
'linking' of X to Y indicates m m  generally that X is 'evaiuated with resped to' Y. This 
echoes Higginbotham's (ibid, 404) c h  that the 'linking' of X to Y indicates that X is 
'dependent' on Y - the 'intuitive idea' here king that 'an item is dependent upon those 
elements h m  which it receives its interpretation.' In the case that we are examinhg 
her~l20  in which X, as the vab, has no temporai specification of its own, we might 
understand this dation of 'dependence' as one in which the reference of the phrase of 
which the verb is the head includes or is include. in the reference of the phrase of 
which Y is the head (where Y is a tensed Infi); or to which Y is quivalent (where Y is a 
temporal adverbial).lzt Which of these relations of 'dependence' a sentence aduaiiy 
expresses is determined by the Iexical properties of both the 'anaphor' and the 
'antecedent' - a possibility consistent with the data of tense-adverbial interactions as 
presented throughout this chapter. What this means, then, is that 'Linking' itself is silent 
about the precise relation between the interval occupied by the 'situation', as described 
by the vab  and its arguments; that specified by a temporai adverbial, if there is one; and 
that representing 'R', as detenriined (at Ieast in part)i22 by the tense fonn itself. 

We might note, W y ,  that 'linking', as a notation on phrase markers, might be 
understood, given m e n t  'Chomskyan' assumptions about grammatical representation 
(see e.g. Chomsky 1993), to be represented at the level of LF. Just how this 
assurnption interads with other claims about this Level of representation - in particular, 
those about verb raising - is a difficult and important question, but one more which 
must await further study. 

In the previous section, we saw thaî the 'linking' procedure çan be taken to apply 
freely in simple sentences, and to serve to associate the verb, which was itself not 
specified for the feature rnatrix [Anterior, Posterior], to adverbials of temporal location 

lzO We shaii be considering cases in which one temporally specified element is 'referentially 
dependent' on another in chapter 3. 

121 We have aiready seen that this dsyctive formulation of  'dependence', which permit5 inclusion 
of IlXII in IlYll and IlYll in IlTl, is required to capture the ntiestad relations bewen temporal 'anaphors' 
a d  antecedents'. Note, however, that it also seems to be rquired in the nominai domain, given îhe 
possibility of 'referentialty dependent' readimgs for the embedded NPs in each of the following 
SeriteIlces: 

( a. John tdd Mary that they should leave. 
b. The twins both said thnt it was Jobnny who was the winner. 
c. John said that he was tired. 

122 1, k t ,  the determination of 'R' aIso involves a significant contribution from context. and 
commonly h m  temporal adverbii. os we bave seen. We shaii be giving more attention to this matter 
below. 



or tensed infl, which were. The result of this procedure was to establish a temporal 
value for the verb and its maxima1 projection,lu which could either be distinct or non- 
distinct from that of tensed Infl. Let us now examine the structural conditions of 
'luiking' in somewhat more detail, to see if we can make some of its properties more 
explicit. 

Given the phrase structure suggested by the pattern in (168), we might posit that 
'linking' applies cyclically, targaing a temporal element within the projection of the verb 
in the fist instance, and tensed Infl only when no such adverbial is available. We might 
also posit that this is not because of some principle favouring shorter 'chains', but rather 
because 'linking' serves to ensure that verbs are temporaliy associateci with the temporal 
adverbials that 'modify' them, reflecting a significant asymmetry between the two 
elernents that save as the verb's 'temporal antecedents'. Note that tensed hfl is an 
obligatory constituent in a sentence. and its temporal function - namely, that of 
encoding the 'RS' relation expresseci in a sentence - is a basic one As such, it rnight 
be taken to discharge its 'temporal duties' without enterhg into a 'iinking relation' with 

any d e r  syntactic element, and thus wnsisting of the sole 'link' in a 'temporal chah'. 
Temporai adverbials, in amtrast, are optional demaits, and stand in a relation of both 
syntaaic and semantic dependence on a particular head: namely, that of the projection in 

which they 0ccur.12~ As such, a tempord adverbial may fulfil its 'temporal duties' only 
by being in construction with this head Notice that this rnight help to explain why 
'fronted' adverbials (as noted earlier) have 'R-oriented', rather than 'E-orienteci' 
readings. If these adverbials are adjoined to IP, as we have been assurning, then they are 
outside the verbal projection, and thus in construction not with V, but with Infi. The 
question then arises whether the relation between a 'fronted' adverbial and hfi involves 
'linking'. Let us say that it does not, given that neither elemait is dependent on the other 
for its temporal specification. Of course, since tensed hfl encodes no more than an 'SR' 
relation, the particular interval to wtiich 'R' corresponds is ultimately determine. by this 
'fionted' adverbial. What is being suggested, thm, is that there is no syntactic relation 
of dependence in eitha d i d o n  beîween the adverbial and hfl; and that when the two 
elements have the same temporal specification, the former is simply taken to locate 'R', 

123 Altbough the fact that it is the verb that a c d y  hb, and mt the VP, mnkes this PllPlysis 
compatiMe with Enç's (1981,1986) clnim b t  NPs may be assigned di.Ftjirt temporal indices. 

124 While it is verbs that generaiiy link to adverbiais. mtbrng prevents a similar linking of muns 
if we formuiate bkhg in terms of the p i d p l e  thnt adverbiais are l i M  to the head of the projection 
conhihg tbem. Tnis appties to obviously evedve mwns, such as those in (i), as well as to mn- 
eventive, where the adverbial simpiy lacaies these in time: 

(3 a my bittMayyesterday 
b. my home last yesr 
c. the d a t i o n  last year 



as part of a g e n d  interpretative procedurelu The relevant analogy is to 'accidental' or 
'non-presupposed' coreference baween NPs, as discussed by Heim (1982: 3 15ff.) and 
&ers, and iiîustrated below, where coreference is determinecl by context, rather than by 

(173) a. He is John. 

b. He must be John, because he put on John's mat. (ibid., 3 15, (1H2)) 

Accordingly, we might see the 'SR' relation encoded by Infl as capable of king 
'contextually sharpened' in various ways (or othefwise left indeterminate), and 
'fronted' adverbiais as providiag one means of doing so. The asymmetry that this 
entails in the 'linking' behaviour of temporal adverbials when they are associated with 

verbs and when they are associated with Infl inevitably complicates the temporal systern 
somewhat. It nevertheless seems consistent with a clifference both in the respective 
temporal values of these two heads and in the respective 'modiQing' fundions that 
adverbials have been argued to assume in these different positions - the temporal 
adverbial saving, when in the VP, to 'augment' the meaning of the VP by specifying 
its temporal location; and, when adjoined to iP, to 'affect the general modal m a u r e  in 
t m s  of which interpretation is specified' (McConnell-Gin& 1982: 180)' determinhg 
the time for which the assertion made by the sentence is to be evaluated, as suggested in 
51.3.3.1. 

Al1 of these properties of 'tense linking' in simple seaitences may be captured in 
the anditions aven in (174): 

(174) COND~I'IONS ON DITRACLAUSAL TENSE LINKING: 

a. [+ V, - NJ elements must be in a chah linked to an element lexically 
associated with the feature matrix [Anterior, Posterior]. 

b. No chah may contain a, a head, and p, a maximal projection, each 
lexically associated with the feature rnatrix [Anterior, Posterior]. 

The first condition serves simply to ensure that verbs are in a 'temporal chah', and thus 
that th& projections are assigned a temporal interpration. The second condition serves 

to nile out 'linking' beâween Infl and adverbials, whether they have identical or non- 
identical feature specifications. The central motivation for this condition is to capture 
'futurate' readings of adverbiaily modified 'past'- and 'present'-tensed senteaices, in 

which, as we have seen, temporal adverbials locate the 'situation' described by the VP 

125 Th, is also consistent with (and may ultimately explainxi in terms of) the claim of Himichs 
1981, Partee 1984 a d  others that '[ilf a sentence begins with a past adv eh... chat adverb is pmcessed 
before îhe main chuse ami m e s  to update the curent reference time. .. provid[iJ a descriptive 
characterinition of the mw reference time' (Farîee 1984: 257). 



at a time distinct from that indicated by tensed Infl. Since the 'futurate' reading is 
available only when a temporal adverbial is present, and even when the adverbial has 

the same temporal specification as Infl, its analysis appears to require that each distinct 
'temporal chain' produced by the temporal elements of a sentence be able to specify a 
distinct interval in the sentence's temporal representation. Of course, one such interval 
rnay be understood to include anoilier whmever the temporal values of the eiements that 

specify them are identical (this likely the 'default' reading of such identical 
speci fications, as we suggested above). 126 However, this possibility is perfedy 
compatible with the specification of distinct intervais, and cioes not lessen the need for 
them in the case of 'futurates'. Note, W y ,  that this second condition, serves only to 

rule out 'linking' beîween Infl and adverbials. Significantly, it does not rule out 

'linking' between two temporally specified elements in general - nor, in particular, 
between matrix and embedded Infl nodes, whose temporal function, as we have 
aîfeady suggsted, is rather different h m  that of temporal advdials. The pussibility 
of such an interdausal 'linking' reiation WU, in fact, be the key to the explanation of 
tenetense interactions in chapter 3. 

So far, we have restricted our attention to sentences that contain a single verb 
form. A question thus arises of how 'linking' applies to complex verb forms, which 
contain auxiliaries and 'past' or 'progressive' participles (or both). An answer to this 
question might start with another fairIy standard assumption that each element of these 
complex f m s  is a v&, and that a higher verb selects a W whose head is a Iowa one. 
Given this assumption, an application of the 'do su' test indicates that the participles but 

not the auxiliary vertis in these constructions rnay host temporal adverbials in their own 
projections: 

(175) a. 
a'. 

b. 

b'. 

C. 

c'. 

Joe is tending the bar on Mon&y and Seth is [, t[g doing so [on 
Joe is tmding the bar on Monday and Seth is [,,.[g doing sol], too. 

Joe had tended the bar on Monday and Seth had done so [on 

TueSdaylll* 
Joe  had tended the bar on Monday and Seth had done sol J, too. 

Joe had been tending the bar on Mon&y and Seth had [,* been 

[V .Cv doing so Con Tuesdayll J 1. 
Joe  had been tmding the bar on Monday and Seth had [, * been 

[ V n C g  dohg SOU], tûû. 

126 Although there are certainly clear cpses in which two identidy-specified elemenîs do not pick 
out the same or men overlappiog intervals, as we SU see in chapter 3. 



W e  might take these results to mean that temporal adverbiils may be associated with 

thematic but not auxiliary verbs. A simple reason for this might be that an auxiliary 
verb, given its grammatical function, cannd serve to locate a 'situation' in time, and 
accordingly, cannot b a r  a temporal value distinct from that of the hfl which it 
suppcn?~. This possibility can be expressed in terms of the following condition: 

(176) CONDITION ON AUXIL~ARY VEXE LINKING: 

Auxiliary verbs are obligatonly linked to the temporalIy specified Infi in th& 
chuse. 

This condition captures the syntactic dependence of auxrliary v d s ,  and correlates it 
with a temporai dependence. It a h  permits us to treat the 'past' participles contained in 
'perfect' forms, which represent th& thematic verbs, in a fashion parailel with other 
verbs; acoordingly, bey, too, link to temporal adverbials or Inn. In other words, the 
special properties that 'past' participles have, as desaibed in $1.3, derive fiom Iexical 
specifications which are irreievant to the o p t i o n  of the 'finking' rnechanism.127 In 
particular, their positive specification for a Iperfect] feature, posited in 9 1.3.3, is n d  

recognized by this mechanism, since the feature in question is not one of temporal 
location, and as such is n d  within the scope of its opmtion. What this means is that 
there is no incompatibility between the speci fication of 'pst ' participles for a [Perfect] 
feature and the requirement that they be 'linked'. 

The proposed system thus produces two basic 'llliking' configurations: one 
associated with unmodified VPs, in which the verb is 'linked' to and thus temporally 
located by Infl; and one associated with rnodified VPs, in which the verb is 'linked' to 
and thus located by a temporal adverbial. These configurations are indicated by the tree 

diagrams in (177) and (178), respedivdy : 

12' Tbe precise s t a t u  of these forms - and the possibility that their representation involves a 
functid cPtegory that selects a VP (see e.g. T'ravis in preparation), on aaalogy with finite verb forms 
-isatopicfmfuureresear~tt 
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3.3. APPLYING THE ANALYSIS 

We are now ready to observe the operation of this 'linking' mechanisrn on the syntaaic 
elements - verbs, temporal adverbials, and Infl - that lie in its dornah. As we shall 
see, this mechanism yields straightforward results for a range of wnfigurations, 
including those that contain 'simple' and 'perfect* verb forms, and those in which 
temporal adverbials are present and absent. 

3.3.1. 'PAsT*, 'PRESENT', AND 'FUTURE' 

Let us begin with the simplest cases: narnely, unmodified 'present'-, 'past9-, and 
'future'-tensed sentences iike those in (179). 

(179) a. Joe is here. 
b. Joe was here. 
c. Joe will be here. 

Shce there are no adverbials to satisfy the 'linking conditions' in these cases, the verb 
is 'linked' to (the feature matrix unda) Infl - this 'chain' expressing the 'R,E' relation 
that characterizes these unmodifiecl sentences (with the respective specifications of Infl 
expressing 'S,R', 'R-S', and 'S-R'). Note, however, that a 'linking' of the verb to Infl 
Qes not indicate that 'E' is identical to 'R'; in fact, as we saw above, it is the lexical 
properties of the VP, togeîher with context, that determine the relative length of these 
two intervals. Note, too, that 'R' itself must be contextually deterrnined, since the 
temporal features of Infl do not specify a precise location for it. 

From h a e  we can tuni to more cornplex cases of 'linking' involving tempord 
adverbials. These cases yield a considerable range of readings, given the temporal 
properties of adverbials - in particular, the temporal indeterminacy of CC adverbials, 



which gives rise to 'habitual' and 'futurate' as well as 'semeifadive' readings; and the 
'dissedive' nature of many 'deictic' adverbials, which permits thern to co6ca.u with 
different tenses, and to be used in the description of 'situations' of long and short 
duration. As we &al1 see, a 'linking' analysis, in concert with the feature system 

pposed earlier, provides a plausible account of this range of readings. 

Let us first examine sentences with temporal adverbials whose temporal value is the 

same as that of Inn. Instances of such sentences, which respeaively illushate matching 
[- Anterior, - Posterior], [+ Anterior, - Posterior], [+ Anterior, - Posterior] adverbial- 
Infl combinations, are given in (180): 

(180) a. Joe is at home now. 

b. Joe was at home yesterday. 
c. Joe wii l  be at home tomorrow. 

Ln each of these cases, the verb is 'linked' to the adverbial, satisfying the 'linking 
conditions'. As suggested above, the grammar itself estabiishes no relation betweai the 
adverbial and Infl; instead, their identical specifications simply Iead to a reading of the 
sentence in which 'R' is taken to have the same value as the advmiai. Note, however, 
that 'E' need not correspond to the intaval specified by the adverbial, despite the 
existence of a 'chin '  linking the verb to this adverbial. This is because the verb is 
merely 'dependent' on the adverbial - a relation which, as we have seen, paniits 'E' 
to properly include, be identical to, or be properly included in the interval specified by 
the adverbial, the deennination of one of these possibilities king a matter of context 
and the lexid properties of the verb and its arguments and of the adverbial itself. 

Let us tum next to what we might cali 'compatible' combinations of tensed Infl and 
advabials: that is, cumbinations in which 'present*, 'past' and 'future' tenses are 

modified by ' t empody indeterminate' [O Anterior, O Posterior] CC adverbials, as 
exempiified in (181): 

(1 8 1) a. The team leaves on Tuesday. 
b. The tearn lefi on Tuesday. 
c. The team will l a v e  on Tuesday. 



Because of the unspecified temporal value of the adverbial in such sentences, a range of 
readings is available for them. Thus, al1 of the sentences in (181) have both 
'semelfactive' and 'habitual' readings. These are represented by the 'linking* of the 

verb to the advexbial, the ciifference between them lying, by hypothesis, oniy in the 
value of the CC adverbial as supplieci by context. More specifically, the 'semeifactive* 
reading depends upon the contextual determination of a single interval, whiIe the 
'habitual' reading involves a 'universal' reading of the adverbial, which includes ali of 

the contextually relevant intervals that the adverbial names. Note also that the 
occurrence of a 'dissective' adverbial like on Tuesday with a VP that describes a 
punctual 'situation' like the team's leaving means that the adverbial does not @fy the 
precise time of the 'situation* but only the interval that includes the time of this 
'situation'. ('The importance of a relation of inclusion between the intaval specified by a 
'dissective' adverbial and the interval in which the 'situation* is Iocated wül  also emerge 
in our discussion of 'mismatching ' Infl-advdial combinations in 53.3.1.3.1 .) 

Also worthy of nde is that the 'semelfactive' reading of the 'present'-tend 
sentence in (1 8 la) is a 'futurate' reading. Deriving such a reading, however, requires 
only the 'linking' of the vexb to the adverbial; the reading foiiows from the assumption 

that the latter specifies an interval distinct from the present tirne given by hfl, in 
accordance with our clairn in 8 1.2.5 that the 'present hturate' describes a present 
'scheduling' of a future 'situation'. (Of course, this interval must be determined by 

context to be subsequent to, rather than prior to, the present time in order for the 
'futurate' reading to obtain; we shall be discussing this matter in greater d&I in 

53.3.1.2.2.) The 'futurate' reading is likewise available for the 'past9-tensed sentence 
in (18lb)' and is derived in the same manner. Moreover, given the temporally 
underspecified nature of the CC adverbial in this and the other sentences in (181), as 
just noted, this reading rnight be distinguished from the 'standard' ps t  reading in tems 
only of the diffment intentais picked out by the adverbial, as derermined by mntext: in 

the case of the 'standard' reading, this interval includes 'R*, whiIe in the case of the 
'futurate' reading, it is subsequent to 'R'. (A purel] contextual distinction between 
these two readings also suggests a reason why the 'futurate* reading of sentences like 

this one is not salient: namely, that such a reading requires the contextual availability of 
two distinct intervals, rather than the single interval that figures in the 'standard* 
reading, which expresses 'R,E'. The former, we might guess, is simply Iess 
accessible, giveri its greater complexity.) 



3.3.1.3. 'MISMATCHING' INFL- ADVERBIAL COMBINATIONS 

From what we have seen so far, a 'linking' analysis is able to account for a n u m k  of 
different readings that arise with sentences containing temporal advesbials. We shali 
now consider some sentences that offer a more challenging test of the empirical 
adequacy of this analysis: those that exhibit 'mismatches' between the respective 
temporal specifications of the lnfl and temporal adverbials that occur in them. We shall 
be examining both 'mismatches' that yield unacceptable sentences and those that yield 

acceptable ones, each of which, as we shall s e ,  raises important questions for the 
analy sis. 

We shaU start with sentences that display 'acceptable mismatches' between adverbial 
and Infl. Those that falî uito this category include 'present'-tensed sentences with 
future-time-denoting adverbials; 'pastt-tend with present- and future-time-denoting 
adverbials; and 'future'-tensed sentences with present-time-denoting adverbials, as 
illusûated in (182): 

(182) a. The team leaves tomorrow. 
b. The team left tomaow. 
b'. The team left today. 
c. The tearn wül leave today. 

Notice that these sentence do not receive a 'natural class* of readings: the first two 
receive only 'futurate' readings, the third both 'futurate' and 'semelfactive' readings, 

and the last only a 'sanehaive' reading. 
The 'futurate' readings here have essentially the same analysis as those associated 

with the sentences in (181a-b), involving the 'linking' of the verb to an adverbial 
whose feature specifimtion is distinct from that of Infl. (The only difference beîween 
these examples and those in (1 81) is that the 'deictic' character of the former advdials 
determines only a single interval on an occasion, while the 'temporaiiy unspecified' 
character of the latter ones permits a range of intervals, as we have seen.) The more 
difficult cases here are the 'sernelfactive' readings of the sentences in (1 82b', c), since 
these appear to locate a p s t  'situation' and a future 'situation', respectively, in the 

present. A solution to this problem, as we noted earlier, rats  on a recognition of the 
'dissective* character of the adverbials that appear in these sentences. It is this character 
that peamits the two sentences in question to locate 'situations' at subintervals of today 
that are respectively pnor to and subsequent to the time of speech. We might posit, 



then, that the verb in each sentence is 'linked' to the adverbial, the interpretative 
consequence of which is only that the 'situation' described by the VP is included in the 

interval specified by the adverbial. The interprebtion of the sentence demands that the 

hearer reconcile the present time in which these sentences apparently locate the 
'situation' with the past and futures 'Rd at which they respectively locate an individual. 
Since the 'dissedive* character of the adverbial maka such a reconciliation possible, 
both sentences are perfectly acceptable. This analysis of 'mismatching' Infl-adverbial 
combinations, though admittedly sketchy, does at lest  give some suggestion of how 
we are able to interpret sentences that contain seemingly incompatible sources of 
temporal information Momver, it does so by assigning unitary temporal specifications 
to 'deictic' adverbials like yesterdoy, tomorrow, and today, instead of treating tha .  

rather implausibly, as ambiguous. 

Of course, 'rnisrnatching' Infl-adverbial combinations are not always acceptable, and 
thus not al1 amenable to the foregoing analysis. Among the combinations that are 
unacceptable are those exernplified in the following sentences: 

(1 83) a. * Joe will leave yesterday . 

is leaving 
b. * Joe  { } ysterday. 

leaves 

A plausible response to the unacceptability of such sentences is to amibute it to 

non-grammatical sources. We might claim, then, that the occurrence of a past-tirne- 
denoting adverbial with a 'future'-tensed sentence is infelicitous simply because, given 
the referentiai resources available to a speaker, the choice of such a sentence to locate a 
'situation' in the past seems either less than fuliy informative if, for example, the 
speaker knows that Joe has left yesterday; or too strong a claim if the speaker does not 
know this, in which case a 'future perfed' form, which explicitly Iocates 'E' before 
'R', would serve to express his or her knowledge about Joe more perspicuousIy: 

(184) Joe will have left yesterday (if his plans didn't fali through). 

in other words, a sentence like that in (183a) seems to disregard the basic function of 
'future9-tensd sentences to rnake assertions about 'situations' that are not yet verified. 
Even the sentence in (184) performs this function, since the 'situation' that it describes 



(as suggested by our discussion of 'perfect' forms in 81.3.3) is not that of Joe's 
leaving, but of his having lefi. 

One might offer similar temarks regarding the unacceptability of the 'present9- 
tensed sentences in (183b): the availabiiity of the 'past' tense rnakes it odd for a speaker 
to use a 'present' tense to locate a 'situation' in the past. In this case, however, there is 
a more compelling reason for attributing unacceptability to a non-grammatical source. 
This is that the unacceptability disappears when the relevant sentences are placed in 
'narrative present' contexts, such as that illusbated in (185):128 

(185) So, Joe is leaving the house yesterday, and he steps on a nail ... 

What this suggests, then, is that the grammar itself does pennit a 'pesent' tense to 
occur with a pst-time-dending adverbial, dthough the contexts in which such a 
combination is felicitous are rare. As it happens, we have seea other cases - including 
certain 'past futurate' and adverbially modifieci 'perfect' sentences - whose 
marginality or infelicity is plausibly attnbuted to non-grammatical factors. This is 
perhaps to be expeaed in a complex process like language use, in which particular 
effects mmrnonly have multiple sources. 

3.3.2. 'PERFECT' TENSES: HANDLING WNACCEPTABJUTY AND AMBIGUITY 

As a fmal test of the 'linking' analysis, l a  us consider the readings available to 
sentences containing 'perfect' forms. Unfortunately, our treatment of these sentences 
- and in parlicular, those with adverbial modification - must be somewhat tentative, 
givm the tentative nature of wr remarks about the 'perfect' feature itself. Nevertheles, 
the basic 'linking' conditions given in (174) appear largely adequate to the task of 
describing the various readings in question. 

Since finite 'perfeu' forms, according to the analysis given in 8 1.3.3, derive thei. 
basic temporal value from Infl, we might posit that the 'linking' structure for sentence. 
like those in (186), in which 'perfect' forms occur without a d v d i a l  modification, is 
that given in the tree diagram in (187): 

(186) a. Seîh has finished. 
b. Seth had finished. 
c. Seîh will have finished 

128 Such 'narrative present* sentemes have nlso been disciissed by Wachtel(1982) and Hornstein 
(1990: 198-99. a 12). 
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That is, both the auxiliary forrn have and the 'past' participle are 'iinked' to hfi - the 
former as required by the condition on auxiliary verbs givem in (176)' and the latter as 
required by our 'Linking Condition A'. Recall that the [Perfect] feature associated with 
the 'pasî' participIe is heievant to the operation of the ' linking' mechanism, so that this 
form has the same 'linking' status as other v d s .  However, it is the perfect] feature 
that has the efféct of locating 'E' prior to 'R'; and the 'iinking' of the 'pst' participle to 

Infl that ensures that 'El is Iocated relative to the 'R' determined by the particular value 
of the temporal features associated with Infl. Accordingly, 'E' is prior to a present 'R' 
in (1 864, a pst 'R' in (186b), and a future 'R' in (Mc). 

The analysis of 'perfect' forms in sentences with temporal adverbiais is a less 
sbaighforward matter, as the discussion in 51.3 has aiready suggested. This is because 
the advdials in these sentences receive both 'R' and 'E' readings, according to which 

they respedively speciQ the interval that represents 'R' and the interval in which the 
'situation' itself is located, as Uusrrated in (188): 

(1 88) a. Joe had lefi yesterday. 
b. Joe wilî have lefi yesterday. 

= as of yesterday, Joe's leaving has occurred ('R') 
= the time of Joe's leaving is yesterday ('E') 

In addition, 'temporally unspecified' CC adverbiais yield 'indefinite' counterparts of 
these two readings, whereby the adverbial does not pick out a contextually salient time, 

but specifies a time that is part of the 'situation' itself. This reading cm be brought out 
by the continuations given in the foilowing examples: 

(189) a. Joe had lefi at five o'clock (befixe). 



b. Joe will have left at five o'clock @fore). 

Note that the 'present perfect', though unable to occur with 'deictic' adverbials that 
specifj ps t  intervals, as discussed in 51.3.3.1, may occur with those that specify 
m e n t  ones; in this case, it seems liable to the same 'ETR' ambiguity as its 'past 
perfect' and 'future perfect' counterparts. It may also occur acceptably with CC 
adverbials, the result of which is an 'indefinite' reading for the adverbial, as just 
described These possibilities are all exemplifïed in (190): 

(190) a. 1 have not played chess this year. 
b. * loehas lefi yesterday. 
c. Joe has left at five o'clock. 

* = Joe's leaving iç at a specific five o'clock 
J = Joe's leaving is at some unspecified five o'clock in the pst ('E') 
J = Joe's having lefl is at some unspecified five o'clock in the pst CR') 

Capturing all of these readings is thus a real challenge to any account of 'perfed' foms. 
As we saw in 53.3.1.2, ow feature analysis alone is able to distinguish 'deictic' from 
'non-deictic' readings of the adverbials in these sentences, by associating the former, 
but not the latter, with specific çontextually determined intervals. A distinction between 
'E' and 'R' readings, however, cannot be achieved so readily. The 'linking' mechanism 
does nevertheless suggest a clear possibility: this is that 'E' and 'R' readings are 
associated with different 'linking' configurations. We might posit that the former 
reading involves 'linking' of the 'past' participle and the latter 'linking' of the auxiliaq 
to the adverbial niese two posibiiities are iilustrated in the foUowing tree diagrams: 



(19 1) 'R' READING: 

Notice, however, that the iatter possibility creates a difficuity for the analysis in that it 
violates the 'auxiliary verb condition': the auxiliary verb is not only 'linked' to an 
adverbial rather than to Infl, but also receives a vaIue distinct from Infl in the case of 
'future paf-' sentences hke the foUowhg one, repeated fiom (187b): 

(192) Joe wiii have left yesterday. 

What this suggests, then, is Chat auxiliary have does not have any special 'linking' 
status, and is subject to the same 'linking mnditions' as thematic v e r û ~ . ' ~ ~  A more 
serious problem stili remains, however, for the proposed representation of the 'E' 
reading. This is that the two 'Iinkùig' possibilities for the 'past' participle - namely, 
'linking' to Infl and to an adverbial - seem to resuIt in substantially different 
interpretations: according to the former, 'E' is piaced prior to the interval given by the 
'antecedent'; while according to the latter, it is placed within the interval given by its 
'antecedent*. However, it is not atirety clear that this repraents a real problem. This is 
because tenses and temporal adverbiais do n d  have the sarne t e m p a l  properties, as we 
noted earlier, so that asymmebies in their interactions with other tempord elements 

129 This does mt seem to be truc, houever, for awliacy be, given the readings available for 
sentences Wre that in (i): 

0) He had b e n  mhng at five o'cIock 

This sentence has m reading that indicates the ability of be to hûst a temporal adverbial, so thaî it 
mus& given îhe daims of our 'linking' anaiysis. be 'linked' to id. 



might not be unexpected. But, perhaps more importantly, this is also because the 
temporal properties of the 'past' participle itself lead to different results when this 
element interacts with different temporal expressions. Recall, for example, that the 

coocairrence of durational advabials with 'pexfect' f m s  of 'teiic' VPs does not resuit 
in a reading according to which the adverbial specifies some interval after the 
completion of the 'situation*: 

(193) 

a. * ~ o e  [E: } a i t a  the d e  for t a  minutes. 
will have 

Such patterns indicate quite clearly that the 'past' participle cannot be taken simply to 
express 'E-R', as was already suggested However, a more precise characterization of 
its lexical properties, and the nature of its interaction with different temporal 
expressions, must await further study. 

In this chapter, we investigated the forms and meanings of English tenses in simple 
sentences, focussing on the range of meanings available to sentences with 'future*, 
'present', and 'perfect' forms. What we observed was that the meanings of tenses 
could be described, in 'Reichenbachian' t m s ,  as relations between 'Sv and 'R*; and 
that the 'RE* relation that t e n d  sentences also expressed was not deterrnined by tenses 
themselves, but rather by a host of other factors, both grammatical and non- 
grammatical. Accordingly, the various interpretations that t e n d  sentences received 

were most plausibly attxibuted to these other factors, and not to the ambiguities inherent 
in tenses themselves. We exarnined syntactic rendering of this description, which made 
use of a simple feature system and a 'linking' device. The resulting 'linking' analysis 
was able to capture a range of readings of sentences with different tense foms and with 
and without temporal adverbials. 



EXTENDING THE ANALYSIS: 

TENSE LINKING IN COMPLEX SENTENCES 

Why must temes be something else? Camoî &y jus& be tenses? 

Dahl 1992: 649 

in chapter 2, we examinexi the behaviour of tenses in simple sentences; and saw how a 
syntactic analysis of tenses and time adverbials, which msisted of a feature analysis of 
these elements and a 'finking' mechanism, could account both for the range of 
interpretations that different tenses were obmed to receive, and for certain resbictions 
on th& ability to combine with temporal adverbials. Ln this chapter, we shall see how 
such an approach can be extended to the anaiysis of tenses in cornplex sentences - in 
particular, to the peculiar patterns of interadion between matrix and embedded tenses 
that have long been a subject of linguistic inquiry. 

The theory that we have developed so far has considered only clause-interna1 or 
even VP-intenial interactions befween dements. When we venture beyond the domain of 
the clause we find interactions of far greater complexity - ones, in fiid, which many of 
the devices of current syntadic theory were designexi to explain. Since these devices are 
often sensitive to a parti& type of grammatical dernent - for example, case checking 
is relevant only to NPs -, it is natural to a& what type of grammatical elements tenses 
are, and under what stnictual principles they might interact. In this way, we may 
detennine whether these intaactions can be subsumed under principles that are already 
in place, or whether new ones must be devised to explain them. 

Unfortunately, the possibility that the interchusal behaviour of tenses is guided by 
such principles has not been pursued in much of the syntactic research on this subject. 

Indeed, the most common analyses have been derivational ones, which often give little 
insight into how tenses interad, and suffer h m  ail of the difficulties already detailed for 
'futurate' constructions in chapter 2. Another kind of analysis, explored in Rigter 1986 
and other studies, brings the interclaual behaviour within the purview of lexical 
description simply by attributhg it to a Iexical property of particular tenses; but this 

strategy, too, appears to be highly probleinatic. in fact, the weaknesses of such analyses 
wili provide strong arguments in favour of the structural analysis that we shall be 
canvassing here, which extends the 'linking' analy sis presented in chapter 2. 

This analysis of tense interactions wiU se& to develop the claims made in a 
numba of earlier studies regarding the structural principles operating in the domain of 
tense. These include Smith's (1978, 1981) c l a h  that tenses are sui generis, and the 
relevant principles are 'orientation' and 'sharing'; Hornstein's (1990) daim that tenses 



are adverbs, and interacî under govemment; and Enç's (1987) and Zagona's (1990) 
claim that tenses are refetential expressions, and the principles are binding-theoretic. The 
daim to be explored in this chapter is that tenses cannot be assirnilated to any othm 

grammatical category; but that they bear striking similarities to NPs, which may be 
expressed in t m s  of 'tense linking' principles analogous to, but distinct fiom, those of 
binding theory. These principles will sene to charaderize various anaphoric properties 
of tenses displayed in compIex sentences, including those with complement, relative, 
and temporal clauses. As we shall see, many of the arguments for treating tense- 
adverbial interactions as instances of clause-interna1 linking apply equally to the 
treatment of temetense intaactions as instances of interclausal linking. 

1. TENSES IN EMBEDDED CLAUSES 

To begin, let us once again fàrniliarize ourselves with the data under consideration: in 
this case, those involving the interaction between tenses in complex sentences with 
complement and relative clauses. Our objective here, as in chapter 2, will be to assemble 
a coherent piaure of the behaviour of tenses in these contexts by deîerrnining which 
patterns are properly attributable to tenses and which to other factors. It is this picture 
that will serve as the study for the 'linking' analysis to be presented in 53, which we 
shall, in turn, appIy to a third class of complex sentences: those involving temporal 
clauses. 

1.1. COMPLEMENT CLAUSES AND 'SEQUENCE OF TENSE' 

Surely the most extensively discusseâ tense-tense interactions are those occumng 
between tenses in matrix and complement clauses, and commonly placed under the 
rubnc of 'sequence of tenses' (SOT) in classical grammars and modern grammars that 
follow them (see e.g. Binnick 1991: 8693 for discussion). This term, as Dahl (1992: 
649) notes, 'may actually be used to cuver two kinds of relations: dependencies between 
the temporal interpretations of different clauses in a sentence, and interclausal 
dependencies in the choice of tense rnarkings (eg. past-tense marking in indirect speech 
in English).' Traditional treatmaits have tended to focus on the latter, particularly in the 
context of reporteci language 

The rule that governs SOT, which is mmmonly referred to as 'backshift', operates 
in contexts in which 'the time r e f m c e  of the original utterance (or mental activity) no 
longer applies at the time that the utterance (or mental activity) is reporteci' (Quirk er nl. 
1985: 514.31); and serves to change the tense forms of the v h s  in these contexts. That 
is, 'backshift' is one of the rules - which in English rnay also include a 'shifting' of 
other deictic elements such as personal and demonstrative pronouns, and deictic 



temporal and locationai advexbials; an altering of the form of an original question, 
command, or request; and the addition of complementizers such as that and whether to 
introduce the reported discourse (ibid; Jespenen 1924: 292; Banfield 1982: 25) - that 
ciexive an indirect discourse h m  a direct discourse construction 

Thus, if the present time serving as the 'deidic centre' in direct discourse becomes 
a past time in indirect discourse, the embedded tense forms of the former are 
correspondingly shifted into 'past*, 'pst perfect', or 'conditionai' f m s  in the latter, in 
accordance with the rnapping given below 

(1) DIRECT DISCOURSE INDIRECT DISCOURSE 

presat P a  
future conditional 
future perfect conditional perfect 

Past pastorpast per fe  
pr-tperfed Pst perf- 

Wperfa (based on ibid)' 

This is illustrated in (2)-(5), where the sentences in (b) are the 'backshifted' 
counterparts of those in (a): 

'1 am being paid by the hour,' she said. 
She said she was being paid by the hour. 

'The exhibition finished last we&' explained Am. 
Ann explained that the exhibition had finished the preceding week. 

'I've been waiting over an hour for you,' she said 
She told him that she had been waiting over an hou for him. 

'1 had studied French for four years at school,' I said 
I said that I had studied French for four years at schml. 

(based on ibid., (5H8)) 

1.2.  ROBL LEMS WITH THE 'QuOTATWE ANALYSIS' 

While the rule of 'backshifi' is catainly useful in describing one of the tasks involved in 
a speaker's translation of direct discourse into indirect discourse, there are many rasons 

l 1 have aitered Quirk et u f s  rather idiosyncratic use of the teno 'perfective' for the 'have + p s t  
participie' construction to the more aadad  'perfect'. 



to believe that this d e  plays no r6le in the grammar. That is, it does not appear to 
describe a grammatical process whereby indirect discourse is daivexi h m  direct 

discourse, as chmed by the 'quotative analysis' (see Declerck 1991: 158). Perfiaps the 
most compeiling of these reasons is tbat a considerable range of indirect discourse 
constructions simply have no plausible direcî dismurse source. These include sentences 
whose matrix verbs are 'verbs of consciousness' (Banfield 1982: 35)' and describe 
various mental 'states', 'events', and 'processes'; those whose matrix v&s describe 
'indira' means of communiation; and those whose embedded clauses include fïrsî and 
second person pronouns and various other deictic elemezits, and NPs that are îiable to 

'transparent' and 'opaque' readings 
h s i d e r  the indirea discourse sentences given in (6)' which are reports of mental 

'skites', 'events' , and 'processes', respectively : 

(6) a. loe stiil beliewd that Trish loved him. 

b. Seth mticed that J o e  was more morose than usual. 
c. Chester was rhinking that the room was too smaü for such big egos. 

Because such States and adivities are 'private', they do not involve verbalization. 
Reports about them, then, can only be indirect, and as such can find no explanation in 
tems of the 'quotative analysis' proposed for th& 'tnie' indirect disaxïrse countaparts 
(that is, those fomed from actual verbs of  communication).^ 

Given this conclusion, the 'quotative analysis' is rendered even less plausible by 

the observation that 'me' indirect discourse sentaices and sentences like those in (6) do 
not display any synbdic diffaences appreciable enough to suggest that they are the 
resdt of distind processes. One interesting difference beîween them, however, has been 
nded by Banfield (1982: 23-24): this is that only the mairîx va% of a 'me' indirect 
discourse sentence can take an indirext object, which refers to the addressee of the 
original discwrse. This contrast is iliustrated beiow: 

'1 am tired' 
that she was t i r d  

(ibid., 23, (1)) 

(8) a. * 1 wondmed to you if the train would be hte 

Similar dala are discussed in McGilvray 1991 : 67, q.v. 
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b. * John realized to Mary that he was wrong. (ibid., 24, (2)) 

Despite the suggestiveness of these examples, doser inspection reveals that the contrast 
between verbs of communication and other clause-taking verbs is not as sharp as the 

examples purport to demonstrate. Instead, the availability of these indirect objects 
appears to depend on much subtler propeRies of certain clause-taking verbs than th& 
statu5 as v d s  of communication done. For exampIe, the verb think, as SanfieId herself 
notes, behaves like a verb of communication in being able both to introduce direct 
speech and to take a reflexive indired object 

(9) a. Mary thought to hersek '1 must be Iate' (ibid., 35, (25)) 
b. Joe thought to himself that he really was a bastard 

These obsavations lead her to identify think as a verb of 'selfcommunication' (ibid, 

35). Y el in dokg so, she obscures the considerable simiIarities between fhis and 0th- 
'verbs of wnsciousness*~ - in particular, wonder, which is among the vabs that she 

cites as being unabIe to take indirect objects. Perhaps the most salient simiiarity, as we 

have aiready nded, is that these vexbs aii describe activities Wt do not g a i d y  involve 
explicit verbaibation; so that they canna be used (except perhaps in very exceptional 
circumstances) to describe communication with another. It is thus no surprise that 

substituting rhink for wonder in Banfield's example likewise resdts in an unacceptabIe 
sentence: 

(10) a. * 1 wondered to you if the train would be late 
b. * 1 thought to you that the train wouId be late 

But it shouId similarly be no surprise that the sentence in (10a) has an acceptable 
couriterpart, just as that in (lob) does: one that wntains a reflexive indirect object, and 
which is thereby compatible with the impiicature that wondering is a silent adivity: 

(1 1) a. 1 was wondering to myself if the train would be late. 
b. 1 was thinking to m y d f  that the train would be late. 

It is significant that the silent nature of thinking and wondering is really no more 
than an implicature, since we can speak of thinking or wondering aloud Accordingly, 
we shouid be able to adduce d e r  acceptabIe sentences in which think and wonder take 

indirect objects, which in this case succeed by canceiiing, rather than conforming to, the 

0th such verbs incIude c o t w m p ~  and pontier, to which remarks simiiar to those offered in the 
text dso apply. 
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implicature in question. Examples of such sentences are given in (12) below.4 While 
these are admittedly not as felicitous as the saitençes in (1 l)? they are certainly far more 
acceptable than those in (10): 

(12) a. ? 1 was thinking aloud b you that the train would be late. 
b. ? 1 was wondering aloud to you if the train would be late. 

What this suggests, then, is that there is little to distinguish think from wonder 
syntadically: the différence claimed by Banfield in th& respeaive ability to take indirect 
objects simply does not survive scrutiny.6 Of course, since it is tme that only these and 
a small number of other 'verbs of consciousness' can take indirect objects, the 
possibility st i l l  remains that a syntaaic distinction beîween ' v d s  of consciousness' and 
'verbs of communication' does exist, and that the verbs just examineci are simply 
exceptional. However, there are good rasons for rejecting this possibility, too, which 
are related to the situation type of the verbs in question. That is, think, wonder, and 
0 t h  'vetbs of wnsciousness' that take indirect objects a p  to describe 'processes'; 
while 'verbs of consciousness' tbat do not do so - for example, believe, feel,find, 
notice, and realize - appear to describe 'states' or punctual 'events'. While the scope of 
this study precludes a detailed analysis of the rÔIe of situation type in the licensing of 
these indirect objects, we might speculate, folîowing Jackendoff (cg. 1990: 89-90) and 
others, that the former group of verbs can be analysed as basically verbs of movernent, 
with th& clausal wmplements (which describe intentional objects) representing the 
entities that are moving. Givm this ctiaracterization, it seems relatively straightfoward 
to associate this movement with a 'goal', expresseci by the indirect object. In contrast, 
neither the 'state' nor the punctuai 'event' verbs of the latter group can plausibly be 
analysed as verbs of movement; and it is thus difficult to conceive of the objects of these 
intentional 'situations' as moving, let alone as moving toward some 'goal'. This 
difference in the 'situation' types of verbs might arguably be called 'syntactic', 
inasmuch as it contributes to the construction of different LFs for sentences respedively 

Note that rhink and wnder have been given 'progressive' finms, which appears to enhasxe their 
8c"ptability by making iheir 'pmxss' reaw mm d e n t  

PM of the reason for this might be tbat wither thinlring mr wondering aloud suggests the 
communication of someîhing so s a a i g h f d  Pod 'haf as the cime of a train's arrival. Compare the 
sentences in (12) with the fol1owi.q ooes, wùich are uguaby mire acceptable: 

(9 a 1 w ~ s  thinlMg a i d  to yw tbat Joe might net really be the right man for the job. 
b. 1 wndering Plwd to you whetber J œ  might miiy be the right mm fa the job. 

In facf it is mt even clear that wonder canwt inboduce direct discome, as Baniield daims; the 
sentence in (i) is arguably MI k acceptable tfran its counierpart witb think, given in (9a): 



formed from verbs of different 'situation' types (see e.g. McGilvray 1995c for 
discussion of this point). By the same token, it is aIso cIear that no large-scaie syntaciic 

differences underlie the behaviour of these different 'verbs of consciousness' - and 
certainly none that wouid underwrite th& derivation by diffment syntactic processes. 

One fimi argument that the ability to take in- objects cannot be seen as criterhi 
for some c h s  of 'me' indirect discourse verbs is that the indirect abjects in question 
appear not to be subcategorized by v d s  of cummunication, but rather to be adjunas 
introduced by a lexical d e  (see cg. Jackendoff 1990: 197-200 for discussion of such 
rules). This claim rests on the following obmations:  (i) that these PPs are optionai; (ii) 
they they cannot be considaed basic to the meaning of these verbs, inasmuch as the 
'situations' that these verbs describe require only a speaker, and not a hearer; and (üi) 

that they conform to the pattern of spatial PPs that may be realized with any verb t h t  
describes motion along a 'path' but does n a  specify the 'goal' or endpoint of this 
motion Such v&s include those given in the seritences below: 

(13) 

Sam 

sent 

threw 
kicked 
huried 
hit 

the bail 

to Sandy 
out the window 
into the park 
away 

(Jackendoff 1990: 198, (38b)) 

That the PPs in CI) and (13) have a similar -tus is lent fiirther credence by the fact that 

ail of the verbs in (7) Sut one - interestingiy, the verb Say itself - can take PPs that 
describe entities 0 t h  than the addressee of the original discwrse: 

(14) 

She 

* said 

m g  

y d e d  
muttered 

swore 

into her coffee mug 
, '1 am tired. ' 
that she was tired. 

What we might concIude fiom the unacceptability of say with the PP in (14) is simply 
that even these 'verbs of communication' do not fom a coherent syntactic class, but 
exhibit differences amongst themselves that are arguably as great as those - iike their 



ability to take PPs - that distinguish them h m  otha clause-taking verbs.7 This gives 
us still more evidence that this ability to take PPs rests on a host of quite minor lexical 
propdes that charaderize certain verbs of the clause-taking class and not others, but 
which do not defme a coherent c h  of 'verbs of communication'.* 

This rather long excursus has demonstrateci quite plainly that the evidence adduced 
in favour of a distinct class of 'verbs of communication' is very weak; and - in the 

absence of new evidence - that no plausible basis exists for analysing indirect 
discourse sentences formed from 'verbs of communication' and 'verbs of 
mnsciousness', respectively, as products of distinct syntadic processes. 

The same kinds of arguments apply to a class of verbs adduced by Ogihara (1989: 
90-91), and iillustrated in (15) below. While these are undoubtedly 'verbs of 
ammu.uication', they may be disthguished h m  the more common ones that we have 

been discussing in that they describe the achievement of some perlocutionq effea by 
means of verbal indireaion: 

Other 'verbs of communication' whase behaviour offers support for this contention inchide the 
'non-factive' verbs allege. assen. ciaim, charge. conjecture. hem, and maintain (Kiparsky & Kiparsky 
1970: 145). which apparentiy cannot take any kind of PP: 

(3 

* The detective 1 that be was the murderer . 

This view is given furtbu support fiom a s u b c k  of clause-taking verbs identifiai by Pariee 
(1973a: 324) as 'verts of inference', som of *ch readily t h  d i rect  objects. and some of which & 
mt: 

John to us that aii lefi - inverses in a group are right - inverses. 
* discovered 
* estabLished 

(based on ibid.. (1 8)) 

This pattern seerns explainable in terms of the 'verbs of motion' analysis wtlined in the text, rather 
than, say, in terms of the daim itiat some of these are 'verbs of communication' in some sense and 
otbexs are mt. 



(15) 

that Bill was incompeîent. 

(based on ibid, 90, (2 1)) 

As Ogihara points out, a speaker uttering one of these sentences is reporting not what 
John actwlly said about Bili - hence the use of one of these 'verbs of indiredion' - 
but rather what he or she believes John intendeci to communicate about BilL9 This kind 
of rnisrnatch between what is actually said and what is reported constitutes another 
argument against the 'quotative analysis' - again given that the syntactic affinity 
between sentences like that in (15) and more 'accurate' reports like those in (2x5)  is at 

least as close as in the cases that we exarnined above, thus ruling out distinct syntactic 
deaivations. 

Two other sources of evidence against the 'quotative analysis' pertain to 
paraphrase relations beîween NPs in direct and indirect discourse. The first concerns the 
many-to-many relation that holds between coreferential NPs in direct and indirect 
discourse, respectively. That is, a given NP in direct discourse rnay correspond to any 
member of an infinite set of coreferential NPs in indirect discourse, and vice versa. This 
fact presents serious problems for the 'quotative analysis'. One of these, adduced by 
Banfield (1982: 26), centres upon sentences like those in (16): 

(16) a. Smith rernarked that 1 was a writer of your caliber. 

b. Smith rernarked, ' Dorothy 
The author that idiot's 

(ibid., 26, (4)) 

Here, the indirect discourse sentence contains first and second person pronouns, which 
are the only NPs that (in general) may be acceptably used in a discourse to refer, 
respectively, to the speaker and hearer. Banfield points out that if indirect discourse 
were actually derived from direcî discourse, 'an obligatory transformation would be 

required' in order to ensure that NPs like those in (16b) were converted into first or 

E'artee (197%: 326) makes the same point aboui the sentence given in (i) (her example (24)). 
mthg that it 'wuid be regardai as f a k ,  or at least misleading, if what Nixon nctuaiiy said was 'the 
new South Vietnamese goveinment will incIude Cornmunists": 

(9 Nixon hinted that the new South Vieinmese government would include Communists. 



second person pronouns. However, as (16) makes clear, it would be 'formalIy 

impossible to specify the source in direcî speech for such pronouns of indirectly quoted 
speech in the structural description of this transformation' (ibid, 26). 

Of course, this problem of mismatch between NPs in direct and indirect discourse 
is a very general one, which arises whenever an NP in one type of discourse is lexically 
distinct from its counterpart in the 0 t h  type. Thus, in addition to the many-to-one 
relation between NPs in direct and indired discourse, as illustrated by Banfield, we alta 
have the one-to-many rehtion illustrateci in (17), in which the two pronouns in (a) 
could, on the 'quotative adysis', respectively Save as the direci discourse 'source' of 
any member of the first and second sets of NPs in (b): 

(1 7) a. Smith remarked, 'Y ou are a writer of his caliber. ' 

the author that idiot 's 

(ibid., 26, (4)) 

Finaliy, it should be noted that the problem just outlined is not confineci to NPs, 
but also extends to such elements as deictic temporal and locative adverbials.1° Since 
adverbials of this type determine their referents from the discourse contact, these 
referents WU differ from direct to indirect discourse to whatever extent the time and 
place of the original discourse differ frorn those at which it is subsequently reporteci. 
Banfield illustrates this point with the following sentences: 

(18) a. 'Where is he this morning?' Clarissa asked. 

b. Clarissa asked where he was 

w tien Jack aniveci 

(ibid, 26-27, (5)) 

if Clarissa uses the deictic temporai adverbial this morning to ask about his whereabouts 
at the time of her utterance, then the same temporal adverbial can be used to report her 
original utterance only if this report is given on the same day. However, the same 
adverôial need not be used even in this case: any of a host of others may also be used, 

l0 An illumimting disucssiw of these issues is also offered in Heny 1982: 118-19. q.v. 
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so long as they are coreferential with the one presait in the original utterance. We &hus 
see the same problem of mismatch here as we saw with NPs in direct and indirect 
discourse. 

A final problem for any attexnpt to ciexive indired h m  direct discourse is related to 
the 'principle of extensionality', and the observation that the behaviour of these two 
types of dimurse with respect to this principle is not symmetrical (e.g. Banfield 1982: 
27). More specificaIiy, indirect discourse appears to license both 'transparent' and 
'opaque' readings, which respedively obey and violate this principle; whereas direct 
discourse appears to iicense only the latter. This c m  be &monsirateci with the sentaices 
in (159, adduced by Banfield: 

(19) a. Oedipus said that his mother was beautifuI. 
b. Oedipus said, 'My motha is beautihL' (ibid., 27, (6)) 

Accordingiy, the indirect disamse sentence in (19a) has (i) a 'transparent' reading, in 
which the NP his mother (wtiich pi& out an individuai identified by the reporter of the 

original discourse as Oedipus' mother, irrespective of Oedipus' a d u d  words) can be 

substituted salua veritate by any d e r  coreferential NP; and (ii) an 'opaque' reading, in 
which the NP in question is the one which Oedipus himself has used (modulo 
differences in deictic elements, as described earlier), and for which substitutivity $ils. 
in contrast, the d i t e  discourse sentence in (19b) on only have the latter reading, given 
that it is a report of Oedipus' original words. Since the 'transparent' reading, then, is 
associated only with indirect discornse, it cannot be dmved h m  the properties of direct 
discourse, and must have a differait source. But if this is true, thm it is not obvious 

what this source could be, unless direct and indirect discourse are not derivationally 
rehted. 

Banfield argues that even the 'opaque' reading shared by direct and indirect 
discourse canna be seen, in gend,  to have its source in the former construction. This 
is for the same reason that we have been rehearsing throughout this discussion: namely, 
that many of the indirect discourse constructions that have 'opaque' readings have no 

plausible direct discourse source h m  which this reading could be derived A clear 
example of such a construction is one f m e d  from the verfi believe, as shown below: 

(20) a. Oedipus believed that his mother was beautiful. 
b. * Oedipus believed, 'My mother is beautifid.' (ibid., 27, (7)) 

What this and the 0 t h  cases of 'mismatch' that we have just seen clearly 
demonstrate is that indirect discourse is not a reliable guide to what (if anything) has 



originally been written or spoken.11 In other words, 'there is no straightfonvard, 
regular syntactic relation beîween the two types of quotation* (Banfield 1982: 37). This 
is not to deny that in mmy instances an exact correspondence does hold between the 

form and content of direct and indirect discourse, modulo the alterations in deictic 
elements discussed earlier. But to take such instances as typical or representative of the 
relation between these two types of discourse is simply to misrepresent the 
phenornenon. Moreover, to pursue what is ultimately a weak analogy b m e .  ' v d s  of 
wmmunication' and other clause-taking verbs is inevitably to overlook more promising 
analogies bdween finite mmplement structures. 

Arguably the most prornising of these analogies is the one expressed by the term 
'finite wmplement structure' itself. This is because the complernentation propeaties of 
the 'indirect discome' verbs ttiat we have been exarnining appear to be the most reliable 
guide to their syntactic and semantic bebaviour, predicting a range of regularities which 
cut across the various seaiantic categories into which they are commonly p i a d  As we 
have seen, sentences Uce those in (6a-b), (8b), (12b), (15), and (20a), al1 of which 
clearly la& direct discourse oounterparts, nevertheless exhibit the same behaviour with 
respect to dependencies between rnatrix and embedded tenses, dependencies of other 
deidic adverbial elements on context, and substitutivity of embedded NPs. Since the 

properties of such sentences must be accounted for in any case without recourse to a 
derivational relationship with direct discourse sentences, a single analysis for both 'me' 
and 'spurious* indired discourse sentences is a highly desirable one (ibid, 28, 35). 
And. of course, just such an anaIysis becomes available once we recognize that the 
complement structure that ail of these indirect discourse sentences share can serve as its 
foundation. 

1.3. MORE RECENT DERIVATIONAL ANALYSES 

This insight is indeed the point of departure for many, if not most, reçent analyses of 
indirect discourse - and in particular, analyses of the dependencies between matrix and 
ernbedded tenses which we described earlier under the rubric of 'SOT phenornena'. In 
dher words, considerations similar to those that have guided the foregoing discussion 
have led many researchers to abandon the 'quotative analysis' of indirect discourse, in 
favour of ones that are more congenial to current assumptions about derivational 

prouses. Such analyses, for example, do not countenance the possibility that sentaices 
in direct discourse can be the derivational source of those in indirect discourse, given 
that both are surface forms (Ogihara 1989: 7&79).1* Nor do they argue for a one-to- 

This echoes Partee's (19ï3a: 320) remark that 'there is no general way to recover a unique direct 
quotation form from a given bdkect qudaiioa* 

l2 Comrie's (1985: 1 1 1-17) analysis of SOT phenornena appears to be an exception. However, 
because his discussion is rather informal, it is difficult to teii whether he actually subscribes to the view 
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one relation beîween the two forms of discourse, given the 'wild' rules that would be 
required to do so, as already suggested (see also e.g. Comrie 1986). However, while 

such analyses thereby discount the specific proposais of the 'quotative analysis', many 
of them stili retain its derivational strategy, thus affirming its claim that indirect 
discourse sentences are in some sense denved fiom more 'basic' structures. 

The structures in question, accordhg to these analyses, are 'd-structures' of 
indirect discourse sentences, whose tense forms have the same temporal values as those 
in the direci discourse counterparts of these sentences, and which are the targets of 
transformations in the derivation to S-sirudure. (The temporal values of tense forms are, 
in fact, the only vestiges of the differences between direct and indirect discourse 
admitteci into these reformulated derivational analyses; other, more problematic 
differences - bdween direct and indirect discourse counterparts of dher deictic 
elements and of the person and number agreement on verbs - are simply eliminated, 
through the assumption that the form of these elements as they appear in indirect 
discourse diredy refleds their 'Pstructure' pmperties.) By exploiting the device of 'd- 
stmctures' in this fashion, these analyses can c l a h  two advantages for their general 
approach. First, by positing that the respective verbs in the 'reported' clauses of direct 

and indirect discourse sentences have the same tempoml specifications, they can capture 
the intuition that these two types of discourse do have a real, though indirect, syntactic 
relation. The., by positing that 'shified' and 'unshifted' versions of indirect discourse 
have the same 'd-structure', and ascribing the differences between them to an optional 
'backshifting* transformation, they can claim a more direct syntactic relation between 
these formaily more sirnilar sentences. In this way, SOT phenomena are assimilated to 
the vast range of linguistic phenomena, syntactic, semantic, phonological, and 
morphological, which have been analysed in terms of a mapping from some 
'underlying' to some 'surface' representation. 

It is important to note, however, that there are no conceptual or methodological 
grounds for houring such analyses in generd, nor for Eavouring such analyses of SOT 
phenomena in particular. if anythmg, there are gooci reasons for scepticisrn in each case, 
many of which were r a i d  in our discussion of the 'futurate' construction in chapter 2. 
One of these reasons pertains to the rôle of synonymy in these analyses. As Banfield 
(1982: 2 6 2 5 )  points out, a relation of synonymy between two sentences on certainly 
be explained in terms of a transfonnational relation between them; but synonymy alone 
does n d  establish the latter relation, since two paraphrases rnay equally have distinct d- 

structures. Contrariwise, the claim of a common 'd-structure' imposes a strict 
requirement of synonymy (modulo interpretative differences that can be iinked to 

that the tease of an embedded verb in indirect discwrse has its derivationai source in the tense of its 
direct discwrse counterpprt. or is simply describing the source of the tense in question from the 
perspective of a speaker translating direct into i d m t  discourse. 



differences in scope, given rnovement to different positions in a synbcâic me), which 

many paraphrases - including those that once lent the most credence to a 
iramforniatiod approach - have dtimately faiied to meet. Jackendoff (1990: 194-45) 
emphasizes this in his discussion of the 'dative altemation', in which he notes the 
conclusion of a nurnber of studiesl3 that members of pairs Like that in (21) 'are not 
semantically equivdent, casting &ubt on any putative rdationship between them that 
involves only syntadic rnovement': 

(21) a. Beulah, peel me a grape! [from a Mae West movie] 
b. Beulah,peelagrapeforme! (ibid, 195, (28d), (296)) 

Of course, such difficdties argue strongly against the applicabity of a 'derivational 
strategy* to cases like this one, in which non-equivalence between two sentences 
purporteci to share d-structures is weU documented. Yeî because so few pairs of 
alternations do bex out the kind of synonymy required for such an analysis to go 
through - and this seems as true of more recent derivational proposais, such as those 

for 'floating quantifia', 'dative*, and 'incorporation* structures, as it is for earlier ones, 

such as passive and ' q u i '  structures - it is unclear whetha this analysis has any 
applicability to alternations beyond those like wh-movement, which are by and large a 
matter of word order. 

These more general doubts about the 'derivational strategy ' are deepened when we 
consider its specific application to SOT phenornena. Here, too, the task of 
demonstrating synonymy between sentences for which a cornmon d-structure is chimeci 
- in this case, those with matrix pst  tenses and 'shifîeû' and 'unshified' embedded 
tenses, respectivdy - often canna be met, arguably deprîving such proposais of th& 

strongest motivation. But even deeper doubts accompany the basic ciaim of these 

analyses, which is that one tense (though admittedly in rather abmct fom) is simply 
transfomed into another in certain contexts. Granting that Ianguages ofîen display rather 
surprishg formal features, this claim still seems rather an implausible one, with no close 
parallds in morphology or syntax.14 Such doubts about derivationai analyses of SOT 
take on particular significance aven the direction (as w e have already noted) in which 
the analysis of indirect discourse has otherwise gone: namely, away from the use of 
transformations as a device to relate pairs whose alternation is not describable in terms 

of very general synbdic principles, and toward the 'base generation' of each member of 
this pair. Since the elimination of such transformations in the domain of indirect 

l3 The two ihat he cites are Green 1974 and OehrIe 1975, q.v. 
l4 Perhaps the closest parallels are instances of case neutraiization. in which a noun that. by 

hypotbesis, bars certain morpbosyntactic features is systematically realized with an ending rhat does 
match ihese f- But Che clifferexes beCwen tbeçe processes a d  'backshift' ue rather &king. 

We shaii be discirssing some of ihese difhences in 91.322 below. 



discoutse is so widely accepted, even in studies that go on to propose a derivational 
analysis of taise in this domain, it seems crucial to examine the arguments offered by 
these studies for preserving such an analysis for tmse alone.15 It should be emphasized, 
however, that the piausibility of the 'derivational strategy' as an explanation of SOT 
phenomena has rarely been calleci into question;l6 and the many conceptual and 
methodological issues that it raises have commoniy been set aside as peripherai rather 
than central to the analysis - just as they have been in 0th domains.[7 

Admittedly, this claim does receive empirical support f b m  the following sources: 
(i) the appearance in certain contexts of 'unshifted' ernbedded tense forms, which by 
hypothesis have not undergone a 'tense-shifting' transformation and have thus 
preserved their 'D-structure* specifications; and (ii) the existence of 'non-SOT' 
languages, in which embedded tenses dispiay no sign of 'shifüng', and thus dso appear 
to have preserved their 'D-structure' specifications. Howevea, what appear to be highly 
agent arguments stumble over the very difficulty that we have just been discussing: 
namely, the lack of synonymy between sentences purported to have the same d- 

s t n i e .  Thus, while we have just dweiied on conceptual and methodological grounds 
for doubts about derivational analyses of SOT phenomena, the analyses that we SM be 

examining below make strong enough ernpirical claims that we shall be able to decide 
this matter on empirical grounds alone As we shall see, these clearly favour a non- 
derivationai approach to these phenomena. 

1.3.1. ISSUES FOR DERIVATIONAL ANALYSES OF SOT 

It should be noted that in speaking of 'derivational analyses' so far, we have glossed 

over the substantial differences in goals, toois, and methods that charaderize the various 
studies that fàll into this category, which reflect a range of attempts to aççount for the 
&ta of SOT in derivational terms. Of course, what these studies do share is the claim 
that the reaiization of embedded tenses in SOT wnstnictions does not perspicuously 
represent their temporal values, but is the result of some systematic altemtion of these 

values, conditioned by a rule of 'backshift'. In this section, we SM be considering 
some of the ways in which this claim has been cashed out, by examining a varied 

lS This doubt about the piausibility of analysing tenses diffe,rentty from deictics hPs M y  been 
roised by Declerck (1991: 176). in his discussion of Connie 1986. Sime, as he notes, Camrie 'argues 
that ibe Waptationw of &ictics otber tban tense... in indirect speech is not the result of a formal nile... 
it is hard to Maejne that the verbai deictics shauld be Pnalysed in a totaiiy different way.' 

l6 A noted exception is Declerck 199 1. 
l7 Jackendoff (1990: 297. a 3) furnishes ooe example of such a response to these isnres in the 

form of Larson's (1988) syntactic 'neo-dative stiift' analysis of datives. This analysis, as Jackendoff 
argues, 'pointediy disregards' documenteci differences behveen double-object and PP datives, 'on the 
gromis (1) that then are languages that lack these irreguiarities aucl (2) that a movemeut theory p e d t s  
unifm assignment of holes to D-structure.' The result is tbat the analysis 'never accounts for the 
irreguiarities of Eogtish', and as such does mt achieve any reai measure of empincal adequacy. 



sample of recent derivational solutions. What we shall be most interestecl in is their 
respective answers to certain key questions in the analysis of SOT. These concern Ci) the 

rnorphosyntactic representation and the interpretation of 'unshified' embedded tenses; 
(ii) the nature of the grammatical mechanism that, by hypothesis, aiters the 
morphological fonn of 'shifted' tenses; and (iii) the nature of the elements that serve as 
'triggers' for 'backshifi'. As we shail s e ,  the soundness of the answers proferreci by 
these studies varies considerably; however, even the most successfui of these fail far 
short of providing adequate empiricai support for the approach in question 

1.3.1.1. 'UNSHIFTED' TENSES 

Perhaps the greatest support for, and greatest challenge to, derivationd analyses of SOT 
phenornena are the many instances in which 'backshift' fails to apply. On the one hand, 
such instances cal1 to mind the form of tenses in 'direct discourse', and hint at the 

possibility that 'unshifted' tenses are analogously more 'basic' - in this case, reflecting 
the 'D-structure' representations that they share with 'shified' tenses in a way that the 
latta do na.  On the other hand, the peculia. range of interpreîations that 'unshified* 
tenses sustain, which are simply unavailable to their 'shifted' counterparts, point 
decidedly to a distinct 'D-stmdure* source. A crucial task for derivational andyses, 
thm, is to fïnd sorne way to reconcile what appear to be incompatible results. in what 
follows, we shall be investigating both the kinds of interpretations available to 
'unshified' tenses and the various attempts that have been made to square these with a 
derivationai claim. 

We might begin with what are arguably the best-known non-applications of 'backshifi': 
those in which the 'present' tense is retaineil under a 'ps t '  tense. Some examples of 
these, h m  Quirk et al. 1985: 8 14.3 1, are given below: 

(22) a. Their teacher told them that the earth moves mund the sun. 
b. Sam told me last night that he is now an Ame.rican citizen, 
c. A Yale professor has said that the Brooklyn Bridge is the most rnajestic 

embodiment of the Amaican experience of the road. 
d. They thought that prison conditions have improved. 

e. 1 didn't know that our meeting is next Tuesday. 
f. She said that they are being discriminated againsî. 

g. The waita told me that lunch is now king served. (ibid, (1 1 )-( 18)) 



One ready observation we can make about such sentences is that they are 
stmcturally indistinguishable from their 'shifted' counterparts, and thus give no 
indication that the non-application of 'backshift' has any syntactic basis. Of course, this 
raises the question of when a 'present'-tensed verb can in fact appear under a 'pst'- 
tensed one. By general consensus, the correct answer to this question is one that 
invokes some notion of the 'ment validity' of the reported statement, although various 
formulations of this criterion have been offered. For example, Quirk et ai. (ibid.) 
suggest that an ernbedded 'present' tense may emerge whenever 'the time-reference of 
the original utterance is vaiid at the t h e  of the reported utterance' Although their 
ianguage here is somewhat obscure - just wbat do they mean by a 'valid' time 
reference? - their point becornes clear from their remarks about the sentence given in 
(23): 

(23) Socratessaidthatnothingmnharmagdman. (based on ibid, (10)) 

They observe that the embedded clause in this sentence describes 'a universal mle 
which, if it was m e  for Socrates' lifeîime, should aiso be true today' - a context which 
makes 'backshift' optional. In this context, then, 'validity' must mean 'continuing 
validity'. In fad, consideration of their examples in (22) strongly suggests that such 
continuity is crucial to aii acceptable uses of a 'present' under a 'past'. This point is 
brought out even more strikingly by the foilowing example: 

(24) * Yesterday at noon John pointed out that the sun is straight overhead 
(Abusch 1988: 7, (18)) 

As Abusch (1988: 7) remarks, this sentence is unacceptable even if it is uttered at nom 
with the sun again straight overhead This is because of a requirement, well known in 

the linguistics literature,l8 that 'the event describeci in the complement must be a 
continuous event spanning the utterance time and the time of the higher verb.'i9 This 
requirement has been expressed in terms of a criterion of 'continuing applicability' 
(Cornrie 1986: 284ff.; see also Baker 1989: 458ff.) of the reported 'situation' at the time 
of speech, and iiiustrated with pairs such the following20 

l8 See e.g. Huddleston's (1969: 794) observation the 'situation' m u t  '[las!] long enough to be 
pesent both for the original speaiœr ami f a  the reporter.' 

l9 For further discussion of ihis point. see Ogihara 1989: ch. 4. 
*O Anothef well-known example of the devance of continuity is the foiiowing one h m  Eq 1987: 

ï'he urr~cceptability of this sentence is, of course, due to the Mpossibility, ossuming that Mary is 
human, of ber pregnancy encompassing a tw-year p e n d  



(25) a. Kit said that he was sick, but now he claims to be beîîer. 
b. * Kit said that he is si&, but now he claims to be better. 

(based on ibid, 285, (77)-(78)) 

Here, the sentence in (25b), with its 'unshifted' embedded tense, suggests that the 

'situation* of Kit's being sick continues up to the time of speech, and is therefore 
incompatible with Kit's current daim that he is beîter. Ln contrast, the sentence in (=a), 

with a 'shifted' embedded tense, is dent on the matter of continuing applicability, and is 
therefore compatible with Kit's ciaim. 

However, even this stronger 'continuing applicability' criterion t m s  out to be 
insufficient to account for the attested patterns of application and non-application of 
'backshift'. Alongside the examples we have already considered are ones like the 
following, which meet this criterion but are nevertheless unacceptable with 'unshifted* 
embedded tenses: 

(26) a. This is John's wife. - Yeq 1 T~oUGmhe {*y} I n a n i d  

liked 
lknewyou { } h a  * like 

(based on Oakeshott-Taylor 1984: 4) 

In other words, these sentences clearly describe 'situations' whose truth the speaker 
takes for granted, making 'continuing applicability' too weak a critexion to rule out such 
unacceptable uses of 'present* tense forms (Decledc 1991: 167-68). An explanation of 
such examples appears to lie in the types of matrix verbs that they contain. These are 
non-fadive 'verbs of cognition', which - as suggested by the examples in (27) - are 
generally21 unacceptable with embedded 'present' tenses, and not merely in the special 
contexts juî illustrated: 

(27) a. * Sam believed that Bill has been here. 
b. * Biil thought that Latin America has had its New Deal. 

(Declerck 199 1 : 190, (49))22 

The requirement that such verbs impose, as many authors have noted (cg. Costa 1972: 
46; Heny 1982: 126; Declerck 199 1: 1 W), is that the object of the mental state or adivity 
that they describe be located at the same tirne as, or at a time that interseds with the time 
of, the state or activity itself.23 

* l  1 say 'generally' because even some of these verbs appear, in certain contexts, to accept 
'uiishippri' embedded teoses. as we sball see below. 

22 While Decterck judges these sentences marginaüy acceptable (Le., '?'). the judgements of 
unacceptnbiIity given in the text seem warranted. 

23 We shaü be discussing this res&iction in much pater &tail in 0 1.4.1.2 below. 



In fàct, the verbs subject to such a requirement extend beyond this class of 'verbs 
of cognition'. As Costa (1972: 46) points out, the- include (i) 'verbs of manner of 
saying', such as murmur and whisper; (ii) certain non-factive 'verbs of linguistic 
communication', such as allege and hisr, (i) certain hctive verbs, such as know, and 
(iv) 'pleonastic' verbs, such as seem. What seems to unite aii of these verbs is their 
stroag association with the time of the reported 'situation', which 'establish[ed a 
distance between speaker and sentence' that prevents the speaker from 'identify[ingl 
with the complement' (ibid.). These are iiiusîrated in (28): 

(28) a. 
(i) whispered 

Bill (ii) insisted that the new President {*ys} reaiiy a CIA agent. 

(iii) knew ! 1 
b. It seemed that the new President {*y} a CI* agent. 

(based on ibid, (3 1x32)) 

The nature of the relation between speaker and reported content that Costa 
adumbrates is given clearer form in McGilvray's (1991: 68-75) discussion of SOT 
phenornena. What the non-application of 'backshift' signals, accordhg to McGilvray, is 

a shift in responsibility for the tmth of this r-ed content. The embedded clause of a 
propositional attitude construction presents a 'stance' that is 'attributed to someone' A 

'stance', as he expiains, is a conterit together with a 'force', or form of instruction 
regarding how this content is to be included in a story. Now, in a language like English, 
which makes bath 'shifted' and 'unshifted' embedded tenses gxammaticaiiy available, 
the former option 'seems to assure that a speaker's description of another by means of a 
picture of a stance gets read in such a way that the person described is held solely 
responsible for t h t  stance'. This prevents confusion, because this device makes it plain 
that the stance 'cannot be [one] the speaker takes him- or herself (ibid., 6849). 
Contrariwise, non-application of 'backshift' serves to signa1 that 'a person us[ingl a 

propositional attitude sentence' is assuming some or di of the responsibility for the 

recornmendation made by the producer of the embedded content (ibid, 70).z4 
McGilvray provides some interesthg support for this daim, which concerns how we 
might daennine the tnith of ernbedded clauses with 'unshified* tenses in sentences lke 
that in (29): 

24 To avoid confusion, 1 shdl be using îbe expessions ' spker '  and 'producer of the reported (a 
ernbedded) content' ia describe the referents of the subjects of the m a t h  Pnd embedded verbs, 
respectiveiy, in propositionai attitude constructions. 



(29) Harry realized that Mort will be in Toledo tommw. (ibid., 73) 

McGilvray notes that an appropriate way to do so would be to ask: 'How do you 
know?' (ibid.). Of course, this question singles out the speaker's responsibility in 
guaranteeing the tmth of the embedded mntmt, and tfius vouches for the plausibility of 
seeing this shit? in responsibility as determinhg the acceptabIe use of an embedded 
'present' tenscz 

An explanation of why the chuse-taking verbs that Costa has catalogued do nu€ 
readily license this shiR in responsib'ity cornes fiom amsideration of another aspect of 
McGilvray's description of these verbs. This is that their meaning includes a 
'commentary* on the 'stance' expressed by the embedded clause. This may be 

commenbry on, for example, the 'marner of saying', as in verbs üke mumble; or on 
'strategy', as in verbs like hint; or on 'the place of the stance in the storytelling 
enterprise', as in verbs like interjecr. What is important for our purposes is that verbs 

that offer these kinds of commentary 'demand variable amounts of knowledge 
conceming the stwy context' of the original speaker at the original time of speech (ibid, 

67). This suggests that these verbs cannot readily be used in such a way that their 
'commentary* becornes a periphed part of ttieir meaning - but this is preciseiy the 
e f f a  created by the use of the 'present' tense in their complements, and accounts for the 
oddity of the sentences in (28a). Significantly, the resistance of most of these verbs to 
embedded 'present' tenses is not an absolute one. Rather, it appears to weaken in 
CircumSbnces where the speaker may appropriately 'enlist* the cornmentary in defending 
the tmth of the embedded content 

(30) a. But Joe INSISTED that you are a member of the club! 
b.  But Chester literally S H O m  that it's a briliant idea! 
c. But they KNEW that you don? like broccoli! 

Since Costa associates the resistant behaviour of these v&s with 'narrative non- 
conversational discourse', it seems no coincidence that these sentences are most 
plausibly understood as conîribuiions to a conversation, where the speaker is using them 
not merely to report pst events, but to make a point. This also seems to be what lies 

behind the cuntrast that she observes in the foliowing sentences (ibid, 45): 

2S Similar points are made by Smith (1978: 66). Heny (1982: 121). and Rigter (1986: 117-18, 
127). 



(31) a. 
A: Did Sarah have any ideas about what rnight be wrong with my mariage? 

Ek Wd, she rnentioned that married couples often {* -t w 
think 

m n d y {  * thought } ~ b l t * e i r s e x - î i ~ e { ~ ~ } p e r f î b  * was 

b. On the occasion of the first conference on 'Modem Maniage', Sen. Sarah 

Bigam (Dem. -Ohio) mentioned that married couples ofien 1 :z,"} 

That is, the use of embedded 'present' tenses in the discourse in (31a) reflect B's 
willingness to recommend Sarah's suggestion to A; the oddity of embedded 'pst '  
tenses may thus be attributed to th& implication that B is simply reporting Sarah's 
suggestion, but not vouching for it. In contrast, the use of embedded 'past' tenses in 
(3 1b) reflects the very different purpose of this passage, which is simply to report, and 
not to vouch for, Sen. Sarah Bigam's remarks, whence the oddity of embedded 
'present' tenses here 

It is thus also no coincidence that verbs with a stronger raistance to embedded 
'present' tenses, such as certain 'rnanner of saying' verbs like whisper, and non-factive 
'verbs of cognition' iike believe and think,26 have l a s  obvious utility in the defence of 
their embedded content, given the kinds of 'cornmentaIy' that they present. We rnight 
note, finaliy, that this explanation of the behaviour of 'propositional attitude' verbs 
appears to generalize to 'plwnastic' verbs, inasmuch as these v d s ,  uniike those of 
'propositional attitude', do not attribute a 'stance' to anyone, so there is no sense in 
which the speaker a n  'take over' responsibility for their embedded content. The 
funaion of ttieir 'past' tense forms, then, is essentially narrative, and is inextricably tied 
to a past tirne. 

-- 

26 McGilway (1991: 74) also notes that believe Pnd think are particuiarly resistnm. 'probably 
becruise these v& get r d  as %ed to believe a tùink9.' This explnrrPtion seems competible with the 
ooe given in tbe text. Notice, howwet. tbat men these verts do diow a shifi of reponîibility in csrtain 
contexts, as the sentence in (i) shows: 

(3 Lmst summw J a m  stiü didn't beiieve dipt tbe world is rod .  (Heny 1982: 12 1. (32a)) 

As Heny (1982: 121) empbasizes, the acceptability of such a sentence 'seems to depend in part on how 
far ihe spePlrer is prepnred to accept independent responsibility' fa the tnuh of the embedded content 
This might explain the rceptability of this sentence, since the tnrth of this content h m  is partiCulady 
obviwa 



The foregoing d y  sis of 'backshift *, couched in t m s  of a shi fi in responsibility, 
thus offers a plausible account of ceatain instances in which it is obligatory. But it also 
give us a pIausible way to understand the phenornenon of 'backshift' generally, which 
extends to a range of more refractory examples cited in the Iiterature, for which the 
criterion of 'continuing applicability' provides little insight. These examples include 
ones like those in (32), in which the speaker explicitly denies the tnrth of the embedded 
clause: 

(32) a. Harry toId me that the world is fîat, but of course I did not believe him. 
(DecIerck 199 1 : 186, n. 2 1) 

b. John said that Mary is in the room. But that's not tme The one that's in the 
room is Sue. (Ogihara 1989: 287, (17)) 

c. Fred said that his girlfriend is stubborn, but 1 think it's the dher way round. 
(based on Riddle 1978: 27) 

In these examples it is difficult to say whether the embedded contents have 'current 
applicablity', since on the one han& they are clearly false, but on the other, they 

involve entities that are stiil relevant to the speaker. Given McGilvray's analysis, 
however, we can Say that in both cases the speaker assumes responsibility for 
'recommending* the embedded content, and makes a 'negative' recommendation - that 
is, asserts that they are false. 

Another class of examples amenable to a similar explmation is that adduced by 
Riddle (1978)27 and explained in terms of the 'current involvement' of the referent of 
the matri% subjed in the situation described by the embedded clause. One such example 
is given in (33): 

(33) Jack told me that his room-mate has blue eyes. (Riddle 1978: 11) 

The use of an embedded 'present' tense suggests, among other things, that 'the person 
in question is still Jack's room-mate' (Declerck 1991: 187). This possibility follows 
straightforwardly from an account in tems of shifting responsibility. Notice, however, 
that both this possibility and the claim about blue eyes may be denied, without affeding 
the acçeptability of the embedded 'present' tense: 

(34) a. Jack tuld me that his mm-mate has blue eyes, but he  doesn't even have a 

- -- - 

*' See also Dederck 1991: 1 W 8 ,  uhere these examples are discussed at some kngth. 
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This offers clear support for the relevance of the speaker assuming responsibility for the 
content that h e  or she is reporting. Like the other examptes we have jus1 seen, then, this 
one serves to highlight the rôle of the speaker in licensing 'present ' tenses embedded 
under past ones.28 

Our discussion of 'present under past' constructions has thus suggested a 
particular understanding of them which is largely at odds with a derivational account of 
them. These consîrudions, we found, receive interpretations very distinct from those of 
their 'shifted' counterparts, which makes it unlikely that are derived from the same d- 
structure. We saw that these interpretations could be desmibed in terms of a shift in 
responsibility for the reported content, from the producer of this content to the speaker 

28 The retevance of the speaker's responsibility is firrther highlighted by Hornstein's claims about 
the 'presem under past' (and 'future under past') constnu:tion, wbich are at odds with the analysis 
developed in the text. Hornstein discusses several examples of the former constniction. One of these is 
given in (i): 

(0 John heard tbat Mary is pregnant. (Hornstein 1990: 120, ( la)) 

Apropos the sentence in (i), Homstein claims that 'wtiat John heard was that Mary was with child at rhe 
moment of utteronce of [(i)] as a whole. If John's information is accurate, then Mary is stiii pregnant' 
(ibid., 121). This seems to suggest tbat John has heard something üke 'Mary is pregnant and will 
continue to be sot - which is ctearly false (see Ogihara 1989: 3 15-1 8 fa a discussion of this very 
point). Of course, Hcmstein's claim can be readily falsified by sentences Like those in (ii): 

(ii) a. John heard that Mary was pregnant, but that was before ber appoimment with Dr 
MageBealer. 

b. * John heard that Mary is pregnant, but that was before her appointment with Dr 
Morgentaler. 

In other words, the truîh of this report of John's original statement does not depend ody on the 
accuracy of John's information, but on what has occurred in the tirne between his statement and the 
repon of this sraiement given in (i). Thus, John's accurate information is w t  sufficient to license the 
use of an ernbeddeà present tense in this conteib 

Awther 'preçent under past* sentence that Hornstein dkusses is that given in (iii): 

(Üi) 1 heard h m  a reiiable source that John lmows the mer's identity. 

Hornstein daims 'it d œ s  mt foiiow' h m  the former sentence 'that John had this howledge when 1 
spoke to my source. 1 may have heard h m  my source that John was about to find out who the killer 
was but had not yet dom W. Nomtheless, by the tirne 1 utter [(iii)] John has made his discovery' (ibid., 
163). Hornstein's c l a h  about this sentence is. again, simply false: if his 'reliable source' has said, for 
instance. that John has been about to discover the killer's identity, but does twt yet know it, then 
Hornstein has SimpIy not heard that John knows the kiiler's identity, but something quite different. 

A third example that Homstein discusses is the sentence in (iv): 

(iv) John said that today is a blue mooa 

Here he claims, similarly, that the latter sentence might actually be a report of John's saying 
'Tommw we will have a Mue moon'. But this also seems indeed, ihe only plausible readings of 
this sentence have John originally saying 'Today is a blue moon' (which the speaker then reports on the 
same day) or 'Tomorrow [or some other day in the future) is a blue mmn' (that is, describing a 
'scheduling sate'). In both of these cases, the speaker is in a position, at time of speech, to assume 
responsibility for the onginai statement Homsîein seems to be led astray in al1 of these cases because 
his analysis of the 'present d e r  p s t '  construction overlooks this rôle of the speaker - even though it 
is a natural consequene of bis own claims abmt the syntactic ~~ of this constructioa 



him- or haself, the possibiiity of this shift thus determinhg the acceptability of this 
construction. These observations lead inevitably to the conclusion that 'shified' and 
'unshifted' constructions are two distinct structures that the grammar of English (and 
otha languages) rnakes available, and the choice between them is one made by the 
speaker. As such, this choice beiongs to the domain of language use, and is not one that 
'the gramrnar maices' - in 0 t h  words, it does not represent a condition on the 
application of a grammatical rule (ii this case, 'backshifi'). That this is the conclusion to 
be drawn from the foregoing examples - and not the alternative drawn by Cornrie 
(1986: 284-86) and others, according to which 'backshifi' is 'a purely formal 
operation' (ibid, 290) that is nevertheless sensitive to the 'contiming applicability ' of 
the 'situation' described by the embedded clause - is strongly suggested by the highly 
pragmatically determined conditions of application that these examples have 
demonstrated Since it is far fiom obvious how the grammar could have access to such 
information, which is simply not expressible in grammatical terms, the choice W e e n  
the 'shifted' and 'unshifted' embedded tenses that we have been examinhg here could 
only be one that a speaker makes in the course of exercising his or her linguistic 
knowledge. Reconciling this observation with a derivational analysis thus presents a 
major challenge for the proponent of such an analysis. This holds for other non- 
applications of 'backshifi', as we shall see below. 

1.3.1.1.2. 'PAST' UNDER 'PAST' 

In the last section, we investigated one type of non-application of 'backshift' - that in 
which 'prsent' tenses wae retained under matrix 'past' tenses - and the conditions 
governing its availabiiity. That these conditions tumed out to be largely 'pragrnatic' cast 
serious doubt on a grammatical rule of 'backshift', whose application and non- 
application were held to be responsible for 'shifted' and 'unshifted' tenses, respectiveIy. 
In this section, we sfiall find further cause to doubt the existence of 'backshift', in the 
form of another purported type of non-application, in which 'past' tenses are reîained 
under matrix 'past' tenses. More specifically, the embedded 'past' tense in this 
çonstruction - like the 'past' tense in direct discourse - indiates that the 'situation' 
described by the embedded clause is anterior to (rather than simultaneous with) that 
descnbed by the ma& clause. While these examples are pertiaps not as striking as their 
'present under pst' counterparts, in that they lack the peculiar interpretative pperties 
of the latter, they nevertheless present an equaüy serious challenge to the derivational 
analysis of SOT phenomena. This is not only because the conditions governing the 

availability of this 'anterior' reading are at least as complex as those that we have just 
seen for 'present under pst '  constructions, but because this construction is stnicturally 
identical to the ' p s t  under pst' construction that is claimed to refled the application of 



'backshift'. We are thus led to question the grammaticai basis for distinguishing two 

'past under past' constructions: one in which the embedded 'past' tense is a 
'backshifted' form of an 'underlying' 'present', and the other in which this tense is an 
'unshifted' f m  refledng the temporal value of the 'underlying' tmse 

Consida the example of the ' p s t  under past' construction given in (35a), whkh 
is oonh-asted with its 'shified' 'pst perfect' cruinterpart, given in (3%): 

(35) a. Chester said that he enjoyed the party. 

b. Chester said that he had enjoyed the party. 

What is readily apparent about 'ps t  under past' sentences like this one, and which 

clearly distinguishes them from their 'present under pst' counterparts, is that they are 
quite common and appropriate - perfiaps even more appropriate than th& embedded 
'past perfect' counterparts - in informal registers. Moreover, we can see on brief 
reflection that the acceptability of these 'unshifted' versions requires only that 'the 
temporal relation of anteriority ' between the respective situations described in ma& 
and embedded clauses 'is not blurred' (Depraeîere 1995: 14). This can be demonstrated 
by cornparison of the 'unshiAedl sentence just given with a sentence like that in (36b): 

(36) a. Chester said he enjoyed the Party. 
b. * Joe said that he loved Trish. [on 'antexior' readingl 

In the latter sentence, there is no information presented to establish a relation of 
anteriority, so that the reading in question is not available. It is important to note, 
however, that this unavailability is not absolute; for example, it becomes more salient (if 
perhaps not fdly acceptable) if the discwrse is continued as in (37): 

(37) ? Joe said that he loved Trish - but that was long ago. 

What this indicates, then, is that while the general conditions under which an 'anterior' 
rading becornes avaiiable are easy aiough to state, the actual availability of this reading 
reflects the contribution of a range of linguistic and non-linguistic factors. These include 
information supplied by the matrix verb, the embedded verb and its arguments, 
temporal adverbials, and the hearer's contextual and other 'pragrnatic' knowledge (see 

cg. Declerck 1991: 160). 
A key linguistic cietenninant of this availability is the 'situation' type - more 

specifically, the 'boundedness' - of the embedded VP. That is, an embedded 'pst'- 
tensed clause whose VP describes a 'situation' as 'bounded' (making linguistic 
reference to its 'temporal boundaries'), and thus as complete in the past, is generally 



understmd as locating this 'situation' pnor to the 'situation' desçribed by its 'pst'- 

tmsed matrix clause,29 just in case the meaning of its verb is compatible with such a 
reading (see eg. Depraetere 1995: 2, 14).30 This effect is demonstrate. in the foiiowing 
examples, whose embedded VPs are aU 'twxinded': 

(38) Joesaidthat 
a. the bullet hit the targd. 

b . Trish mllapsed 
c. he met Seth. 
d. he drew a great pichue 
e. Trish & i t e l y  swam for 2 hours. 
f. Chester was sitting in the café untiI midnight. 

g. he was living in PhiIadelphia untii a few years ago. 

(based on ibid., 3, (1 a<), (2a-c); 1 1, (1 6a)) 

What thwe examples also dernonstrate is that the effea of 'boundedness' has many 
linguistic sources, incIuding the 'telicity' of the verb itself (as in (a)-(c)); the properties 
of certain NPs and Pfs, which create 'bounded' predicates h m  'atelic' verbs (as in 
(ci)-@)); and the properties of simple pst  foms, which preserve the 'boundedness' of 
the predicates with which they are associated (as in (a)+)) (see ibid, 9-13). We can 
gauge the effea of these various grammatical eIements by cornparhg the inteapretations 
of the sentences in (38) with th& counterparts in (39), in which these elements are 
absent: 

(39) Joe said that 
a. the b d e t  was hitting the target. 

b. Tnsh was coUapsing. 
c. he was meeting Seth 
d. he drew great pictures. 
e. ? Trish was deliberately swimrning. 
f. Chester was sitting in the mf& 
g . he was living in Philadelphia. 

29 A cl= exception to rhis is embedded P s  that are liable to the 'scheduIing state' readings 
discussed in chppter 2. which can thus bear borh 'Pntenm' and 'posterior' ndhgs.  Such PLI IP is given 
in the example below: 

(0 Joe said ihai the train left at 5 o'clock. 

This çenteIice con mmn ihpi Joe said that the train eitber hul already leR or was scheQled to k v e ,  a! 5 
o'cbk. 

K, This addirional paiso. as we shall see momentarily. is a crucial one. 



Without these elements, the 'anterior' reading is lost, and each of the sentences in the 
latter se$ receives a 'simultaneous' readùig 

Despite this sharp oontrast between VPs that describe 'bounded' and 'unbounded' 
situations, it turns out that 'boundedness' alone is n d  sufficient to license an 'anterior' 

reading in these 'pst under pst' m~stnictions. We have already acknowledged the rôle 
of the rnatrix verb in ensuring this reading, noting that its meaning must be compatibIe 
with such a reading. However, M e r  consideration of the relevant data reveals that 
these remarks significantly understate this rôle, which is almost as great as that of 

'boundedness' itself. Observe, for example, what happens when we replace say with 
hope in the sentences that we have ben considering: 

(40) Joe  hoped that 

a. the bullet hit the target. 
b. Trish coiiapsed 
c. hemeîSetb, 
d. he drew a great pi- 
e. Trish deiiberately swam for 2 hours. 
f. Chester was sitting in the café until midnight. 

g. he was iiving in miiladelphia untii a few years ago. 

These examples all seem to allow either an 'anterior' or a 'posterior' reading,319 '2 the 
salience of one or the d e r  determined by contextual factors. 

Since a 'prospective' verb Iike hope,33 as we have just seen, may reduce the 
availability of an 'anterior' reading, it is perhaps no surprise that 'retrospective' verbs 
like forget, regret, and remember may incrase its avaiiab'iity: 

31 For the sente- in (c) and (d). the 'anteria' readïng becornes particularly obscure - although 
not impossible - if Joe and hc are coreferential. (The relevant reading of the former might involve a 
situation in wbich, say, J œ  did mt b e ~ r  Seth's aame very well when he was introduced to him; that of 
the latter a situation in which Jw was, for some feoson, unable to assess tbe quality of his picnue at 
tbe tirne he otigiuaiiy drew a) For the sentence in (g), the relevant reading is not available - but thk 
is c M y  fiir pragmptàc rensons Isçociated wiih a corefereatiat reading. Since these difficulties disappear, 
at any rate. when the requPenient of coreferentiaiiiy is lifted, we can take the, degraded acceptability of 
the 'anterior' reading of tbese senteaces to be orthogonal to the point at band. 

32 Tbe sentence in (t) also has a reoding in which the 'situation' described by the embedded clause 
overiaps with the time of Jœ's hophg Piid continues unlii midnight 

33 Note that the 'prospective' nature of ik verb hope daes not requim thai its complement describe 
a 'situation' located later tban the 'hoping' shtion that it &scribes. This is clear from sentences b 
the fdlowiog oœs. odduced by Baker (1989: 442): 

(0 a Johnhopesthatbewasinthecorrectroom. 
b. John hopes tbat he is in the correct mm. 
c. John hopes that be will be in ihe correct room. (ibid, ( 1  3)) 

On the other band, instances in which the complement of hope describes a 'situation' anterior lo a 
coocutrent with the hoping 'situation' seem to invalve an implicit appeal to some sort of evaluation 
procedue, much Like that associPted with 'present situation* readings of will. as described in chapter 2. 
In other words, the implication of sentences like those in (ia) and (ib) is that John will seek ta 



that the party was great. 

@ased on Declerck 199 1 : 19 1) 

The 'anteriorizing' effect of t h a e  verbs, however, is not so pronounced, since their 
meanings also make them compatible wiîh a reIation of 'simultaneity' between matrix 
and embedded clause 'situations', as the sentences beiow illustrate: 

Joe regrmed that the stove was on. 
[rI:ked} 

So faf, we have discussed linguistic d e t d n a n t s  of this 'anterior' reading whose 
effeds are rather indirect, inasmuch as their function is not primarily to specify either 
the temporal values of clauses or the temporal reIations between them. Yet there are 
linguistic elements whose function is to do just that: namely, temporal advdials. And, 
as the examples below demonstrate, these are able to ensure that the 'situation' 
described by a 'past'-tased embedded chuse is understood as anterior to that described 
by a 'pst'-tensed matrix clause, despite the presence of other elements that would 
othawise block such a reading: 

(43) Joe hoped that 
a. the bullet was hining the target last week. 
b. Trish was cobpsing k t  week. 
c. he was rneetuig Seth last week 
d. he drew great pictures last week. 
e. ? Trish was deliberately swimming last week. 
f. Chester was sitting in the café Iast week. 

g. he was living in miiladelphkt iast week 

determirie, in the near future, whether he respectively is ami was in the rtrrrect m m .  Whether this 
property of hope should be described in strictly lexical temis or in teims of a particular '1ink.i~' 
con6guration is a topic 1 leave foc fuîure research. 



The data that we have just seen, then, make it clear that an 'unshifted* embedded 'pas' 
tense may readily be assigned an 'anterior' reading on the basis of various finguistic 
fàdors that intaad closely with tense. 

Of course, non-linguistic factors - more specifically, contextual and other 
pragmatic information - play a decisive r61e in making an 'anterior' reading more 
salient in many contexts. We have already made this observation apropos the data 
presented in (a), where context was arguably al1 that served to foreground one of two 
readily available readings. But contextuai and other pragmatic cues rnay also serve this 
'foregrounding' function even in the case of a Iess accessible 'anterior' reading. For 
enample, the two sentences in (44, with th& 'unbounded* embedded predicates, wouId 
tend, out of context, to be assigneci readings in which the time of the matrix 'situation' 
was concurrent with that of the embedded 'situation': 

(44) a. J o e  said that he &ove his father's car. 
b. Joe told me today that he was sick. 

Yet the following contexts make an 'anterior'reading for each sentence by far the more 
salient one: 

(45) a. A: How did Joe g a  to the party? 
B: He said that he drove his father's car. 

b . A: Why wasn't Joe at work yesterday? 
B: He told me tociay that he was sick. 

What al1 of these considerations point to is that in constructions with one 'past' 
tense embeùded under another, the temporal relation between clauses is not fixeci by the 
tenses themselves, but rather by a host of other factors, as just enumerated. Both the 
complex interaction of these factors, and the effed of this interaction - which is to 
make it possible for the hearer to recover a particular temporai relation beîween two (or 
more) clauses - raise the same suspicions that the 'present under p s t '  cases left us 
with. These are a matter of the simple difficulty of imagining how such factors could 
condition the (non-)application of a particular grammatical rule. Moreover, given our 
observation of 'past under past* mnstniaions that have either a 'simultaneous' or an 
'anterior' reading depending only on th& context, the clairn that the two readings reflecZ 
two differmt d-structures - the former containing a 'present' tense that undergoes 
'backshifting*, the latter a 'pst' tense that does not - seems rather implausible. Of 
course, derivational analyses do nd lack the means to address these difficulties, and we 
shall be examining some of the ways in which they have done so later in our discussion. 



Wheâher th& solutions are ultimateiy satisfying, however, is quite another matter, as we 

shaU also s e  below. 

In the previous sections, we examined two complemeot clause constnictions - those 
with mabix 'pst'-tensed clauses and embedded 'present'- and 'past'-tensed clauses, 
respedively - that have been claimed &O represent non-applications of a grammatical 
rule of 'backshift'. Admittedly, the similarity of the embedded clauses of these 
constructions to t h e  quoted clauses of direct discourse constmctions - more 
specifically, to the reports of present and past 'situations', respectively - lent 
considerable appeal to the daim that the tenses in these embedded clauses refleaed their 
'original* values, which were s h e d  by their 'backshifted' counterparts, but obscured 
by the application of 'backshift' itself. Unfortunately, the readings associated with these 
'unshifted' forms, and the factors ehat determinecl the availability of these readings, 
seemed to give little support to this claim. 

Still, the existence of formally distinct structures expressing similar temporal 
relations - as was the case with 'anterior' 'past under pst' and ' p s t  perfect under 
past' constmctions, respectively - was highiy suggestive of a derivational relation 
between them, Once we turn, however, to constructions in which wrnplement clauses 
appear under 'present' and 'future' tenses, we find no andogous contrast between 
'shifted' and 'unshifted' embedded tenses, and thus little obvious support for a 
derivaiional analysis. In other words, thme are no data suggesting that tenses under 
'present' or 'future' tenses be analysed in terms of a nile like 'backshifi', which alters 
the fom of these embedded tenses. While this lacuna is not incompatible with the 
existence of 'backshift' in the dornain of 'past* tases, it does reveal an asymmetry in 
the tense system which, in the absence of subsidiary daims about the characteristics of 
different tenses, is both unexpected and unexplained. Moreover, it leaves us with a 
grammatid rule which not ody has very peculiar properties, as we have already seen, 
but also has a suspiciously limited domain of application. 

In order to understand this difierence in the effed of matrix 'past' tenses, on the 
one hana and matrix 'present' and 'future' tenses, on the other, it is necessary to take a 
close look at the data pertaining to the latter tenses. We might begin with the more 
straightforward case of embeddings under 'present* tenses. As the exaqles below 
dernonstrate, there is 'tiarmony'3 of 'present* tenses ody when the clauses that contain 
them each describe 'situations' holding at the time of speech (Declerck 1991: 34): 

The term 'ense harmoay' is due to Higgins 1976. 
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(46) a. 1 am just saying to the others that 1 think John does not mean what he is 

saying . 
b. 1 am just explainhg that 1 did it iast night. 
c. 1 am just explaining thaî 1 have not ken able to do it. 
d. 1 know John will be in London tomorrow. 

(Declerck 1991: 34-36, (34b), (35a), (36)' (39a)) 

Sentences like these thus display no signs of 'shifting', even when, as in examples (b) 

and (d), the presence of temporal adverbials would ensure that temporal relations 
between clauses are presaved. This might give us more reason tu doubt the existence of 
'backshifi* as an explmation of the effects that we observed with past tenses - 
particularly if 'backshift' is seen as a 'purely forma1 operation* (Convie 1986: 290) 
applying mechanically to produce morphological uniformity of tenses in complex 
sentences. In this case, however, defenders of 'backshift* could plausibly attribute the 

absence of 'shifting' effects to a signifiant difference between 'past' and 'present' 
tenses themselves. This is that matrix 'present' tenses always describe 'situations' as 
holding at the time of speech, so that there would be no discernible difference between 
an embedded tense temporally dependent on a rnatrix 'present ' tense and one related 
duectly to the time of speech. What this means is that 'shifting' &eds might not ernerge 
simply because no tempord depaidency exists between matrix 'present* tenses and the 
tenses under them. 

However, this kind of motivation for the absence of 'shifting' disappears when 
we turn to embeddings under 'future' tenses, since here we find clear evidence of 
interclausal temporal dependencies wiaccompanied by morphological 'shifting* effeds. 
More specifically, we fmd sentences with matrix 'future* tenses and embedded 

'present', 'past', and 'future' terises in which the respective times expressed by the latter 
forms are detamined with respect to the time expressed by the former. This is iiiustmted 
below, with sentences whose embedded clauses describe 'situations' respectively 
concurrent with, anterior to, and posterior to the 'situation' describeci by the matrix 
clause: 

(47) a. Chester will h o w  that he is dnink. 
b. The police wili find out that you were staying here today, and not in 

London. (Declerck 199 1: 36, (ab)) 
c. Chester will say that he  will be finished won. 

Interestingly, we also find mplementary cases in which no temporal depenhcy 
exists betwem rnatrix and embedded tenses, and the latter are related diredly to the tirne 
of speech: 



(48) a. One day John will regret that he i .  treating me like this. @owty 1982: 50) 

b. The police wilI believe that he was kiiIed yesterday. 
@ecIerck 199 1 : 36, (a)) 

c. Chester wiU admit that none of his fnends wili buy Joe's mmic books.~ 

In fad, the availability of these temporally 'depaident' and 'independent' readings under 
'future' tenses suggests a strikïng simiiarity betweai sentences with ma& 'past' and 
matrix 'future' tenses, once we put aside the chim of a cornmon d-structure for each of 
the two pairs of 'shified' and 'unshifted' 'past' constructions that we have examined. 
The similarity is this one: 'UllShifted' tenses under 'pst' tenses appear to be 'temporally 
independent' of the rnatrix tense, and 'shified' ones to be dependent on it, echoing the 
effects that we have just seen with the 'future' (see Decierck 199 1, esp. 2 1-76). If this 
is what 'backshift' actuaily represents - that is, a formal rnarking of temporal 
dependency - then the ciifferences between 'past' and 'future' tenses (and 'past' and 
'present' tenses, given that the latter's inability to Iicense 'dependent' and 'independent ' 
readings may have an independent explanation, as already noted) may be less dramatic 
than suggested by the daim that ody 'past' tenses trigger a rule of 'shifting'. mi s  
points again to the possibility that the device of 'backshifi', whose function appears 
ultirnately to be rather meagre, may itseIf be dispensai with. We shall be exploring this 
possibility and its impIications in 51.3.1.3 below, and throughout the rest of this 
chapter. 

Before we do so, however, we must examine another very important source of evidence 
for a grammatical rule of 'backshift': narnely, the existence of languages that display no 
effects of such a rule. A range of languages h m  various families fit this description 

35 It should be ooted that 'future under future' consbuctions with an 'independent' reading, like thpi 
in (W. are much rarer than tbeir pst'- ami 'pesent'-te& counierparts in (M). This appears to be 
related to the restrictions imposed by propositional attitude verbs on their complernenrs - as we 
discussed in the context of 'present under p s t '  constructions in g 1.3.1.1.1 - rather than to those 
imposed by the 'future' tense itseif. (We shall be diçcussing this restriction furtber in 81.4 below.) 
However, they are mt so rare: what is requireû is that the embedded clause describe some 'situation' that 
crin ptousibly be coostnied as holding independently of that described by the marrix 'sipuatian'. This 
requiremn - to be met by tbe sentence in (4&), a d  by the sentences in (i): 

(i) e Linle Wilt di regret tbat he wüi be W. 
b. Chester wiii say that five beers will mi& him dm& 

The rebw readirig of (in) might be paraphrased as 'Liale Wilt will be ta& and he will regret it' (we 
shalI be demibing this reading in more decd in p1.4.1); that of (ib) indicates a general tendency of 
Chestef's that he will report at tbe some future tirne. 



(see eg. Comrie 1985: 107ff-; Enç 1987: 636; Hornstein 1990 217-18, n. 6).36 Two 
of these most frequently discussed in the recent literature are Russian (cg. Comrie 
1986) and Japanese (cg. Ogihara 1989). Sorne relevant data from these languages, 
originally presaited in chapter 1, are repeated below: 

(49) JAPANESE 
a. John-wa Mary-ga byooki-da to it -ta 

John-TOP Mary-NOM bi&PRES that Say P U T  

'John said that Mary was a.' 

b. John-wa M q - g a  byooki-dat-ta to it -ta 

John-TOP Mary-NOM be-ill-PAST that say PAST 

'John said that Mary had been iii.' (Ogihara 1989: 73, (2)) 

(50) RUSSIAN 

a. Tanja skazala, k ona tanaet. 
Tanja say-PUT that she dance-PRES 
'Tanja said that she was dancing.' 

b. Vem skazaia, 5to ona pridet na sledujGCij den'. 

Vaa say-PAST that she corne-FUT on next &y 
'Vera said that she wouId corne on the next day.' 

(based on Cornrie 1986: 275-76, (33), (38)) 

What we find in these examples, in striking contrast to English and other 'SOT' 
languages, are 'simultaneous' readings associated with 'present under past' and not 
'pas under pst' constructions; and 'anterior' readings associated with 'pst under pst' 
and not 'past perfect under past' constructions. Such examples offer compelling 
evidence that SOT is a syntactic phenornenon, since it is subject to parameteric variation, 
like many other dependency-marking mechanisms, and thus does not fulfïl a necessary 
semantic function.37 They also suggest an interesthg reason for seeing the 'shifted' 
embedded taises of 'SOT' languages as having diff~ent D-structure specifications: this 

- - -  

36 These languages include Bahinemo, Bulgarian, Ancient Greek, Hebrew. Hindi, Imbabura 
Quechua, and Polish, in addition to those mentioned in the text, a s  mted in Comrie 1985: 103f., Eaç 
1987: 649. Smith 1981: 225. a Il, and elswhere. 

37 Hornstein (1990: 218, a 6) seems to draw a rather different conclusion from these data. taking 
them to 'indicate that s e m a n t i c J i v e  pbemmena can be parameoized' If we understand clifferences 
in the latter phemmena simply to be underwntten by syntactic ciifferences, as 1 have been arguing 
throughouî this study. then the conclusions tuni out to be the same. If, on the other hanci. Harnstein is 
making a sironger cl?im about the nature of 'semantidmierpretive' differeoces - nzmely, that they 
may prise independently of synîactic (iacludiag lexical) ones -, then it is mt obvious that the data in 
question give any support to such a claim. 



is that embedded tenses in these 'non-SOT* ianguages display the very specifications 
posited to be borne at 'D-structure' by th& 'shifted' counterparts in 'SOT* languages. 

While these exampIes certainly do confirm the syntactic nature of SOT 
phenornena, the case that they present far a derivational account of them is rather less 
convincing. This is because further consideration of these data offers another 
interpretation of îhem, just as we found with the data of matru 'past* tenses in English. 
On this second interpretation, these data demonstrate only that 'non-SOT* languages 
require embedded tenses to be temporally dependent on matrix tenses.38 However, it is 
not clear that such a constraint even holds in 'non-Sûr* languages generally. C o k e  
(1986: 294, n. 3) notes that in Russian, clauses selected by ' v d s  of perception* may 
violate this constraint, and make use of 'pst*-tensed ve~ûs:3~ 

(5 1) Zina slyWsala, kak Yzot poet@i 
hear-pst s~~~-PRES/S~~-PAST 

'Zuia heard how Yzot was singing.' 

38 This ciaim may appeor to be cwnterexeinptified by the possibility of 'contiming applidility' 
readings of tbe kiid associnted wiih 'present under pst' ( o k n  called 'double-access') constnictions in 
'SOT languages, as in the foilowing sentence in Japanese: 

(0 John-wo Mary-p beya-ni iru to it-ta. 
John-TOP MARY-NOM mom-at be-FRES that say-PAST 
'John said tha! Mary di in the mm.' (Ogihara 1989: 358, (7)) 

However, there are many reasons to believe tbat these readings rue really no more than implicatures of 
such indirect discorose sente-, just as we fimi with their 'M' cauiterparts in English. One is that 
Ogihara himself admits having hund 'no conclusive eviderice' that Japanese has double-access 
sentences' (ibid.. 357). Another is that a 'contiauing applicability' reading is also available f a  the 
foiiowing Russian sentence, even tbwgh ibere is actually ûo verb in the embedded predicaîe: 

(ii) Dick sLPzal Jaoe beremenimr 
=Y-PAsT bepregnrn 

'Dick said that Jane d i s  pregaaot' 
(Olga h b o r o v 4  Frank-Uwe Marteas, pxmxd communication) 

A third reason is that the implicaaire can be cancelied, as  demnstrated by this example Emm Cornrie 
1986: 

(Üi) VPeto~atai;os~C~~~pridetposlenrvtra,oooaasraai&@~ 
say -Pm Cmœ-Rn 

'Yestaday, Natasa said tbat she wwld arrive the day after toma~ow. but she ~mmsdiritely 
chan@ ber mind' (ibid.. 287. (82)) 

We might Say, then. that while such sentences aiways present the possibility of continuhg 
applicability, unles it is explicitly denied (so thnt there is no contradiction if we continue these 
sentences 'and X ail1 is ...'). this k t  does nor give us liceilse to equate tbem with 'preçent under ps t '  
sentences in 'SOT' languages. 

39 This does mt seem to be possible in Japa~ese, where a 'simultaneous' reading with 'past'-ted 
'verts of perception' requins chusai wmplements with 'present'-tensed v& (Brendan Gillon, perçod 
communicatios reporthg the judgements of H m i  Hirombu). 



Such example. are very difficult to square with the clairn that languages Like Russian do 
not have a rule of 'backshift' while languages like English do, since the former 
languages display the very effects claimed to exist only in the latter. If these effects do 

appear in the former languages, even in more limited contexts, then a d e  of 'backshift' 
rnust be part of th& grammars too. Of coucse, such a conclusion considerably weakens 
the appeal of the original contrast between 'SOT' and 'non-SOT' languages, and 
assigns this rather powerful mle - which simply transmutes one tense f o m  into 

another - an extremely (and implausibly) limited domain of application in the latter 
languages. Once more, empirical (and methodological) considerations point us away 
h m  a d e  of 'backshift'. 

1-32.   PLIC CATIONS FOR DERIVATiONAL ANALYSES 

In the last several sections, we examineci a number of empirical issues that present an 
particular chailenge to derivational accounts of SOT phenornena. The question that 
naturaiiy arises now is: What responses have these accounts offered to these problematic 
issues? As we shall see below, these responses have varied greatly, from de facto 
avoidance of the issues to serious attempts to deal with them. 

This range of responses is most evident in the treatment of non-applications of 
'backshift' - in particuiar, the case of the 'present under p s t '  constniction, which, as 
noted earlier, is perhaps the rnost widely discussed. The basic questions that this 
construction raises for derivational accounts of SOT are (i) how it is produceci; and (ii) 
how it receives its peculiar interpretation, given the assurnption of 'bacicshift '. The 
answers that particular analyses have offered to these questions give some indication 
both of their own strengths and weaknesses and of those of the derivational approach to 
SOT more generaiiy, which favours certain possibiiities over others. What we shall see, 
then, is that the possibilities favoured by this approach - in particular, that surface 
similarities between different tense constmctions rnask underlying differences, and 
surface differences ma& underlying similarities;40 that tenses are ambiguous rather than 
indetaminate in meaning - are not well suited to the elucidation of SOT phenornena. 
The suggestion, in other words, will be that the derivational approach does not have the 
right properties to produce an accurate picture of these phen~mena .~~ 

Thse remaxb echo Enç's (1987: 636) doubts about this d e ,  'whctw only function seems to be 
rend& mieaning opsque.' 

41 It is m coincidence that the iaoguage of these remarb echoes that used to describe the problems 
of tbe operalar account of te- in chapter 1: in both cases a dBvice origidy used to exphin oae ciass 
of pbemmea~ is appW to another class, with remùts tbat arguabiy reflect the divagerce in the nature 
of ihe two classes. 



1.3.2.1. T~~~D~'T~oNALLYQRXENTED ANALYSES: COMRIE 1986, BAKER 1989 

Let us tum OUT attention fust to a very sbaigtitforward respnse to the 'present under 
pas' problem, as figures, for example, in Cornrie's (1986) and Baker's (1989) analyses 
of SOT. This response is simply to treat the construction as an exception to the general 
operation of 'backshift'. Recall that for Cornrie, 'backshift' is a 'a purely formal 
operation' (Comre 1986: 290) in the production of indirect discourse h m  direct 

discourse, which takes 'non-pst'-tend verb forrns from the reported clause of the 
latter and converts them into 'pst'-tensed fonns. His statement of this nile is given in 

(52): 

(52) SEQUWCE OF TENSES RULE (PRELIMINARY VERSION): 

If îhe tense of the verb of reporthg is non-pst, theri the tense of the original 
uttaance is retained; if the taise of the verb of reporting is pst, then the tense 

of the original utterance is backshifted into the pst. 

This (rather traditional) view of 'backshift' is also espouseci by Baker (1989)' who 
couches it in terms of a 'Past-harmony mie' and a 'The-assignment principle', as given 
in (53) (where the 'past-harmonie' counterpart of a 'non-past' form 'is just the 

correspondhg past-tense fom' (Baker 1989: 454, (65)): 

PAST-HARMONY RULE: 

In the portion of a temporal structure that lies beiow an 'earlier' dement, 
replace wery form predicted by the Time-Assignment Principle with its 
corresponding pst-harmonic form. (ibid., 456, (77)) 

TIME-ASSIGNMENT P ~ C I P L E :  

When a nile assigns a time to a complement phrase, it does so in relation to 

the time assigned to the larger phrase of which the complement is a part, 
(ibid., 445, (3 1 b)) 

As they stand, these formulations of 'backshift' make no allowance for the 
possibility of the nile's non-application. Of murse, ai1 that is requird to correct this is a 
stipulation that the mie is optional under certain conditions, which is precisdy what each 
author provides. Comrie revises his d e  by adding that 'backshifting is optional.. if the 

content of the indired speech has continuhg applicability' (1986: 285, (69)). Baker 

(1989: 45741) similarly qualifies his rule, but in a more informa1 fashion, sirnply 

desaibing the circumstances under which 'the p s t  time of some lower clause can be 
'usurped" by a nonpast time h m  the clause above it' (ibid, 457). 



We have already seen in 1.3.1.1.1 that a description couched in terms of 
'continuhg applicability', as both Baker and Cornrie provide,42 is not explicit enough to 
account for rnany acceptable uses of the 'present under pst' construction; and that one 
couched in t m s  of 'shifts in responsibility' achieves better results. But such a problem 
of execution can also be easily medeâ, by a simple reformulation of the conditions 
under which 'backshift' does not apply. What is a more serious problem for these 
analyses, however, is the limited power of direct discourse to explain the peculiar 
properties of indirect discourse - in particular, those properties associated with the 
'present under past' and other 'unshified' constructions. That is, because these analyses 
claim that embedded tenses in indirect discourse are derived, by the operation of 
'backshift', fiom those in direct discourse, they can see these constnictions only as the 
r d t  of the non-application of this nile to direct discourse sentences. But viewed in this 
way, these constructions have no status independent of their direct discourse sources; 
and any properties not attributable to these sources can receive no explanation. All that 
these analyses can point to are the conditions under which these 'unshifted' 
mnstmctions rnay surface, but n d  how the distinctive syntactic properîies of these 
constnictions give rise to particular interpretative effects. Of course, we have already 
seen that the characteristic effect of the 'present under pst' construction - namely, its 
shifting of the responsibility for the reportai content from its original producer to the 

speaker - is possible only because its syntadic and sernantic properties are not identical 
to those of its direct discourse counterpart. And we have also seai that the circumstances 
under which it is appropriately used follow directly from these syntactic and sernantic 
pqxrtîes.43 Thus, any description of these circumstances, as we have already noted, is 
properly seen not as part of a statement of 'backshift', but rather as part of a description 
of the meaning and use of this construction. Sirnilar remarks apply to the other 
'unshified' matrix past tense constnictions discussed earliex, which must likewise be 
seen as possessing properties independent of any purported direct discourse 'source', 
and not simply as the result of an exceptional non-application of 'backshift'. The 
approach that Baker and Comrie take, then, tums out to give little insight into the nature 
of indirezt discourse. 

42 Baker (1989: 458-59) describes his version of 'continuing applicability' as follows, using the 
seuteoce in (i) as an illustration: 

(9 John told me on Sunciay chat Marsha b n ' t  iike the plan. (ibid.. 458. (8 1)) 

He mtes ihat rbe situation describai by ihe embedded clause 'is a sîate of affairs that exisîs oot only at 
tbe time when John is speakhg but a h  ot utterance time .... The state of mt iiking tbe plan exteods far 
enough through tirne to include utterance time as well as the earlier t h e  of telling .... Time relations 
are then caiculated with respect to -e time rather than with respect to the the  of telling.' 

43 We shd be expbring this idea in much greater detail in the aext section and elsewhere in the 
chapter. 



1,322. 'BACKSHIFT' AS 'MERELY MORPHOLOGICAL': HORNSTEIN 1990 

A derivational analysis of indirect discourse that fares better in exphinhg its properties 
is propos& by Hmstein, as part of his (1990) 'neo-Ruchenbachian' study of tense 
However, as we shd see, its cornmitment to the view of 'pst under past' constructions 
as containhg 'underlyingly present' embedded tenses also leads to serious conceptual 
and empiricai di.cuîties. 

Many aspects of Homstein's study have already been presented in the prewious 
chapers. As noted in chapter 1, the basic devices that Hornstein employs in his analysis 
of tnises in cornplex sentences are Reichmbachian temporal schemata (or 'basic tense 
structures' (BTSs)) and des that operate on the dements of these sichernata, subject to 
the 'consmint on àenved tense stnicrures', repeated for convenience in (54): 

(54) CONSTRAINT ON DTS (CDTS): DTS must presave BTS, 
a. BTS is preserved if and onIy if: 

i. no points are assoçiated in DTS that are not associateci in BTS; 
ii. the hear orda of points LI DTS is the same as that in BTS. 

b. XassoçiateswithY=,XisseparatedfromYbyaçomma 
(basai on Hornstein 1990: 15, (12H 13)) 

The rule relevant to 'shifted' sentences, which Hornsteùi calls the 'SOT de ' ,  associates 
'S,', the 'speech-time' of an embedded BTS, with 'En - the 'situation-tirne' of an 
immediately higha BTS (ibid.. 127, 169). This rule captures the iosight that such a 
sentence describes 'the ment t h e  of the embedded clause [as] temporaily relative to the 
utterance time' (ibid, 121). The result is a structure iike that in (55b3 for a sentence like 
that in (Sa): 

(55) a. John heard that Mary was pregnant. 

b. SOT RULE: Associate S, with E, _ 1. 

b'. El, R- S1 E1,k-S 1 

Sm 
> 

S2,R,E2 S2AE2 

(ibid., 126, (12a)) 
(ibid., f 37, (32)) 

(ibid., 127, (1 3)) 

'Unshifted' sentences are treated, as in dher derivationd acaunts, as instances of the 
same structures to which this rule does not apply. This leaves 'El' and 'S2' 
'unassociated', as show bdow: 



(56) a. John heard that Mary is pregnant. 

b. El, R- Si 
S2,R,E2 

with its 'Reichenbachian' apparatus, then, Hornstein's 'SOT d e '  certainly looks 
very dfferent from the more traditional d e s  of 'backshift' examineci earlier. In fact, 
these dfferences are more than superficial: cnicially, Homstein's de, unlike these 
&ers, does not fundion by altering the morphological form of embedded tenses, but 
mther by establishing a temporal dependency betweeen rnatrix and embedded taises by 
associating 's' with 'El', as just noted. Given Homstein's daim that this d e  operates 

fidy between adjacent tenses, his anaiysis is able to capture the temporally 'dependeut' 
and 'iddependent' readings associateci with tenses under both 'past' and 'future' 
tenses," as we observed in 551.3.1.1.2-3 - and even the neutralization of this 
disthaion with the 'present', as we aIso obsaved (see ibid, 130). 

gut the distinct problems of Hornstein's anaIysis -and his ciaims about 'present 

under and 'pst under past' constructions in piuticular - arise precisely because 
he tak& the 'past' form of 'shüted' ernbedded tenses to be a 'superficial feature of SOT 
phenodena' (ibid, 122): observe that the 'Reichenbachian' structure of the ernbedded 
tense in (S5b) remains that of a 'present' tense, even afkr the 'SOT rule' has applied. 
His &rn, in other words, is that the 'past'-tensed form in SOT is 'a mere 

morphoi~gi~ai alteration' that 'signais a shified temporal dependaicy on the matrixevent 
time' @id., 123), but 'Ieaves the unddying tense form the same' (ibid., 161). 

-tein adduces as evidûice for this daim a range of data that appear to bear out 

a distinçtion between 'real' 'past' tenses and the 'superficial' ones chimed to be the 

product of this 'morphological alteration'. There are good rasons, however, to be 

sceptical about both these data and the conclusions that Hornstein draws from them. In 
particul;V, his judgements are often iather idiosyncratic; and when they are na, they are 
of ta  liable to alternative interpretations that pnwide no support for his claim. The nature 
of each pf these difficulties will becorne clear as we examine his examples below. 

gpe set of data that Hornstein presâits in support of his claim is given in (57) (the 

judgem@S are his). mese &ta hinge on the conüast in the acceptability of 'past' taises 
in emt&kd and independent clauses with the future-the-denoting adverbial tornorrow: 

44 &ough the highly pragmatically-codtioned rea&ngs of 'pas uader pst' coostnrtions. which 
we in 81.3.1.1.2. casts solne âoubt on Harnstein's c h  h t  diey are structurolly ambiguous. 
ratber thpn indeterminate in meaaing. Ratber more dubious is his reîated daim of ombiguity for 
sente- with embedded 'pasî perfect' fanns. lilre that in (i): 

We P discussing this claim in the text below. 



John said that Harry was leavhg tomorrow. 
John said that Montreai played Boston tomorrow. 
Harry was leaving tomorrow. 
Montreai played Boston tomorrow. 
Hany is leaving tomorrow. 
Montreai plays Boston tomorrow. (ibid., 122-23, (7)) 

Homstein accounts for these contrasts as follows: given that the co6ccurrence of 'past' 
tenses with future-time-denoting a&&& 'is generaily prohibited', the only acceptable 
sentences must be those in which tornorrow is not modifying v d s  with ' r d '  'past' 
tenses. This, of course, describes the embedded verbs in (57a-b), which are 
'underlyingIy' 'present9-tensed, their 'past-tense form being just the morphological 
manifestation' of the 'SOT d e '  (ibid, 123). In contrast, the verbs in (57c-d)' which 
must have 'real' 'past' tenses, since they appear in independent clauses and thus canna 
be subject to this rule,& cannd be acceptably modified by tomorrow. 

While Homstein's account does seem to capture the observed patterns, further 
investigation shows that his generalization is a spurious one. This is because the 
sentences on which he bases it, as just given, all describe 'scheduling states'; and the 
availability of this reading with 'pastl-tensed verbs (as we have already seen in chapter 
2) commody requires contextual support. This is particularly true with a deidic future- 
time-denoting adverbial like tomorrow, since the 'situation* described by such a 
construction must be one scheduled before the time of speech for some time after it, and 

tied closely enough to this ps t  time to rnake the 'past* tense more appropriate than the 

'present'. Since such a rarified situation is difficult to supply for uncontextualized 
sentences like those in (57cd), their unacceptability is no surprise. However, the 
explicit provision of such contexts improves their acceptability dramatimlly , as (58) 
shows: 

(58) a. Since Harry was leaving tommw, we thought we should have dinner 
with him tonight. But now it tums out that he's leaving on Thursday. 

b. Since Montreal played Boston tomorrow, they thought they'd have no 
chance of buying tickets today. But somehow they manageci. 

This considembly weakens the support for the distinction that Homstein claims between 
'real' and 'superficial' 'ps t '  tenses. 

Support for this distinction is further weakened when we consider another set of 
data that Homstein provides, this one pertaining to his claim that 'would is simply the 

45 In fiict, this ossumption is difîïcult to mnintain in the face of the daîa of 'fiee inditect speech', as 
we Ml see in 0 1.3.3. 



morphological form of will in SOT structures' (ibid., 123). These involve the 
coCxmmnce of would with past- and future-timdenoting adverbials: 

(59) a. * John said that Harry would lave for New York yesterday. 
b. John said that Hamy would leave for New York tomorrow. 

c. John said that Hamy would leave for New York 
d. John will leave for New York tomorrow. 
e. * John will leave for New York yesterday . (ibid., 123, (8)) 

Homstein's claim is that the behaviour of woulù here - which displays its 'future- 
denoting properties' in being acceptable with tornorrow but not with yesterday - is 
precisely what one would expect if it were the 'backshifted' form of will. But this 
behaviour is also what one would expect if the meaning of would were simply that of a 

'future in the past' (as traditionally assumed), or involved a specification for posteriority 
but not anteriority (as suggested in chapter 2)' independent of any 'SOT rule'. In fact, 
since would may appear in independent clauses - whexe it would be inaccessible to 
such a rule, as just noted -, its independent statu must be recognized in any case. An 
example of just such an independent sentence with wouM - which Homstein curiously 

omits fiom his paradigrn - is given below: 

(60) John would leave for New York tomorrow/* yesterday ... 
a. and he wuld hardly wait. [would = pas& of wilCJ46 
b. but he can't. [would = 'wishes to'] 

This independent occurrence of would, given its behaviour with respect to tomorrow 
and yesterday, appears to have the same properties that Homstein has claimed for its 
embedded counterpart. It thus seems difficult to maintain - short of appealing, rather 
implausibly, to homophony - that would is mexely an 'SOT rule'-conditioned variant 
of will. Moreovea, since this case exactly parallels those in (59), which purport to bear 
out a contrast between 'ml'  and 'superficial' 'past' tenses, such a contrast loses even 
more of its plausibility. (Of course, as we have noted in our earlier discussions of 
would, even the c l a h  that its meaning is essentially that of a 'ps t  of a future' is cast 
into some doubt by the possibility of a sentence like that in (60) being wntinued with a 

clause like that in (Ob).) 
A final set of data that Hornstein presents as evidence for his claim about 'shified' 

tenses is the following one, which concms contrasts related to the aspectual properties 
of verbs: 



(61) a. Sally said that John left. 

a'. Sally said that John was leaving. 

b. John thought that Harry now understood our problem. 
c. * Harry now understood our problem. 
d. Harry now understands our problem. (based on ibid, 123, (9)) 

Homstein notes that the embedded verb in (61a) does not receive a 'shifted' reading, 
according to which John's leaving is concurrent with Sally's saying, but rather one 
acçording to which his leaving is prior to her saying. This, he claims, is because the 
verb in question is non-stative. Since 'the present-tense form of nonstative verbs in 
English is the present progressive, not the simple present'; and since SOT, by 
hypothesis, 'leaves the taise unaffected', the 'shifted* forms of non-stative verbs should 
have 0nly a ' p s t  progressive' form, as in (6la'). and n d  a 'simple' form, as in (61a). 
In contrast, the embedded v& in (61b), which is stative, and thus generally has a 
'simple' form, does receive a 'shifted' reading. Again, this means that its tense must be 

'underlyingly' 'present'. This conclusion is buttresseci by its acceptabiiity with the 
'present-oriented' adverb now, which - accordhg to the pattern that he presents in 

(61b-d) - Homstein takes to modify only 'present'-tensed verbs. 
It is very difficult to accept Hornstein's conclusions here, for rnany rasons. One 

is that non-stative verbs certainly do have 'simple present' tense forms, as we noted in 
chapter 2; and thus, on Hornstein's assumptions, should be able to appear in the 'past' 
tense in the complements of 'pst*-tensed clause-taking verbs. In fact, they do; but in 
this form - and without the 'ovemding' effects of certain kinds of adverbial 
modification - they receive 'perfective' readings.47 (Al1 of these effects, as we also 
noted in chapter 2, r d t  fiom interactions beîween v&s and their arguments, 'simple' 

verb forms, and optional adverbials.) This reading is the very one that Hornstein wouId 

predict from the application of his 'SOT rule' to an embedded 'past* tense: namely, one 
in which the 'situation' described by the embedded clause is anterior to the past 
'situation' described by the rnatrix clause. In this case, however, the reading is not 
accompanied by 'morphological alteration', contrary to prediction - a fact which 
weakens the connedon that Hornstein claims between 'morphological alteration' of 
embedded tenses and their 'temporal dependence' on rnatrix 'pasti-tensed verbs. This 

47 H<irnstein seems to admit as much eariier in his discussion (ibid, 123, when he obsewes that 
the sentence given in (i) has two readmgs. carresponding to the two sentences in (ü): 

(i) John thought that Hany ran. 
a John thoughf 'Harry m' 
b. John tbought* 'Harry m.' (ibid., 120. (lg), 122, (5) )  



seems to be the conclusion that foliows £rom the behaviour of non-stative verbs under 
'pst '  tenses, and not the one that Homsteh draws. 

As for his cIaims about stative v d s ,  these are less problematic, since it is tnre that 
these v d s  Q conhast with non-sbtives in displaying a 'shifted' reading. Howewer, the 
evidence haî he takes them to offer for a distinction between ' r d '  and 'superficial' 
'past' tenses is no more convincing than that fiom non-stative verbs, simply because his 
judgements - in this case, pertaining to the acceptabiiity of 'past'-taiseci verbs with 

no w - are again highiy idiosyncratic. For example, Kamp and Reyle (1993: 595-96) 
give the foilowing contacts in which such a mhxmence is PerfectIy acceptable: 

(62) a. Mary had been unhappy in her new environment for more &han a year. But 
now she felt at home. 

b. Bill had corne home at seven Now he  was writing a letter. 
(ibid., (5.163), (5.165)) 

What al1 of this reveals, theri, is that there is ultimately little empirical support for 
Homstein's claim that the 'past' tense morphology of 'backshified' v d s  is 'merdy the 

morphological reflex' of his 'SOT rule'. Morwver, consideration of its implicit cIaims 
about morphologica1 processes gives us broader theoretical grounds for doubt. These 
ciaims are relateci to the nature of the rnismatch between morphosyntactic features and 
morphophonological realizations that this 'morphologid alteration' represents. m i l e  
othm morphological phenomena have aiso been amlysed in t m s  of such a rnismatch, 
these phenomena have a i l  been very different in charader h m  ' backshift '. One exampIe 
which higtrlights this difference is the phenornenon of 'case neutralization', which 

invoIves a systematic neuttakation in a case-marking system of certain morphosyntaaic 
case distinctions. This process, like those associated with other such mismatches, is 
entirely I d  to the morphological representation of the word that it targets; and, like 
most of these, results in a simplification of features (Mark Baker, persona1 
communication). In contrast, 'backshift' is optional; produces forms that are at least as 
morphologicaily complex as those with which they altemate; and, perhaps most 
importantly, operates on a domain larger than the clause - too large to be the 
conditionhg environment for any plausible morphological n i k  Of course, none of these 
deviations h m  better-known morphophonologicaI proceses makes Homstein's daim 
inconceivable; but they do free us of any obligation to accept this ciaim without a more 
specific proposal about how it might be cashed out. 

Now, if the clairn for a 'merely rnorphological aiteration' of tenses under 'past' 
tenses is empiricaiiy suspect, then so too is Hornstein's anaiysis of SOT phenomena, 
which depends cmcially on this claim to predict the 'past' tense morphology of 
'backshifted' forms. In fid, there appear to be an empirical pmblem with his 'SOT rule' 



itseIf, independent of this one pertaining to morphology. This is that it predicts two 
readings, temporally 'dependent' and 'independent', for every tense form that may 
appear under a 'past' tense. We have already seen that this leads to the prediction of 
unattested readings in the case of non-stative v d s ,  simple 'past'-tensed forms of which 
always have 'perfeuive' readings when they are unmodifiai The same problem arises 
for 'pst perfects', since, on Homstein's assumptions, these represent either 'real' 'pst  
perfects' or 'shifted' 'present perfects'. Accardingly, Hornstein claims that the sentence 
in (63) has two readings, corresponding to these two different structures, as indicated in 
(63a) and (63b), respedively (ibid, 122): 

(63) John thought that Harry had nin. 

a. John thought, 'Harry has m.' 
b. John thought, 'Harry had m.' 

WhiIe the existence of these two readings for embedded 'past perfects* certainly follows 
directly from Hornstein's 'SOT nile', it is not obvious what independent support there 
is for it. This issue was already raised in our discussion of the 'past perfect' in chapter 
2. There we echoed Declerck (1991: 356) in noting that the ambiguity claimed for the 
'pst perfect' follows only if it is understood in derivational terms, as either the 'past' of 
a 'past' tense or the 'past' of a 'present perfect'; and that the ambiguity disappears once 
we bke it to express only 'anteriority in a ps t  domain.'48 Thus, like rnany of the other 
distinctions that Homstein has posited, this one appears to be an artefact of his analysis. 

We have thus seen that Hornstein's 'neo-Reichenbachian' analysis, while offering 
important insights into the nature of 'backshift' - particularly the conneetion between 
'unshified' readings and temporal independence, as rnanifested in the 'present under 
past' and other constructions - nevertheless founders on its derivational claim. 
However, since the insights of this analysis transcend the limitations of the analysis 
itself, they will play a crucial rôle in the proposal to be offered later in the chapter. The 
challenge wili be to incorporate them into this proposal while avoiding the difficulties 

associateci with Homstein's derivational assumptions. 

1.3.2.3. AN 'INTERPRETA~IVELY SENSITIVE' ACCOUNT: OGiHARA 1989 

The last derivational analysis that we shail examine, that presented in Ogihara 1989, 
brms part of what is basicaiiy a sernantic treatrnent of tenses in complex sentences. As 
such, it is the most sophisticated attempt to address the intapretative issues of 'present 
under pst' constructions within a derivational analysis. Ogihara recognizes a central 

-- - 

48 We shall be îaking up this point again in our discussion of R i e  1986 in $2.1 below. 



problem in standard derivational treatments of this construction (like those proposed by 

Comrie and Baker). This problem - which our earlier examination also revealed - is 
that the interpreîation of this construction is substantially different fiom that of its 
'backshified' ' p s t  under past' counterpart, whose d-structure it is purported to share. 

This is illustrated in the two pairs of examples, corresponding to the surface and D- 
structure represltations of these two constructions, given in (64): 

(64) a. John said that Mary was pregnant. [with a simultaneous readingl 
a'. D-s: John PAST say that Mary PRES be pregnant. 
b. John said that Mary is pgnant. 
b'. US: John PAST say that Mary PRES be pregnant. (ibid., 84, (14)) 

The problem, then, is that the semantic component of the grammar has no basis 
for distinguishing between sentences like those in (64a) and (64b), since their d- 

structures (and corresponding logical f o m )  are the same Ogihara's solution is a simple 
one: he proposes that the tense node in English rnay be specified for one of three 
different values: 'present', 'past', and 'null' ('0') (ibid., 85). This provides distinct 
syntactic representations for such sentences, to which the semantic component can then 
assign distinct intqretations. 

The mechanism that Ogihara proposes49 to cash out this distinction is that of 
'taise deletion*, a rule which applies at LF (after 'quantifier raising', for rasons which 
we shall be discussing in 8 1.4), 'deletling] a tense under identity with the immediately 
higher tense' (ibid, 100). His formulation of this rule is given in (65): 

(65) TENSE FEATURE DELEUON: 

At the level of Logical Form, a tense morpheme a can be deleted if and only if 
the following conditions are satisfied: there are tense features a and $, a has 
the feature y, @ and y have the same features, and $ is the local tense feature of 
y. This mie applies after QR has applied. (ibid., 252-53) 

'Tense deletion' thus operates on embedded IP structures as follows: it targets an 
mbedded tense with the same D-structure taise specification - 'past' or 'present' - 
as the rnatrix tense, and deletes the embedded tense morpheme, leaving its tense node 
with a '0' value. This operation is shown in (66): 

49 He considers hw o h  propaçPls. both involving û-ansformations tbat apply before S-~tnicture 
- oœ a mie of tense debtion and copying (ibid, 7û-û3), the 0 t h  a nile of tense copying (ibid, 8% 
88) - before Pmving at this O=. 



(66) John said that Mary was si& 
a. D-STRUCTURE: John P A ~ T  say that Mary PAS'  be sick 
b. TENSE DELETION: John PAsT Say that Mary 0 be sick 

(base. on ibid, 123, (49)) 

The effect of this rule is to m a t e  an LF configuration that represents a 'simultaneous' 
reading; Ogihara's idea here is that the '0' value indicates a present time with respect to 
the matrix terise, recalling traditional logical representations of tense, in which the 

'present' tense is given no expression (ibid, 90). As such, the rule preserves the insight 
of standard 'backshift' analyses of SOT 'that the complement clause is interpreted 
relative to the matrix tense' (ibid, 90). (The rule even preserves the basic 'shifting' 
operation of 'backshifi', though now executing it 'backwards', so that the tmse value 
signailhg simultaneity of matrix and ernbedded clause 'situations' appears at the end, 
rather than the beginning, of the derivation (ibid, IOO).) 

Given the rule's requirement for a matching of tenses, it can readily account for 
the absence of a 'simultaneous' readng with 'present under past' constructions (in 
which Ogihara includes the 'perfed perfect' and other tenses, as we shali see), as weli 
as with the 'past under present' construction (ibid, 276). The different specifications of 

the two tense nodes in the 'present under past' constniction, for example, prevent the 
Iower tense from king subjed to tense deletion, as indicated in (67): 

(67) John said that Mary is sick 

a. D-STRUCTURE: John PAST say that Mary PRES be sick 
b. [U + p; TENSE DELETION does not appiy] 

The 'present' morpheme in the embedded tense node acmrdingly remains part of the LF 
representation of the sentence, triggaing another LF rule which ensures an interpreîation 
distind from that assigned to its '0'-tensed counterpart,M 

In addition, simply by stipulating that 'tense deletion' is optional, Ogihara's 
analysis is also able to account for non-applications of the nile in which matrix and 
embedded tenm do match, as in the 'anterior' 'pst unda pst' construction. Here, just 
as in constructions with 'unmatching' m a t h  and embedded tensa, the rule's non- 
application leaves the embedded tense with its original value, and thus with a logical 
form distinct h m  the 'simultaneous' 'pst under pst' construction: 

50 l3e details of this second de, an 'Aux copying d e '  wùich applies to the 'presentP-valued but 
iMt to the '0'-valued tense node and of the aansiation of the hvo LFs into intensionai logic will aot 
conceni us here; for furtber discussion, see ibid. 327-28.342. 



(68) John said that Mary le& 
a. BSTRUCTWRE: John P m  Say that Mary PAST ieave 
b. [TENSE DELEïiON does net apply] 

One 'matchhg tense' construction, however, presents a signifiant complication 
for this analysis. This is the 'future under future' construction, which, as we saw 

=lier, does not have a 'simuftaneous' reading - this rading king available, instead, 
for a 'present' tense embedded under a future. O g h  deals with this complication by 
positing that wili does not represent a distinct 'future' tense, but rather the catenation of 
a 'present' tense morpheme with what he caiis 'woll', 'the future auxihy ' .  (This 
auxiliary rnay alsu combine with a 'pst'  tense morpheme, resulting in wouldJ51 This 
solves the problem handily: since will is analyseci as a 'present' tense fom, a 'future 
under future' construction like that in (69) is assigned a D-structure representation like 
that in (69a), which may or may not undergo 'tense deletion', as shown in (69b) and 
(69b'), respedively: # 

(69) John wiii say that Mary wiii lave. 
a. D-STRUCTURE: John PRES+WOU say that Mary PRES+WOU l a v e  
b. TENSE DELEIlON: John PRES+WOU say that Mary 0+woll leave 
b'. [TENSE D ~ O N  does not apply] 

Since the 'future a d i a r y '  is preserved in both derivations, each is associated with a 
reading according to which Mary's leaving is after John's saying? 

Conversely, the 'simultaneous' reading available to the 'present under future' 
construction anses strzightfonrardly from the deietion of the embedded 'present' tense, 
as shown in (70): 

(70) John will say that Mary is si& 
a. D - S T R u m :  John PRES+WOU say that Mary PREs be sick 
b. TENSE DELEIlON: John PRES+WOU say that Mary 0 be sick 

In addition, the possibiiity of a temporally 'independent' reading of the embedded 
'present' tense, which we observed in 81.3.1.1.3, rnay be captured in terms of the non- 

application of 'taise deletion' to this teme 

51 Esseaticilly the same p p o d  is made iu Heny 1982: 123, 129. 
52 Alîhough the ciifference in the values of the respective embedded teases wiü signal a slight (ad 

nther impiausibIe) différence in ttteir interpretations. While Ogihara does mt bat this example 
exphciîiy, his discussion of the difkence between 'ptsi?nt' and '0' teme vaIues suggests îhaî the 
sentence coninining the f m  moqheme wiii be reaâ as a & rc attitude report of Mary's leaving. and 
îhe senterre CO- the latter as a de dicm report. (See Ogibara's discussion of such a de re reading 
far the 'anteriot' 'pas d e r  pst' consbuction ot ibid.. 348.) 



Thus, here as elsewhere, the syntactic representations that Ogihara posits ensure 
results that are appropriate for his semantic analysis. However, these results are 
purchased at the cost of some plausibility to the syntactic foundations of this analysis. 
This is most evident in his treatment of will forms. Despite the utility of his claim that 
they are 'present9-tensed forms of an auxiliary woll, Ogihara offers no independent 
support for this claim. This is a serious omission, given that we have already seen many 
rasons for treating it as a 'future' tense marker- In fact, there is little reason to believe 
that such a non-finite 'future' auxiliary exists in English. If it did, then we would aped 

it to appear in such contas as that given in (71b), on the analogy of non-finite b e  and 
be. But such a form is, of course, unattesteci: 

(71) a. It seems that Joe wiii stay for the weekend. 
b. * Joe seems to woll stay for the weekend. 

(72) a. It seems that Joe has left for the weekend. 
b. Joe seems to have left for the weekend. 

(73) a. It seems that Joe is gone for the weekend 
b. Joe seems to be gone for the weekend. 

Nor does the claim for such an auxiliary, or for the 'tense deletion' analysis of the 
'present under Future' construction which it guarantees, stand up well to cross-linguistic 
scnitiny. The markers of the 'future' in French, for example, are clearly integrated into 
its tense morphology, and are thus not amenable to Ogihara's analysis as 'present'- 
tensed auxiliaries. Yet just like their English counterparts, they may have a 
'sirnultaneous' reading in construction with a lower 'present'-tensed verb (Pascal 
Amsih, personal communication), as the gloss of the sentence in (74) suggests: 

(74) Joe dira que Trish est malade. 

'Joe will say that Trish is sick.' 

Since there is no plausible 'matching' of matnx and embedded tense forms here, it is 
difficult to attribute the avaiiability of this reading to a rule of 'tense deletion's3 

--  - 

53 The facts about French are even m<~le complicaceâ, since a seuteoce like that given in (7 1) above 
is the ooly one availabie to express the 'posterior with respect to a future' d n g  assi@ to a sentence 
like that in (69), the 'future under future' construction king unacceptable (Pascal Amsili, personal 
communication). Wbüe the anaiysis of these French constructions musi be left for future reseprch, we 
might note bere that this 'posterior' reading of the embedded '-nt' provides some mppnt for the 
claim in ch- 2 that the French 'present' tense is unspecüied for either anteriority or posteriority. 



Issues of plausibility likewise arise with respect to Ogxhara's treatment of the 
'past' tense. We saw earlier that the temporal relation between clauses in a 'pst under 
pst' construction may be determinecl o n  the basis of information contributed by the 
lexical properties of lllittrix and embedded verbs (and the latter's arguments), the latter 
verb's aspedual morphology, temporai adverbiais, and context. Yeî Ogihara's account 
of these constnidions, like Hoxnstein's, makes the availability of 'simultaneous' and 
'antezior' readings for this construction a mana of distinct syntactic representations for 
each reading, and thus independent of these factors, despite the evidence (as reviewed in 
$1.3.1.1.2) that each reading correlates with particular factors, and is not available for 
every 'past under ps t '  sentence. In other words, on Ogihara's (and Hornstein's) 
account, the availability of these two readings becornes an instance of ambiguity rather 
than indetenninacy, making the absence of one or the other reading in a given context 
essentiaily a coincidence requiring special explanation. (We shali be considering this 
issue in more detail below.) It =ms, thm, that Ogihara's treatment of 'pst*-tensed 
constructions also does n a  offer a mvincing piçture of their structure. 

Of course, one might respond that such issues are largely orthogonal to Ogihara's 
purpose, which is simply to capture the readings available to a class of sentences; and 
that such a one-sided attention to the syntacâic asswnptions and clairns of his anaiysis, to 
the exclusion of his semantic analysis, is sirnply unfair. To this we might respond in 
turn that such a view overlooks an obvious fad about linguistic explanation: this is that 

its goal is to explain natural Ianguage; and to the extent that it relies on devices that are 
poor models of the natural language phenomena to be explained, it cannot achieve this 
goal. Thus, if, as in the case that w e  have just examined, an account of some 
phenomenon has appealed to ambiguity rather than the more plausible alternative of 
indeienninacy, then in an important sense it has not truiy explained the interpretations of 
those sentences, since it has offered a poor mode1 of how these sentences come to have 
the interpretations that they do. (This is, of course, a clear implication of the 
McGilvray's theory of meaning, canvassed in chapter 1, according to which the 

meanings of expressions are detennhed by their syntax.) In Ogihara's anaIysis, 
however, the appeal to ambiguity is not always so innocuous; and we have nded 
instances in which the ambiguities that it generates are rather implausible ones. (This 
problem of 'artefadual' ambiguities besets Ogihara's treatment of relative clauses, in 
particular, as we shall see in 8 1.4 below.) 

In sum, Ogihara's derivational analysis of SOT, despite its sophistication, 
remains mired in the same sorts of ernpirical and meâhodologicai problems that we have 
already witnessed with other analyses. Perhaps the greatest problem that these analyses 
face, however, is one which we have yet to discuss. This is the problem of determinhg 
the 'triggers' for 'backshifi', which wiii be the topic of the next section. 



1 3.3. THE PROBLEM OF 'TRIGGERS' 

in the previous sections, we examined a numba of constmctions in which embedded 
tenses were either temporaiiy 'depeadent' or temporaiiy 'independent' of m a b  tenses, 
and a number of derivational analyses of these constructions. These analyses, we saw, 
all posited some kind of 'Sûr rule', to account for the properties of the former 
constnidions; and allowed for the possibiiiîy of its non-application, to amunt for those 

of the latter. Such claims were sufficient to handle 'backshifiing' effects observed in 
verb complement clauses. As it happens, however, such effects are not confined to these 
contexts; and thus require exphnation in terms of a more general formulation of their 
conditioning environments. Various studies that have considered this problem have 
offered just such a formulation. Yet the most adequate among hem give us the most 
reason to doubt that these are the conditioning environments of a syntaaic rule In dher 
words, the occurrence of 'backshifi' appears, in many instances, to be 'triggered' by 
non-syntactic factors; so that the claims made in some studies that it is confined to a 
s d  number of welidefhed syntacîic contexts are highly problematic ones. What ttÜs 
means, as we shall see below, is that the 'triggering' problem is probably the most 
intractable one for a derivational analysis of SOT. 

In al1 of the examples considered so far, the 'trigger' for the application of 
'backshift' to a given verb form has been a 'pas&'-tensed verb form in an imrnsdiately 
higher clause. This acwrds with Hornstein's (1990: 137-38) c lah  that the nile applies 
only to 'neighboring' clauses - a claim given further support by the possibilities for 
'shifting' in multiply embedded structures, illustrated in (75): 

(75) a. * John said that Harry believes that Frank would be here54 
b. John said that Hamy believed that Frank would be here. 
c. John said that Harry believed that Frank will be here. 
d. John said that Harry believes that Frank will be here 

(Hornstein 1990: 137, (33)) 

The fact that a verb fom intervaiing between two 'shifted' forms must itself be 'shified' 
demonstrates the 'locality ' of the mie's application. 

It tums out, however, that there are instances of 'backshift' that do not obey 
Homstein's 'neighbouring clause' principle. These include sentences like those in (76)- 
(77)' in which the rule appears to have 'skipped over' non-finite clauses, either 

Noie h t  this sentence (which prose in <wa discussion of terise operators in chapter 1) b have 
M acceptable reading if would is not taken to be a 'future in tbe past'. a is taken to be in the rnatrix 
clnuse of a mxe deeplyembedded sentence (James McGilvray, personal commuoi~n) .  



infhitiva.1 or gemdial (see eg. Rigter 1986: 127; Baker 1989: 455-56; Declerck 199 1 : 
175):55 

CI@ a. 

to teü us, '1 won't be able to attend the meeting .' 

to tell us that she wouldn't be able to attend the meeiing . 

(based on ibid, 455, (72)-(74)) 

(7) a. Bill regreîted telling Mary: '1 feei depressed.' 
b . Biii regreüed teiiing Mary that he felt depressed. 

(based on Declerck 199 1 : 175, (30)) 

As it happens, Hornstein's treatment of SOT does offer an solution to these examples, 
as we shall see in 82.3. However, it has little to say about more problematic examples 
like the sentences in (78)-(79), whose matrix clauses contain no explicitly 'pst'-tend 
forms, but instead 'present'-tensed forms whose meanings signal 'anterior' readings for 
the clauses embedded under them: 

(78) a. Joe has never said, '1 will be faithfuL' 
b. Joe has never said that he would be faithful. 

(based on Decerck 1991 : 29, (20)) 

(79) a. Bill regrets telling Mary: '1 feel depressed ' 
b . Bi11 regrets telling Mary that he felt depressd (Declerck 199 1 : 175, (30)) 

One generalization that brings these examples within the purview of 'backshifi' is 
that of Baker (1989), who proposes that the rule is induced 'whenever there is an 

5s Note, tm, that mote than aie ma-tinite ciaufe may interveae. as the sente= in (i) shows: 

(8 John hoped to be able to say that Peux wouldn't swallow any mire goldfish. 
(Baker 1989: 455, (73b)) 

Given that a çentence with more than two adjacent non-finite ciauses is difficult to understaad, we 
might assume that there is m synîactic consuaint on the number of  non-finite clauses îhat may 
intervene between the 'triggering' pst' texse f m  and its target 



"earlier" rime assignment associateci with a phrase higher up* (ibid, 456). This informal 
charaderization of the mie's environment certainly accounts for a l l  of the 'triggers' we 

have seen so far, and bridges the fonnaI clifferences between them. The diflïdty aises, 

however, with the attempt to translate this notion of 'earlier' into syntadic terrns. 
This difficulty is evident in Ogihara's (1989: 128-32) treatment of 'triggers*, 

which attempts to do just this, by means of the claim that ali  'triggers' of 'backshifi' are 
positively specified for the feature ~mst]. This means, for example, that the 'present 
perfect' is specified for this feature - a rather implausible view of this form, as we saw 
in chapter 2. i also means, evai less piausibly, that temporal adjectives like earlier are 
likewise specified for this feature, This c lah  follows fiom Ogihara's obsemation that 

they may serve as 'triggers' for 'backshifk' (Ogihara 1989: 130-31, 251), given 
contrasts like thaî in (80): 

(80) a. This contradicîs John's airlier claim that Mary wouid win the prize 
b . * Everyone is amused by John's current claim that Mary would win the prize. 

(ibid., 13 1, 132, (a), (61)) 

Ogihara observes correctly that the acceptability of would in (80a) but not (80b) is 
related to 'the fact that the time of the ciaim is earlier than the time of the matrix verb' in 

the former but not the latter example (ibid, 131). However, by tying the acceptability of 

the sentence in (80b) directly to the presence of earlier, Ogihara appears to have 
rnisstated the contribution of this adjective to the sentence's acceptability, &ken the 
acceptability of the foilowing sentaice: 

(81) This contradias John's daim that Mary would win the win. 

All that is required, as Ogihara himself has aiready noted, is that we understand John's 
c l a h  to have beeri made before the time of speech - which is precisely how we 
understand the 'situation* described in (81). in fact, the addition of an adjective like 

earlier is acceptable only when we wish to set  up a contrast between some earlier and 

some later claim of John's. This is because an earlier daim is not merely a 'claim made 
before now', but one that entails a later daim, which itself may have been made before 
the tirne of speech. Hence the acceptability of (82): 

(82) This contradids John's later claim that Mary would win the win. 

Given these considerations, Ogihara's attempt to give the various mntexts of 'backshift' 
a syntadic substrate is not a successful one. More than this, his citing of instances of 
'backshift' in noun amplement clauses reveals a context in which the nile would have 



no obvious syntactic 'trigger*, and thus does not appear to be the correct explmation of 

the 'shifting' effeas observed. 
W e  could still save Ogihara's claim by positing a [+ Past] counterpart for aU nouns 

that take cIausal complements - although such a move would not be a desirable one, 
since it would mean that such nouns are ambiguous, and not that they simply d d b e  
events that may be understood to take place at any contextually-salient time. However, 
there is yet andher class of problematic 'shifting* data which are not amenable even to 
this ad tioc solution. These are the data of 'free indirect speech' (Declex& 1991: 891,s 
in which 'the speaker represents things from the point of view of someone else', 
describing speech and thoughts without his or her mediation (ibid, 90). An example of 
such indirect discourse is given in (83a); its 'standard' indirect discourse counterpart is 
given for sake of comparison in (83b): 

(83) a. (One &y Mary's hther asked her about her plans for the future.) What did 
she intend to do afier the summer holi&ys? Would she be going to 

univasity? H e  and Mother had always hoped she would go to Oxford 

b. (One &y Mary's hther asked her about her plans for the funire.) He wanted 
to know what she intended to do after the summer holidays. He asked if 
she would be going to univers@. He added that he and Mother had always 

hoped she would go to Oxford (Declerck 1991: 90, (1 48b, a)) 

As the passage in (83a) shows, clauses in 'free indirect speech' are temporally 
subordinated to some 'orienting' discourse (in this case, given in parentheses) without 
being syntactically subordinated to it; whereas their wunterparts in (83b) are al1 
embedded under 'past'-tensed v d s .  The former group of clauses, however, exhibit the 
very same 'shifting' effects as the latter. In other words, what we find here are 
'backshified' verbs in unembedded clauses, for which no syntactic 'trigger' can exist 
that does n d  apply across sentential boundaries. Unless we are willing to countenance 
an ad hoc 'discome mie* with precisely the same effect as 'backshift',57 or to abandon, 
at great cost to syntactic theory, the assumption that the sentence is the domain of 
syntactic rules, then the only conclusion that we can draw from these data is that 

56 Tbis is a translation of Bally's (1912) coinage, 'style indirea libre'. (See Declerck 1991: 89, IL 
98.) 

57 Jackendoff offers the same reasoning for taking binding to be 'a relation stated over cooceptual 
stmîure' (Jackedoff 1990: 70). ïbat is, since binding effects exist that mus be expressed in temis of 
'coacephial structures' in any case, the simplest theory M d  be one that treats boih these a d  more 
clearly 'syntactic' binding effects in terrns of a single set of conditions. For discussion, see e.g. 
Jackendoff 1990: 66-70. 



'backshift' is uitimately not a syntacîic mle, and that the SOT phenomena that it has been 
enlisted to explain must have a different source.58 

1.4. & L A M  CLAUSES 

The data that we have just encountered, then, pose virtualiy intractable problems for the 
claim that 'backshift' applies only in well-defined syntactic environments; and thus cast 
serious cbubt on the empirical adequacy of the derivational approach to SOT as a whole. 
Given these difficulties, we might be inclined to view with some suspicion the 
subsidiary cIaims that have been offered to butîress a clah for 'backshift'. One of these 
concans the types of syntacîic environments that license 'backshift': the clah is that the 
rule does aot apply to al1 embedded clause structures, but only to the class of 
complement clauses. Though we have seen evidence that noun as well as verb 
complement clauses pattem similady, the focus of this claim as it appears in the literature 
has been the amtrast between verb complement clauses and fmite relative clauses, with 

their gross structural differences - in particular, the presence of an NP intervening 
between tensed P s  in the latter but not the former - being posited as the source of 
observed differences in their respedive temporal interpretations. As it happas, this 
daim is not specific to derivational analyses of SOT phenomena, but is also shared by 
non-derivational analyses such as Enç 1987.59 Accordingiy, this daim must be assessed 
independently of any particular claims about SOT itself. 

By way of broaching this issue, we might note that there is no question of the 
significance of the syntactic differences between verb complement and finite relative 

clauses, whose effects with respect to syntactic processes such as movement can be 
readily discerned. This is dernonstrated in the following examples, in which wh- 
movemait h m  the latter but not the former gives rise to 'subjacency effects': 

(84) a. J o e  said that the man liked his comic b k s .  
b. Whâti did Joe say [, ti that L the man liked t;]]? 

(85) a. loe saw the man who liked his cornic books. 
b . * Whati did Joe see the man who liked ti]]? 

58 In k t .  the observation that 'backshifting' applies across sentence boundaries must lead us to 
reject any a ~ l y s i s ,  derivational or mnderivatiod, that posits a syntactic reiation between a 
'bacbhifted' tense and some higher element to account fcx 'backhifting' effixts. We shaii be retuming 
to this point in 382-3 below. 

59 One important exception is Abusch 1988, which points to independent factors that cut across the 
differem between these hvo constnictioos. We shall be examining aspects of this p q o s d  below. 



The question, then, is only wheiher this stnidural difference is the key to the respective 

temporal interpretations available to these clause types, or whether they may be 
atîributed to independent factors, If these different interpretations, which we shall be 

examinhg presentiy, are indeed due to the latter, then an adequate analysis of tense 
interactions must, of course, take them into account. If, however, they are related to 
other properties of these constructions, then a much simpler analysis of tense 

interactions becomes possible. As we shaiï see, there is subsbntial support for the iatter 
possibility . 

1.4.1. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN RELATiVE AND COMPWENT CLAUSES 

in assessing tkis clairn about relative and complement clauses, it is important to 
recognize the rather subt1e differences in behaviour that it is seeking to tie to their 
differmces in smcture. This becomes clear h m  the fact that relative and complement 
clause constnidions display iargdy the same patterns with respect to various salient 
features of tense behaviour. in parti&, each permits the same c&currence of tense 
forms, as we can see from the foilowing series of examples: 

(86) RELATIVE CLAUSES: 

a. under prescrit: 

1. Joe hates the people who never buy his comic books. 
ii. Joe (now) likes people who (once) refused to buy his çomic books. 
iii. Joe (now) likes people who had (once) refuseci to buy his comic books. 
iv. Joe hates the people who will never buy his çomic books. 
v. Joe hates the people who would never buy his cornic books. 

b. under pst: 
1. Seth spoke to a man who never buys Joe's comic books. 
ii. Seth spke to a man who never bought Joe's cornic books. 
iii. Seth spoke to a man who had never bought Joe's comic books. 
iv. Seth spoke to a man who will never buy Joe's comic books. 
v. Seth spoke to a man who would never buy Joe's comic books. 

c. under future: 
1. Chester wiil meet a man who never buys Joe's comic books. .. u. Chester will meet a man who never bought Joe's cornic books. 
iii. Chester will meet a man who had never bought Joe's comic books. 
iv. Chester will meet a man who would never buy Joe's comic books. 



(87) COMPLEMENT CLAUSES 

a. under present: 
x. Joe says that many people refuse to buy his comic books. 
. . 
LI. Joe says that many =le (once) refused to buy his wmic books. 
üi. Joe says that many people had (once) refused to buy his mmic books. 
iv. Joe says that many people will never buy his comic books. 
v. Joe says that many people would never buy his comic books. 

b. under pst: 

1. Seth said that many people refuse to buy Joe's comic books. 

ü. Seth said that many people refused to buy Joe's comic books. 

iii. Seth said that many people had refused to buy Joe's cornic books. 
iv. Seth said that many people will refuse to buy Joe's comic books. 

v. Seth said that many people would refuse to buy Joe's comic books. 

c. under future: 
1. Chester will admit that many of his friends are disgusted by Joe's 
. . 
II. Chester will admit that many of his friends were disgusted by Joe's 
iii. Chester wiil admit that many of his friends had been disgusted by 

Joe's 1s t  comic book. 
iv. Chester will admit the many of his friends will never buy Joe's comic 

books. 
v. Chester wiii admit the many of his fnends would never buy Joe's 

comic books. 
Each also pennits both 'dependent' and 'independent' readings of embedded tenses with 
matrix 'pas&' and 'future' tenses (and exhibits no such a distinction with matrix present 
tenses). We have seen examples of these readings for complement clauses in 

55 1.3.1.1.2-3; some of these are repeated in (88H89) below: 

(88) 'DEPENDENT' READINOS: 

a. underpast: 
1. Joe said that the buliet hit the target. 
.. u. J o e  said that the builet had hit the target.@ 
iii. Joe said that the bullet would hit the target. 

b. under future: 
i. Chester will know that he is drunk. 

* I am nssumiog fm the purposes of this discussion that the 'past perfect' is the 'shifted' form of 
the pst', d thus a 'depeodeat' form. 
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ii. The police will find wt that you w m  staying here today, and not in 
iii. Chester will say that he will be finished soon. (= (47a-c)) 

(89) 'INDEPENDENT' READINGS: 

a underpast: 
1. Joe  said that he loved TrisSi. 
.. (= (39a)) 
u. Joe said that he would enjoy going to the Caribbean Music Festival. 

b. under fuîure: 
i. One day John will regret that he is treating me like this. 
ii. The police wüi ôeüeve that he was killd yesterday. 
iii. Chester will admit that none of his firiends will buy Joe's wmic 

books.61 (= (48a-4) 

Andogous examples of these two readings for relative clauses are given below: 

(90) 'DEPENDENT' READINGS: 

a. underpast: 

1. Seth finally caught the guy who stole his laundry. 
.. 
II. Seth nnally caught the guy who had stolen his laundry. 
iii. Seth saw the guy who would one &y try to steal his laundry. 

b. under future: 
i. Seth will spot the man who is wearing Joe's jacket. 
ii. Chester will meet the man who refused to buy Joe's cornic books. 
iii. Chester wiil find someone at the party who will give him a li ft home 

(9 1) 'INDEPENDENT' READINGS: 

a. underpast: 
1. Seth saw the man who was just hae. 
. . 
il. Seth was the kind of guy who would enjoy a Caribbean Music Festival. 

b. unda future: 
1. Scâh will M y  meet the wornan who lives down the street from you. 
. . 
II. Chester wili meet a woman who knew Joe as a teenager. 
iii. Chester will ta& to someone who will never buy Joe's comic books. 

61 This sentence seems able to receive '&pendeni' and 'independent' readiqs with quai esse. 
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Where relative and complernent clauses do appear to differ, however, is with 
respect to the temporal ordering of same-tensed clauses. As a number of authors have 
observed (e.g. Declerck 199 1: 138; Enç 1987: 638; Homstein 1990: 138; Ladusaw 
1977; Ogihaxa 1989: 101), relative ciause constnictions like that in (92), with rnatrix and 
ernbedded 'past* tenses, may be understood to describe a relation of simultaneity, 
anteriority, or posteriority berween the 'situation* described by the relative clause and 
that deScnbed by the matrix clause: 

(92) We spoke to the man who was crying. (Enç 1987: 638, (16)) 

Sirnilar effects may be observed when both clauses contain 'future* tenses, as the 
sentence in (93) shows: 

(93) We wilI speak to the man who will be crying. 

Interestingly, these effects may persist even when the order of clauses is reversed 

@eclerck 1991: 138): 

(94) a. We spoke to îhe man who was crying. 

b. The man who was crying spoke to us. 

(95) a. We will speak to the man who wilJ be crying. 
b. The man who wili be crying will speak to us. 

In contrast, the temporal ordahg of clauses in verb cornplernent consîructions 
appears to be rnuch more resbicted For example, the embedded clauses in the t h e  
sentences in (96) can be interpreted oniy as describing 'situations* that are respectively 
simultaneous, anterior, and posterior to those described by their rnatrix clauses: 

(96) a. Joe told them that he was working. 
b. Chester said that he bought the beer. 
c. Seth will say that he will bring the food 

Such examples thus demonstrate intriguing differences between relative and 

cornplement clause constructions. It rnight be argued, however, that the differences in 
question are not quite so dramatic as these particuk examples have suggested. This is 
because the temporal relation between rnatrix and embedded clauses, as we saw in our 
discussion of cornplement clauses, depends upon a number of syntadic, semantic, and 
pragmatic factors independent of the syntactic structure of the construction itself. These 



factors rnay lead to a temporal ordering of clauses which is respectively more resbicted 
and les  resûicted than the reIative and complement clause wnstmctions given in (92)- 
(96). The rôle of these factors will become clearer once we examine these examples 

more closely, and compare them with various minimally different counterparts. 
Let us begin with the sentence in (92)' and seek to trace the source of its clauses' 

striking 'temporal fieedom'. Now, given our discussion of 'bounded* and 'unbounded' 
complement clauses in 5 1.3.1.12, in which we noted the ability of the latter to license 
'simultaneous' readings, we might suspect that the 'unbounded' readings of the 
embedded clause in this sentence - attributable to the 'progressive* form of the 
embedded verb cry, which is Iexically a 'proces' verb - is largely responsible for the 
availability of this reading here. This suspicion is c o n h e d  when we replace the 
'progressive' form of cry with the 'simple' form, as in (97a), since here the 
'simultaneous* reading - unless we take this to include an 'habitual' reading for the 
embedded clause, which is acceptabIe (Car1 Vogel, persona1 communication)62 - 
becomes much les  accessible63 We obsuve an even sharper contrast when we replace 
cry with an 'eventive' predicate, as in (97b), since in this case the 'simultaneous' 
reading completely disappears:64 

(97) a. We spoke to the man who cried. 
b. We spoke to the man who broke the window. 

Notice, however, that 'anterior' and 'posterior' readings remain unaffected through 
these modifications, and are therefore as salient for the sentences in (97) as they are for 
that in (92). On these grounds, we can take these two readings to be quite stable 
concomitants of relative clause constructions; and thus to contrast with the 
'simultaneous' reading, whose availability appears to be dependent upon additional 
factors - in particular, those that contribute to an 'unbouded' treading for the relative 
clause. 

It should be recognized, though, that contextual and 0 t h  pragmatic hctors may 
conspire to m&e one of these two more 'stable' readings highly marked or even 
unmailable. Consider the following sentences, whose most salient interpreâations are 
those in which the man hit Joe first, and Joe hit the man first, respectively: 

(98) a. loe swore at the man who swore at him. 
b. The man whom Joe swore at swore at him. (based on ibid, (44)) 

62 We shall be examinhg the interpreiation of 'simultaneous' 'sinrations' furttier in 825.3 below. 
63 To the extent that tk 'simple' fonn ciur scceptably iridicate a 'simultaneous* readiog. it seems to 

impart a highly formal, 'litaary' tom to the sentence. 
64 A similar point is made in A b w h  1988: 12. a 5. 



While the 'antezior' readings are hardly unavaïlable - imagine, say, a context for (9th) 
in which Seth is explainhg to Chester that the man who has just sworn at Joe has 
simply reciprocated Joe's earlier outbm - they seem difficult to recover once one has 

conceived of the situations in the t e m p d y  'opposite' way. And pragmatic eff- are 
catainly in evidence in examples like the one bdow, adduced by Abusch (1988: 3): 

(99) John suspecteci fhat the man who killed him was behind the door. 
(based on Abusch 1988: 3, (9))65 

Here, of course, John's suspecting must precede his being killed. This observation 
highlights a simple, though fiequently overlooked, point: this is that non-syntactic 
factors like those at play here are crucial in assessing the nature of a sentence's 
unacceptability. (Attention to non-syntacticbo factors wiil, in fact, be the key to the 

account of the ciifferences between comptement and relative clauses that we s h d  be 
canvassing below.) 

The examples of relative clause construdions that we have just seen indimte that 

the 'temporal freedom' of th& clauses may be restricted in various ways. Conversdy, 
we find examples of complement clause consmmions, discussed -lier in this study, in 
which the temporal ordering of clauses is considerably less restricted than in the 
examples above. These include smtences like the ones in (100): 

(100) a. Joe said that the train lefi at 5 o'clock. 
b. Joe hoped that the buliet hit the target. 

nie sentence in (100a) has two readings, which assign its clauses two different temporal 
orderings: the standard 'anterior' reading, according to which the train's leaving 

precedes Joe's saying; and the 'scheduling state' reading, described in chapter 2, 
accordhg to which the train's Ieaving is scheduled for some (contextually determineci) 5 
o'clock after Joe's saying. The sentence in (100b), repeated from (40a), likewise 

65 The original sentence on whicb this o œ  is based is given betow 

(3 John suspected that a man who U e d  him wps behind the doar. 

While this sentence is certaidy maccepiable. as ~busct i  (1988: 3) mtes, this seems due. in large part, 
to the indennite article in the object NP. since this suggem a lack of specificity about the i&ntity of 
the LiUer which is at odds with the meauing of the sentence as a whole. This problem appears Io vanish 
when UR replace tbe indefinite &le with a definite one, since this does permit a specific madbg for 
the NP. Accordingly, the version of the sen&- given in the text. which contains a &finite article, is 
(on my judgemnt, at any rate) acceptable. A similar @lem is preseat in ooe of the sentences addwed 
by Hornstein (1990: 142). which we shaii be discussing betow. 

66 At l e s t  in the m w e r  sense in which this term describes phrase-structurai ad mt stricîly 
lexical properties. Siace this maüer will ultimately turn on the latter properties, we might say that the 
key firctors will stiii be syntactic ories in the braa&r sense. 



exhibits two reaciings respecîively associated with different temporal orderings, as noted 
in 5 1.3.1.1.2: one in which the buiiet's hitting the target precedes and one in which it 
follows Joe's hoping.67 

We have also seen examples of 'future under future' mnstmctions that permit a 
relation of anteriority to hold beîween mbedded and matrix clause 'situations': 

(101) Little Wdt will regret thaî he will be t a U  

If we imagine a context for this sentence in which Little Wilt 's parents, MI very tail 
people, are refleaing upon their son's inevitable future, then the two 'situations' appear 
to be independent of each other, with that descnbed by the embedded ciause holding, for 
pragmatic rasons, prior to that descnbed by the m a t h  clause 

Examples like those in (97)-(101) thus offa a somewhat more muted pidure of 
the differences between relative and complement clause constructions than the one which 
we saw earlier. What does still seem tme, however, is that relative clauses constructions 
are generaily les  temporally restrided than complement clauses; and the instances that 
we have seen in which this fails to hold are more the exception than the nile. There is 
&O an interesthg diffaence bdween these oonstructions that surfaces in 'present under 
pst' sentences like that in (102)' as Enç (1987: 638) nota: 

(102) John insulteci the man who is walking toward us. (ibid., (19)) 

This is that these sentences do not require the embedded clause 'situation' to extend 
from the time of the matrix clause 'situation' to the time of speech, unlike th& 

counterparts with cornplexnent clauses. Enç takes this faa as strong evidence that the 
tenses of relative but not complement clauses can be temporaliy 'independent' of the 
tenses of their respective matrix clauses. We have already found good reason to see this 

claim - which Enç shares with other authors, as we have already noted - as too 
sttong; and have considered the possibility that the effects observai by Enç may be due 
not to structural differences between these two constructions themselves, but to 
independent factors related to the kinds of verbs that select complement clauses. We 
shall be exploring these issues in the foiiowing sections. 

1.4.1.1. SOME RECENT ACCOUNTS 

One of the observations that we made in the previous section was that certain reiative 
clause constructions permitted the temporal relation between the 'situations' described 

67 ï he  posibiiity of these readings for the sentences in (100) appears to be rother sbong evidence 
against Abusch's (1988: 3) c lah that cornpiement clauses camiot receive a 'fowrd shif?ed r e m ' .  



by matrix and embedded clauses to be that of simultaneity, anteriority, or posteriority. 
One means of capturing this obsavation which bas been popuiiu in the formai semantics 
literature is that of scopal arnbiguity (cg. Ladusaw 1977; Ogihara 1989: 10lff.; 
Richards 1982: 86). More specificaily, the three temporal orderings are expressed in 
terms of different scope assignmeats for the relativized NP and each of the two tenses, 
which are represented as sententiai operators. h Ogihara's (1989: 101 fi.) version of this 
analysis, the scope assignments in question are detamincd by the LF rule of 'quantifier 
raising' (QR), in a version which permits quantificational NPs to be adjoined to VPs or 
Ss. The LF representations of the three orderings in question, shown after the 
application of QR and Ogihara's nile of 'tense deletion', are given in (103): 

(103) John saw a man who was laughing. 
a. E Grpk a man (g.who PAST be hughg]] John PAST see 4 1  
b. John PUT 1, a man E-who 0 be laughingll [w see a 
c. John PUT [, [NeL a man L.who PAST be laughingl] [, see eL]1 

(ibid., 101, (2î)) 

These representations respeaiveiy permit the man's laughing to obtain (i) 'at any time 
before the speech time'; (ii) simultaneously with John's seeing the man; and (i) at 'any 
tirne before the time of John's seeing the man' (ibid, 101). 

Ogihara's description of the three predicted readings reveals some serious 
difficulties with this approach (aside from those associated with the operator account of 
tenses generally, as describeci in chapter 1). Perhaps the most giaring is that it 
overgenerates readings, just as Ogrhara's analysis of complement clause constructions 
did Since the first representation, which assigns a 'wide scope' reading to the 
relativized NP, 'locates both the time of the man's hughing and the time of John's 
seeing him in the past of the speech time', ihus leaving 'these two tim es... unordaed 
with respect to each other', it subsumes the readings given by the other two 

representations. Thus, the latter 'cb not strike native speakers as independent readings' 
(ibid, 1 17, 119). And since the analysis predids these three readings, it also predids 
that they each should be available for any 'past under past' relative clause construction. 
However, as we have already seen, the 'simuitaneous' reading is rather restricted, being 
available only when the embedded clause describes an 'unbounded' 'situation'. 

As Ogihara's own remarks seem to acknowledge, the most straightforward 
account of the different temporal relations expressed by relative clause constructions is 
one according to which rnatrix and embedded tenses '[express] no more than that the 
event refmed to took p1ac.e in the p s t '  (Declerck 1991: 5). In other words, the two 
tenses simply do not specifj the temporal orda of the 'situations' that theu respective 
clauses describe. It follows, then, that 'any temporal ordering can be evoked' 



(Hornstein 1990: 138), given appropriate grammatical and contextual support. These 
considerations reveal the 'scope analysis' of relative and complement clauses to be an 
unsatisfying one. 

The task that we must now face, of course, is to determine how the temporal 
indetenninacy of relative clause constructions should be described, and whether this 
description should distinguish hem h m  complement clause constructions. The 
analyses of Enç (1987) and Hornstein (1990) are among those that do attempt to relate 
this indeterminacy to structural properties distinctive of relative clauses. Because Enç's 
analysis is beseî with technical problems, we shall postpone discussion of it until 
gg2.5.1-3, where we shall be treating her 'binding-theoretic' approach as a whole. We 
might turn instead, then, to Homstein's analysis of relative clauses. 

Hornstein proposes that the temporal indeterminacy of relative clause 
constructions is relatai to the inability of relative clause tenses to be linked to matrix 

tenses via his 'SOT d e ' ,  and thus to bear 'shifted' readings. in other words, since the 
former tenses cannot be interpreted relative to the latter ones, they must be interpreted 
relative to the time of speech. Hornstein attributes this inability to the mure of relative 
and matrix clauses to meet this rule's 'neighbouring clause' requirement, which was 
described earlier. This is because the forma is embedded in an NP, and is thus not 
adjacent to the maûk clause. What this means is that 'the temporal interpretation of the 
finite relative clause is independent of the temporal interpreîation of the matrix', so that 
'their relative temporal ordering is not constrained by the tense system at all' (ibid, 
138). 

We have already seen reasons to be scegtical about Hornstein's analysis of relative 
clauses. As we noted tzarlier, Hornstein's 'neighbouring clauses* requirement for 
'backshift' is too strong, since this rule may apply across non-finite clauses, as the 
sentences in (76) above have shown. While it is possible that these clauses are 
'transparent' to this rule, whereas NPs are not, sentences like those given in (90) 
suggest that standard 'backshifting' effects do indeed surface in relative clause 
consîrudions. As we shall s e .  a closer examination of Hornstein's evidence for this 
analysis k d s  our scepticism to be warranted, since this evidence, like that marshalled 
for his original claim about SOT, turns out to be deeply problematic. 

Hornstein's first pieces of evidence for his analysis are the following sentences 
from Enç 1987: 638 (the latter presented above as (102)): 

(104) a. John insulted the man who is walking toward us. (Enç 1987: 638, (19)) 
b. We spoke to the man who was crying. 

Here Hornstein observes that the first sentence does not constrain the temporal ordering 
of the 'situations' respedively described by the matrix and relative clauses; and that the 



second sentence deterniines the time of the dative clause to be that of the moment of 
speech. Both of these observations are consistent with his claim, and provide good 

evidence that the embedded tenses in each sentence are temporally 'independent' of their 
respective matrix tenses. Yet neither observation provides any real support for 
Homstein's claim that a clifference &sts in the temporal behaviour of relative and 

complement clause constructions. This is because a 'dependent' reading of the 

embedded tense in the former sentence is similarly unavaiIable in 'present under pst' 
complernent clause constnictions, as we have already seen; and because the analysis that 
he offers for the latter sentence couId jusî as easily be applied to complement clause 
constnictions like tbat in (105), which purportedly displays the effects of 'backshift': 

(105) Tnsh said that Joe was crying. 

In other words, the two 'past' tense forms in a sentence like this one could also be 
analysai as imposing no temporal ordering on the 'situations' described by their 
respective clauses, the enect of simulaneity derking h m  the 'unbounded' embedded 
clause 'situation* and amtextuai factors. (Such a possibility has, in faa, been explored 
in some studies (see Declerck 199 1: 159 for discussion and references), and will fom 
an integral part of the analysis to be presented in 83.) 

Hornstein does offer further evidence for his daim, however, in the form of 
contrasts beîween 'pst under past' and 'present under future' relative and complement 
clause constructions. He gives these examples of the former (which include sentences 

with would, since he takes this to be the 'shifted' version of will, as already noted): 

(106) a. John is in New York in a week. 
b. The Bruins play the ûilers in two days. 
c. * Frank met a man who was in New York in a week. 
ci. * Frank met the team that played the Oilers in two days. 
e. 1 said that I was in New York in a week. 
f. Biii thought that the Bruins pkiyed the Oilers in two days. 

g. John has spoken to the man who will win. 
h. * John has spoken to the man who would win. (ibid., 139, (35)) 
i. John has said that Harry would win. (ibid, 221, n. 22) 

Hornstein argues that the pattern of acceptabity displayed in these sentences foiiows 
from the availability of his 'SOT mie' in the complement clause but not relative clause 
sentences. That is, the embedded ps t  tense forms in (106c-ci), which are 'true' 'pasts', 
cannot be modified by future-time-denohg adverbials without violating his CDTS; 
while those in (106&), which are underlying 'present' tenses, can be (ibid, 140). The 



unacceptability of the sentence in (106h) foilows fiom similar considerations: while the 
embedded tense form displays the effects of the 'SOT rule', this mle cannot apply 
between non-adjacent clauses, causing the sentence to be ungrammatical (ibid, 141). 

The difficulty here is that this evidence - iike other evidence that Homstein 
adduces - is rather unreliable. In this case, this is largdy because the pattenis exhibited 
are attributable to factors orthogonal to bis claim. As before, Hornstein employs the 
'scheduling state' construction in his examples; and so earlier comments about the 
mntextually-dependent nature of this çonstniction, and the difficulty of judging the 
grammaticality of decontextualized examples, apply here too. Moreover, the 
acceptability of this construction - pahaps because of its complex temporal properties 
and its relative rarity - also seems to be affeded by minar ciifferaices in lexical content. 
For example, the sentence given in (1û6a) does not @ace Hornstein) seem to be fully 
acceptable, probably because its main verb, unlike the simple forms of non-stative verbs 
which are more common in this construction, is a poor cue for the 'scheduling state' 
reading. (The acousticaIly janing effect of adjacent PPs with the same preposition might 
be anotha factor in this sentence's degradeci acceptability.) It is likely, then, that the 
unaccepîability of the sentence given in (106c), in which the 'pst'-tensed version of the 
sentence in (106a) figures as a relative clause, is at least partly attributable to these 
factors. This derives some support from the greater acceptability of the sentence in 
(106d). in which these hctors are absent. That there is, however, yet another source of 
the unacceptability of the relative clause constructions in (106~-d), again orthogonal to 
that which Hornstein has claimed, becornes cIear from sentences like the foflowing 
ones, which are distinctly odd, despite Hornstein's prediction that they be fully 
acceptable: 

(107) a D Frank met a man who is in New York in a week. 
b. D Frank met the team that plays the Oilers in two ciays. 

The oddness of these sentences appears to have a straightforward source: namely, the 
difficulty of imagining a context in which it would be appropriate to identify some 
discourse referent by means of such a transitory property. This explanation is lent 
further support by the similar oddness of the sentence in (log), from which the 
complicating factor of the 'scheduhg state' construction has been removed- 

(108) ? John met the man who would leave in a week. 

A sirnilar infelicity in the use of a relative clause appears to be the source of 
another contrast that Hornstein offers, as given below: 



(109) a. John said yesterday that Franlc would many Mary in a w& 
b. ?? A woman who Fred would marry in a week arrivai y ester&y . 

(Hornsîein 1990: 142, (42)) 

He traces this contrast, again, to siruchual ciifferences between relative and complement 
clause constructions - refleded, in this case, in a 'shified' interpretation of would in 
(109a) but not (109b). in other words, it is the 'unshifted' interpreîation of would in the 

latter sentence, according to Hornstein, that leads to its degraded acceptability, since this 
interpretaîion is 'incompatibie with the fume adverbial' (ibid, 142).68 This c l ah  about 
would, as we shall see presently, has litîle to recommend it. As it happens, a more likely 
source of the latter sentence's degraded acceptability is the presence of an indefinite 
article in the dativized NP, which leads to pragmatic oddness (at leasî in the absence of 
context), given cultural conventions of (reasonably long-term) monogamy. That this 
indefinite article is the tnie culpnt is suggested by the greater acceptability of the 
sentence in (1 IO), where this article has been replaced by a definite one: 

(1 10) The wornan who Fred would rnarry in a week anived yesterday. 

We just noted that Homstein's account of the sentences in (109) appeals to the 
daim that the would form in (109b), unlike that in (109a), does not result from the 
application of the 'SOT rule'. He makes the same claim with regard to the sentence in 
(1 1 la), taken from Dowty 1982: 30,6Q which he contrasts with that in (1 1 lb): 

(1 Il)  a. A child was born who would be king. (ibid., (1 9)) 
b. John said that the Bruins would win the Stanley Cup. 

(Hornstein 1990: 141, (41)) 

The basis of this claim, as Hornstein describes it for the sentences in (1 1 l), is that the 
use of a 'shifted' wouiü, as in (1 1 lb), does not determine the temporal location of the 
'situation' described by its clause relative to the 'situation' described by the matrix 

68 He aiso daims that this structural clifference; is behind the avaiiability of a reading for the 
sen!mce in (10%) - but nat (109b) - according to which Frank a d  Mary's weddiog is six days h m  
the moment of speech. But this coatrast is çurely due to the ciifference in the ordering of the two 
temporal adverbials in these sentences, siUce tbis reading becornes available when tbe adverbials are in 
the same arder: 

(0 A woman Prrived yesterday who Fred wadd many in a u e k .  

69 Th, example ihat Hornstein cites is the (somewbat Iess feiicitous) one given in (i): 

(9 A man who would be king was born. (Hanmein 1990: 141, (39)) 



clause; while the use of an 'unshifted' would, as in (1 1 la), does do so: the child 'whose 
birth is in the pas& has been crowned by the thne [(Il la)] has been uttered' (ibid, 141). 

However, Hornstein's remarks about the sentences in (1 11) are very much open 
to dispute, First of all, it is not clear that the sentence in (1 1 la) muId na be used, Say, 

in a narrative to describe the birth of Prince Charles's son Harry: 

(1 12) On a glonous &y for Engiand, a child was born who would one &y be King. 

if this sentence is acceptabIe on the intaidecl reading, then it has precisely the temporal 
properties that Hornstein has attributed solely to the cornpIement clause construction. 
However, even if one fond such a reading infelitictous, it is certainly possible to 
construd more acceptable relative clause sentences with the relevant propdes,  such as 
the foiiowing one: 

(1 13) J o e  was looking for a girlfiend who would put up with his obnoxious 
behaviour. 

Since there is no guarantee that Joe will ever find su& a girlfiend, this sentence also 
leaves the time of the 'situation' described by the relative clause unspecified in just the 
same way that its counterpart in (1 1 lb) does. 

These considerations leave Hornstein's claim about would with litîIe empirical 
support. But this, unfortuaately, is not its onIy problem: anotha is that it Ieaves the 

unacceptability of a sentence like that in (106h), repeated as (1 14), without an 
explanation: 

(1 14) * John has spoken to the man who would win. 
[on a 'future in the pas&' reading of wouldJ 

Given Homstein's account of the sentences in (1096) and (1 1 la), it is not clear why the 

possibility of an 'unshifted' would is not available here too. In fact, sentences 

struduraily simiIar to this one are acceptable, as (1 15) shows: 

(1 15) John has spoken to all of the players he would include on his 'dream team'. 

But this possibility undennines both Hornsteui's claim that the unacceptabiliîy of (1 14) 

is relate- to a violation of the 'SOT nile', and his daim that occurrences of would in 
relative clause sentences are acceptable only when they indiate a 'situation' that has 
already been realized 



Al1 of these alternative explanations of the data that Homstein presents 

demonstrate the very shaky empirical foundations of his claim that the tenses of relative 
clause constructions cannot be temporally 'dependent' on those of rnatrix clauses. 
However, Hornstein does isolate one robust difference in the temporal interpretation of 
relative clause and amplement clause constructions, as revealed in the following pair of 
examples: 

(1 16) a. John will think that Bill is walking toward us. 
b. John wiU visit the man who is waiking toward us, 

(Homstein 1990: 140, (38)) 

Hae  he observes that the complement clause sentence, but not its relative clause 

countapart, 'can be intapreâed as locating Bill's walkùig toward us in the future' (ibid, 
140). He attempts to account for this effect in tenns of his claim that the 'SOT rule' 
cannot apply in the latter sentence, eliminating the possibility of temporal 'dependence' 
of the embedded tense on the rnatrix tense. In fact, we have already seen substantial 
evidence of such temporal 'dependence' in relative clause sentences. This can be 

demonstrateci for 'present under future' sentences, given an example l a s  biased toward 

the 'independent' reading than the one given in (1 16b). One such exampIe is given in 

(1 17): 

(1 17) John will say hello to the man who is walking his dog. 

Homstein has nevertheless discovered an interesthg difference here. This is that the 
relative clause sentence makes the 'speech-time-oriented' reading of the embedded 

clause more salient - pahaps the expeded result, given the 'prirning' effect of the 

deictic pronoun us -; while the comp2ement clause sentence makes the 'dependent' 
reading more salient, despite the presence of this pronoun. A plausible source of this 

difference, and in turn of the 'temporal restrictedness' that we have obsmed in 

amplement clause constructions, is the nature of clausataking verbs themselves, and 
the 'propositional attitudes' that they describe. We shall be exploring this possibility in 
the next section. 

1.4.1.2. THE CONTRIBUTION OF PROPOSITIONAL A'ITITUDE VERBS 

In the previous section, we examineci the differing degrees of 'temporai freedom' of 
clauses in relative clause and cornplment clause constructions, and found little support 
for the c lah that this difference muld be attributed directiy to the respective structures of 
these construdions. The question that now arises, then, is what actually is the source of 



this oontrast. Recaii that the contrast consists in the general ability of embedded clauses 
in relative but not complement ciause constnictions to bear a 'posterior' reading in ' p s t  
under past' constructions and an 'anterior' reading in 'future under future' 
constructions. This is illustrated in (1 18): 

(1 18) a. Joe had lunch with the guy who robbed the bank. 
a'. Joe said that the guy robbed the bank. 
b. C.W. wiU write about the guy who will rob a bank. 
b'. C. W. will write that the guy will rob a bank. 

One plausible answer to this question ernerges from consideration of a simiIar 
testriaion observed in 5 1.3.1.1.1, which appiied to certain clause-taking verbs. This 
restriction was related to their ability to form 'present under p s t *  structures, and 
appeared to be strongest with the class of verbs that included believe and think, which 
we identified as non-factive 'vertis of cognition'. What we concluded about these 
particular 'propositional attitude' verôs, foiiowing Heny (1982: 126) and others, was 

that they generally required the object of the mentai state or activity that they described to 
be located at the same time as, or at a time that intersected with the time of, the state or 
activity itself. To see why this is so, let us consider Heny's discussion of this point in 
somewhat greater detaii. 

His discussion focusses on sentences cuntaining the 'propositional attitude' verb 
believe like those given below: 

(1 19) a. Sam believed that he was in Boston. 
b. Sam believed that he would be in Boston. (ibid, 126, (4 1)-(42)) 

c. * Sam believed that his wife is in Boston today. 
d, Sam believed that bis wife wouid be in Boston today. (ibid., 123, (38a-b)) 

e. Sam believed that his wife was in Boston today. 

Heny argues that 'the mechanics of reporting a belief nile out the use of the sentence in 
(1 19a) 'if Sam's belief was held a year ago and what he believed was in effect that he 
would be in Boston just six rnonths prior to evduation.' This is because the use of an 
embedded 'past' tense 'would clearly do violence to the fsia that Sam's belief was about 
the future - a future relative to the p s t  time at which it was held' In order, then, to 
locate Sam's belief in the pst but at the same time to 'give due weight to the futurity* of 
this belief, one must use the sentence in (1 19b), whose embedded would form, with its 
'future in the pst' reading, pennits these requirements to be fulfilled (ibid, 126). 

The unacceptabiiity of the sentence in (1 19c) follows from similar considerations. 
That is, as a report of a past belief of Sam's about his wife's whereabouts either at the 



time of his belief or in the future (that is, today), it fails to preserve the 'structure' of one 

or the dher of these original beliefs, which would require the use of the sentences in 
(1 19e) and (1 194, respectivdy. Of course, the 'present under pst '  construction can be 
acceptably used to teport certain pst  'propositional attitudes'. But what is important to 
see about these cases is that they are acceptable ody when they (more or less) preserve 
the 'stnicture' of the original attitude As we noted earlier, this acceptability depends 
aucially on the persistence of the 'situation' described by the embedded clause (i-c, the 
'object' of the attitude) from the time of the original attitude to the time of speech- (As 
we also noted, this 'situation' ne& no& actualiy hold, either at the former or the later 

times; ail that is required is that the speaker be able to entertain the possibility that this 

'situation' has held at least during this aitire temporal span.) But this in turn imposes 
strict standards on the acceptabiiity of 'present under past' sentences for the reporting of 
a given attitude. Consider the sentences in (120): 

(120) a. Joe said, 'Seth wiIl be here tomorrow.' 
b. J o e  said thaî Seth will be here today. 
c. Joe said that Seîh is here today. [* as a report of (a)] 

While the sentence in (120~) is certainly acceptable, it does not preserve the posterior 
orientation of Joe's original utterance, and thus cannot be taken to be an accurate report 
of it. In other words, a 'present under past' sentence is acceptable only when the 
persistence of the 'situation' adverted to &y its embedded clause is consistent with the 

original attitude. This we hd, for example, in (120b), where the 'situation' of Seth's 
future arrival today is consistent with Joe's original report of Seth's future arrival; but 
not in (1 19c), where the 'situation' of Sam's wife being in Boston today is inconsistent 
with a ps t  belief that Sam might have had about his wife's concurrent, prior, or future 
appearance in Boston. 

If we now return to the question posed above - namely, why embedded clauses 

in complement clause mnsûuctions cannot bear a 'posterior' reading in 'pst under p s t '  

constructions and an 'anterior' reading in 'future under future' constructions - we can 
see that this temporal restriction is simply imposed by the 'structure' of certain 
'propositional attitudes'. Thus, for example, a past 'saying' or 'believing' 'situation' 
about some otha p s t  'situation' m o t  alternatively be about some as yet unrealized 
'situation' without changing the structure of the respective attitude in question; likewise 
for future 'saying' or 'believing' 'situations' about 'situations' as yet unrealized at the 
time of saying or believing. However, as we saw earlier, the 'prospective' character of 
certain attitudes, such as those of hoping and expecting, perrnits p s t  'hoping' and 

'expecting' 'situations' to be about other pst 'situations' that are already taking place or 
have already taken place as weli as those that have yet to take place at the time of hoping 



or expecting. What unites these apparently different attitudes, as we also noted, is th& 
implication that the 'situations' that are theu 'abjects' will be vaified at some tirne after 
that of the atttude itself. Similar comments apply to the case of 'future under future' 
sentences: these genedly report a future attitude about some 'situation' as yet unrealized 
at the time of the attitude, and cannot (except under the rare circumsîances that we 
suggested in 9 1.3.1.1.3 and 1.4.1, which are analogous to those that license 'present 
under pas' sentences) report attitudes with 'structures' different fiom this one 

This account of the 'structure' of 'propositional attitudes', though rather 
irnprecise, nevertheless identifies a plausible source of the difference in temporal 
behaviour between complement clause and relative clause constructions. It also offers a 
sdution to Enç's puzzle regarding the unavailabiliîy of a reading for 'present under past' 
relative clause sentences like the one in (121a)' in which the embedded clause 'situation' 
extends from the time of the matrix clause 'situation' to the time of speech. This is 
simply because the 'situation' described by the embedded clause bears no relation to that 
desuibed by the matrix clause, in contrast to the complement clause sentences that we 
have seen. That this is not a fact about relative clauses as such is demonstrated by the 
sentence in (121b)' for which such a relation between matrix and embedded clauses is 
natural one, and whose embedded clause can therefore have the 'persistent situation' 
mduig: 

(121) a. John insulted the man who is walking toward us. (= (102)' (104b)) 
b . John insulted the man who lives next door to him 

Further support for this 'propositional attitude' account of the 'temporal 
restricîedness' of complement clause sentences coma from the observation that such 
effeds actuaily cut across the relative clauselcomplement clause distinction. These 
effects, as Abusch (1988: 3-4) has shown, are associated generally with constructions 
that mate intensional contexts. Thus, the relative clause in the sentence given in (122)' 
whose rnatrix verb can introduce an intensional context, also displays a sirnilar inability 
to d b b e  a 'posterior' situation on the intensional reading:70 

70 Abusch's (1988: 4) claim about such data, howwer. ap- u, be too mong. Tbis daim is 
expwd  in îhe bllowing geoeralization: 

(9 A sentence with a pst te= embedding verb VI, aad a psi tense embedded verb V,. may 
have a shifted fawPfd interpretiuion iff in the logicai fonn of that sentence, V Qes m 
appear wibiin an intensionid argumeni of VI. (ibid. 4. (G)) 

Hec evidence for this ciaim is the impoesibility of a 'forwanl-shifted' reading of the embedded 'pst' 
tense on the intensionai reading of the sentence given in (122). However. the relation between an 
intensional context and this readhg of the 'pst' tense generally appears mt to be as direct as Abusch 
claims. First, this reading is possible for the sentence in (ii): 



(122) John looked for a woman who married him. 

We have thus found a good deal of support for the possibility that the restricted 
'temporal freedom' of complement clause constructions may be attribut4 to the 
semantic propeaties of 'propositional attitude' verbs, rather than to syntactic differences 
between these and relative clause constnidions. This possibility ailows us to see the 
behaviour of tenses in ernbedded clauses as essentially the same even across 
constructions as different as these two; and in tum co constmct an analysis of tense 
dependencies that appeals to this simplifying insight. We shall be examining such an 
analysis in $3, der addressing certain preliminary issues in the following sections. 

1.4.2. LCZALITY CONDiTIONS AND RELATlVE CLAUSE TYPES 

One of these issues concems the domain within which dependencies between tenses 
may hold. In previous sections, we discovered that these dependencies can hold across 
mare than one IP and amss an NP, leaving us with no indication of a locality condition 
on this dependence. However, a clear indication of such a condition does exist, in the 
form of contrasts like the foilowing one: 

(123) a. Joe will meet Mary at the of& She wiil be the one wearing the leather 
jacket. 

b. loe wilI meet Mary at the café. She is the one wearing the katha jacket. 
[* on the future readingl 

These examples demonstrate quite conclusively that tense dependaicies - at least in the 
case of 'future' tenses, a point to which we shall return below - cannot hold across 
sentence boundaries. Such a condition is certainly consistent with our observations 

about tense dependencies up to this point. However, as we have just seen, its 
insensitivity to the configurations that play such an important rôle in other syntactic 
processes rnight make us wary of accepting it without further investigation. Let us thus 

undertake such an investigation, to detamine the robustness of this gaieralization. 

Next, cotltrary to Abusch's claim, the 'forward-shifted' reading is mt available for the senteiice in (122). 
which has a restrictive relative ciause. If such a reading is avaiiable at all wirh a indefinite reiativized 
NP, it is avaiiabb only for witb a murestrictive dative ciause. as given in (iiiî: 

(iii) John hked for a wman, who (was the one d o )  married him. 

(We SM have more to say about the diff irres between restrictive ami aomesnictive relative clauses 
in the next sectioa) Such results, howevet. are consistent with the weaher quitement that the attitude 
retlected in the 'laoking for' 'situation' be m e d .  



In fad, only a iittle investigation is required to uncover cornplex sentences with 
precisely the same tense behaviour as the independent sentences in (123). The sentences 
in question are ones that contain nonrestrictive relative clauses (IkcIerck 199 1: 39), as 
iiiusbated in (124) (sentences with restrictive reiative clauses are given for cornparison 
in (124k)): 

b. * loe wiii meet Mary who is dressed in biack. 

c. Joe will meet a beautiful woman who [r llbe} dresseci in black 

Such sentences present an obvious chailenge to our genemhtion if we assume 
that they have iargeiy the same syntactic structure as sentences containhg restrictive 
relative clauses. Howeva; as McCawley (1988: 4 1û-20,427) has noted, there are good 
grounds for rejecting tfUs assumption, in the form of a range of  differences between 
restrictive and nonrestrictive clauses. These include, in addition to their quite different 
hterpretations, the ability of a restrictive but not a nonrestrictive clause (i) to occur 
without a relative pronoun and with or without the complementizer that, (ii) to be 
extraposed, (ii) to cohxur with another clause of the same type, and (iv) to be atîached 
to indefinite pronouns; the ability of a nonrestnctive but not a resbictive clause (i) to take 
'comma intonation' or to be separated (with at Ieast rnarginai acceptability) h m  its head 
noun by parenthetical expressions, (i) to have a relative expression with its own h a d  
noun; and (iii) to be aüached to propu nouns; the possibility of substituting the preform 
one for a sequence çontaining an N' plus a restrictive but not a nonrdctive clause; and 
M y  the requiranent that the forma precede the latter when clauses of each type occur 
in the same sentence. 

McCawley takes one of these contrasts in particular - namely, that relatai to the 
acceptability of parentheticai expressions in the two constructions, as exemplified in 
(125)-(126) below - to offer sorne clue to the structure of nomestridive relative clause 
constnictions: 

(125) a * Frd was just taîking to the peson incihtaliy who asked John for help. 
b. * Dorothy arriveci on the &y of course when 1 was in Toledo. 



(126) a. ? Fred was just t a h g  to Mary, incideniaily, who asked John for help. 
b. ? Dorothy anived on Monday, of course, when I was in Toledo. 

(ibid, (31a, a', b, b')) 

This contrast, he suggests, might be taken 'as evidence that nonrestrictive clauses are 
less tightly connnected to the preceding material than are restrictive clauses' (ibid, 427). 
This claim ciovetails with his observation, bas& on sentences like those below, that 
nomestrictive clause sentences are 'to a large ext eut... interchangeable with sequences of 
sentences, one of which accomplishes the sort of speech act ... that can be accomplished 
with nonrestrictive clauses' (ibid, 445): 

(127) a. Put the rurkey, which is in the refrigmtor, into the oven. 

b. Put the turkey in the oven. It's in the refrigaator. (ibid., (lb), (2b)) 

McCawley unites these &savations in an anaiysis that takes nonrestrictive relative 
clauses to be distinct from their host sentences at deep structure, and to combine with 

them only if certain syntactic and semantic conditions are met. His claim, more 
specifically, is that both relative and matrix clauses have the status of independent 
sentences at deep structure, and that one may be çonverted into a nonrestrictive clause 
just in case it 'correspondfs] to a speech act of a type that can be performed in 
nonrestrictive clauses' and 'conîain[s] a constituent coreferential to some constituent of 
the other [sentence]'. The process that creates the nonrestrictive clause 'involves 
replacement of the coreferential item in the nonrestrictive clause by the correspondhg 
relative pronoun, movement of the relative pronoun to the initial position in the 
nonrestrictive clause, and movement of the nonrestrictive clause to a position 
immediately following the coreferential item (its target) in the host [sentence]' (ibid, 
446). We rnight be reluctant to adop McCawley's proposal as it stands, given its use of 
powerful and syntactically unmotivated devices to generate nonrestrictive relative 
clauses. However, since the development of an alternative is beyond the scope of this 
study, we must l a v e  open the question of how best to analyse this construction. What 
seems clear, though, is that nonrestrictive relative ciauses bear a sûiking forma1 and 
intepretative resemblance to independent sentences. We might thus assume (pendhg 
further investigation) that this is preciseiy how they are treated by the tense system. 

Interestingly, despite the evidence that nmestridive relative clauses Q represent a 
distinct domain for tense dependmcies, a decided contmst exists in the 'dependence* 
behaviour of ' p s t *  and 'future' tenses: namely, that the former but not the latter exhibit 

dependencies that cross sentence boundaries ('present' tenses, as  we have seen, display 



no discernible ciifferences in this regard). This conmst is demonstrateci in the sentences 

Mow: 

(128) a. Joe will finaily meet Mary, who {* be} cfressed in black. 

(129) a. Joe W y  met Mary, who was dressed in black. 
a'. Joe iïnaily met Mary, who had heard a lot about him. 
b. Joe finally met Mary. She was dressed in black. 
b'. loe finally met Mary. She had heud a lot about him. 

This contrast arguably represemts a signifiant diffaence in the pmperties of 'pst' and 
'future' taises, and one which the 'linking' a d y s i s  of tense-tense dependencies to be 
offaed in 83 wiU seek to account for. 

2. NON-DERIVATIONAL ANALYSES OF TENSE EN COMPLW SENTENCES 

So far, this chapter hos been devoted entirely to an examination of the data associated 
with SOT, and of the dominant approach to these data, which analyses them in 

derivational terms. This examination has revealed conceptual and empirical 
shortcomings in the derivational approach substantial enough to warrant the 
investigation of alternatives. In this and the foilowing sections, we tum, finaliy, to some 
r-t alternatives, which analyse these phenomena in non-derivational terms. As we 
shaii see, these ultimately hold more promise as means of describing SOT phenornena, 
and lead to a clearer understanding of th& properties. 

Perhaps the simplest description of SOT phmornena in nonderivationai terms is one that 
treats 'dependent' and 'independent' readings of embedded tenses as a matter of lexicai 
ambiguity - that is, as derking from I e x i d y  distinct, homophonous tense forms. One 
such description is given in Rigter 1986, whose basic features we examined in chapter 
1. Recall that Rigter presents a 'Reichenbachian' analysis involving a temporal feature 
system for tenses, vertis, and auxiiiaries. This system provides both for a temporally 
sensitive syntactic charaderkation of these dements and a straightforward construction 
of the chronologid component of 'Discourse Representation Structures' (DRSs). 



Although the latter is an important goal of his analysis, we shall focus here on its 

syntaaic ciaims. 
In order to investigate these daims, it is necessary to recognize that Rigter makes 

use of 'Reichenbachian' temporal schemata that reflect a signifiant departure both h m  
Reichenbach's original analysis and h m  more recent studies in the 'Reichenbachian' 
tradition. This departure pertains to Rigter's characterization of 'S'. He interprets this 
element, following these other recent studies, as describing not only the 'time of speech' 
but the 'present ... of the discouse domain' (ibid., 101), as is consistent with its 
occurrence in both embedded and unembedded contexts. Where Rigter departs from 
more standard assumptions, however, is in his allowing the 'S' of tense schemata 
embedded under 'pst' tenses to eocode a 'shifi' to a past domain directly. In other 
words, while other 'Reichenbachian' analyses assign the same temporal schema to a 
given tense whether it appears in an embedded or an unembedded context, Rigter's 
analysis takes the embedding itself to determine the kind of tense that is inserted in an 
embedded clause. 

The temporal representations that result from this claim, and th& implications for 
the analysis of tenses in embedded chuses, will become clearer once we examine the 
evidence on which Rigter bases his claim. This indudes the contrast in the respective 
interpretations of embedded tense fonns in (130) and (13 1): 

(130) a. 
a'. 
b. 
b'. 
C. 

c'. 
d. 
Cr. 

(131) a. 
b. 

He thinks that Jane is angry. 

Jane is angry. 
He thinks that Jane has been angry. 
Jane has been angsy. 
He thinks that Jane was angry. 
Jane was angry. 
He thinks that Jane had been angry. 

Jane had beai angry. 

He thought that Jane was angry. 
He thought that Jane had been angry. 

(ibid., 103-4, (9)-(16))71 

(ibid, 107, (27)-(28)) 

As Rigter obsmes, the temporal interpretations of embedded and unembedded tenses in 
(130) are completely parallei, the former displaying the same 'oppositional possibilities' 
as the latter: namely, 'R,S', 'RE'; 'R,S1, 'E-R'; 'R-S', 'RE'; and 'R-S., 'E-R', 
respectively. These facts are consistent with the claim that both embedded and 
unembedded tenses place 'Ri simultôneous with or anterior to the 'Sv of their own 

71 1 have mmmged iügter's examples fa ease of cornparison 

287 



dornain. In contrast, the embedded tenses in (131) display the loss of the very 
'oppositional possibilities' that are attributable to 'R', and indicate only that 'E* is either 
simultaneous with or anterior to the pst time already established by the rnatnx p s t  
tense. (The latter relation, Rigter ad&, is indicated not by the embedded 'pst' tense 
itself, but rather by 'the auxiliary of the pufect' with which it appears (ibid, 107).) 

It might be easier to see Rigter's point if we examine the temporai represenîations 
that he assigns to these sentences, Some of these are given in (1 32)-(133) (recall that 
'=' and '>' are equivalent to ',' and '-', respeaively; and that subscripted Ieüers incticate 
level of embedding): 

(132) a. He thinks that Jane has been angry. 
a'. S ,=R ,=E ,=S ,=R ,>E ,  

b. He thinks that Jane was angry. 
b'. S a = R , = E , = S m > & = &  

(133) a. He thought that Jane was angry. 
a'. Sa>R,=E,=S,=E, 

b. He thought that Jane had been angry. 
b'. S,>R,=E,=S ,>E,  (ibid, 1 6 7 ,  (18), (N), (271, (28)) 

As these diagrams show, the 'past' tenses embedded under 'present' tenses display a 
contras& with each d e r  that can be attributable oniy to the placement of 'R'; while those 
embedded under other 'past' tenses do not display such an opposition, indicating only a 
relation beîween 'S' and 'E'. 

Rigter attempts to capture these observations in terms of a distinction in tense 

types. He posits two basic types: (i) 'domain' tenses, which esbblish an 'R' and relate it 
to an 'Sv of the same domain; and (ii) 'domain-shift' tenses, which appear in embedded 
clauses under domain tenses, and do not establish an 'R', but indicate that the 'S' with 
which they are associated is chronologically 'shifted' away from the 'S* of the 

eanbedding dornain. The lexical specifications for these tenses are given below, repeated 
from chapter 1 (recall that 'Y 'is an instruction to find the right-hand term of the nearnt 

c-commaidhg chronology indicator'; and 'a-1 is the dornain that directly embeds a' ) 
(ibid, 107-9): 

(134) a. +Past domain-shifi tense: 

+PAST, INFLO : [- must be inserted iff Sa - l > Ea - l =  Sa 
[t = SI INFL~ 



The distinction in tense types that Rigtea posits permits the possibility that the 

construction of 'R' in a 'DRS' may be either 'syntax-driva', as in the case of 'do& 
tases*,  or 'inference-driven*, as in the case of 'domain-shift' tenses. (in the latter case, 

however, an 'R' can be çonstnrcted onfy on the basis of contextual clues as to its 
location; if no such clues are a v a l e ,  then no 'R' is assoçiated with the 'DRS' for such 
an embedded clause (ibid, 117). We shaii raurning to this point below.) 

Rigter thus accounts fa the interpretative effects of tense embedding in lexical 
terms, avoiding the many difficulties associateci with derivational accounts and their rule 
of 'backshift', as we saw earlier. According to bis analysis, then, 'backshift effeds' are 
attributable not to an alteration in the form of tenses in 'backshift' contexts, but to the 
presence in these contexts of a particular kind of tense - namely, a 'domain-stiifi' tense 
- whose own properties are responsible for these effms. By locating such ciifferences 
between embedded and unembedded 'past' tenses in the lexicon, Rigter is able to 
provide a u n i f m  treatrnait of embedded 'pst' tenses, which appeals promisin@y to 
the rôle of synîactic structure in making certain temporal interpretations availabIe. 

Yet there are many rasons to be sceptical of Rigter's proposal, and its particular 
(rather limited) use of syntactic structure. Perfiaps the most basic one is that it relies on 
homophonous 'past' tense forms, whose occu~~ence is dictateci entireiy by the structural 
description set out in the rules that form part of their respective Ieximl specifications. As 
such, Rigter's use of syntactic structure to account for tense dependencies is r d d e d  to 

speciQing the contexts in which 'domain' and 'domain-shift' tenses may respectively 
appear. That these specifications serve, rnoreover, to place the two tenses in 
complementary distribution makes it difficult to accept the claim that they are really 
distinct forms.72 

72 Rigter a b  reIies on a disjuactive specifiuuion of the 'pafect' to capme its different readings, as 
w tiOIed in cbspter 1; orre of these expresses the 'wnriauative perfect* readiag, in wtiich tfie 'E' of the 
verb g w e d  by ttie auxiliary huve 'begins before, a d  continues into, the episode' indicated by the 
matfi% tense. Since Rigter himself notes t h t  this specification of the 'paf&%' 'requires the use of 
dmtion adverbial p i f y i n g  the ['E'] of ibe govenied verb', his appeai to this &vice of disjuoctive 
specifïcation suggests that he bas missed an impaitnnt ge-on regardhg ihe (unda)specification 
of tempoml elements 



Aaother reason to be scepical of Rigter's pruposal is its rejeàion of a basic 
pririciple of Wchenbach's (1947) anaiysis: namdy, that every tense f m  is associated 
with 'S*, 'R', and 'E*. While the validity of Reichdach's principle itseif cannot, of 
course, be taken for granted, closer examination of the evidence that Kgter rnarshals for 
his two tense types suggests that none of it is robust enough to warrant a rejedon of 
Reichenbach's original claim. We noted above that the presence of 'domain-shift' 
taises, accordhg to Rigter assumptions, may lead to the constniaion of an 'inference- 
drivai* 'R', given sufficient contextuai dues as to its temporal location. Rigter's (ibid, 
117) discussion of this point with respect to embedded 'pst  perfect' f m s  reveals the 
basic düficuity with tbis claim. He argues that without such dues, the hearer cannot 
detemine the location of 'R' in a sentence like that in (135) (repeated h m  (131b)): 

(135) He thought that Jane had been angry. 

However, it is unclear whether it is the embedded 'E', rather than the embedded 'R', 
that is indeterminate here The latter seems readily understood as siinuitaneous with 
ma& 'R'; wbat we really cannot determine without context is when Jane was supposed 
to be angry. As regards the embedded 'past' tense in a sentence iike that in (136), it is 
difficult to see any greatm indeterminacy of 'R' than we find with any 'past' tense, since 
context is aiways required to determine the past interval to whidi the sentence is actually 
refening: 

(136) He thought that Jane was angry. 

What this suggests is that Rigter's distinction between 'past' tenses is iargeiy an artefact 
of how he has chosen to describe the temporal properties of 'past under past' 
constructions in the k s t  place. By taking rnatrix 'past' tenses to shift the 'S' of 
embedded 'past* tenses into the past, rather than describing the properties of the two 
tenses independentiy, Rigter has already neutralized the distinction between 'S' and 'R' 
that is usually associated with the 'pst' tense. Given this description, it is no surprise 
that embedded 'past' tases appear to have a temporal m a u r e  fwidamentaily different 
h m  their matrix counterparts. 

This distindion in tense types also faces more obvious empirical dificulties. 
These pertain to the existence of 'R* in embedded contexts such as those iIIustrated in 
the foilowing sentences: 



(137) a. This aftemoon, he thought that by 10 a.m Jane had been angry several 
tirnes already. 

b. He thought that John had taken the bag, opend the door and tek 
(ibid., 1 17, (46x4'7)) 

Accofding to Rigter, the 'domain-shifi' tenses in these embedded contexts wiU not be 
amckted with a 'syntax-driva' 'R'; yet both contexts indÎcate the presence of an 'R'. 
In (137a), this is because of the temporal adverbial by 10 am., which he takes to be a 
specifier of 'R'; in (137b), this is because of embedded clausa that describe successive 
events, doing so on the basis of 'interpretation-driven construction des' that move 'R' 
forward 'when each new event sentence is introduced' (ibid, 103). Both sentena thus 
represent cases in which certain syntadic properties of embedded clauses make the 

occurrence of an 'inference-driven' 'Ri obligatory. In the former sentence, this presents 
the rather curious situation of a specifier of 'R' king syntactically present, evem though 
the 'Ri that is itself king specified is not.73 More to the point, the appeaf here to an 
obligatory 'infaence-driven' 'R' might lead us to wonder whether such an 'R* is best 
understood as 'infemcdriven' - especiaiiy since the assumption of a 'syntax-driven' 
'R' would aiiow these sentences to be accounted for without further stipulation. 

What undamines the plausibility of Rigter's proposal even further is the temporal 
interpreîation of 'free adjuncts' like that in the following sentaice: 

(138) Feelingill,Iwenttobed (ibid., 119, (54)) 

As Rigter points out, the 'situation' described by the 'free adjunct' is 'located anteaior to 
the speaker's present*. However, on standard assumptions, this adjund wodd be taken 
to be adjoined to P, so that the non-finite verb form contained in it would not be c- 
comrnanded by the matrix tense. This would mean that the 'T' instruction associated 
with this verb should 'point deidically to the moment of speech', resulting, contrary to 
observation, in an interpfeîation according to which 1 am feeling il1 ai this tirne rather 
than before going to bed. Rigter therefore concludes that the 'free adjunct' must 
introduce a 'syntax-driven' 'R*, which 'hds itself under a node that govems the verb 
feel and induces the -ing morphology' (ibid., 119-20)- but whose identity is othenvise 
'mysterious' (ibid., 129). The mysterious nature of this node clearly signals the ad hoc 
nature of Rigter's daim about 'R* in 'free adjuncts'. This is emphasized still fiutha by 
Rigter's stipulation that the 'R' in question 'is itself independent, and freely piaceable', 
givm the occurrence of 'free adjunds' with 'present '- and 'future'-tmed rnatrix clauses 
like those in (1 39): 

73 The same difficulty arises in Rigter's treatment of infinitivals, as we shall see in chapter 4. 



(139) a. Aniving there aii alone, you will feel lost. 
b. Sitting here, on the beach, 1 can hear the sound of seagulls. 

(ibid, 122, (64)-(65)) 

The view of finite and non-finite verb forms implied by this treatment of 'fiee 
adjuncts' - namely, that the noa-finite verb forms in these constnictions, in k ing 
associated with 'R', have more in cornmon with tensed vexb forms in matrix clauses 
t'an embedded 'past'-taised verb fonns do - reveals Rigter's analysis of tenses to be a 
very implausible one74 However, what must lead us to reject this analysis is arguably 
not this problem but rather the more straightforward problem of its empirical 
inadequacy. Given Rigter's daims about the temporal properties of embedded 'past' 
tenses, his analysis has no obvious means to acmunt either for the 'posterior' reading 
available to complement clauses and relative clauses in 'past under past' sentences like 
those below, which we described earliex 

(140) a. Joe hoped that the buiieî hit the target. 
b. Yesterday, Joe met the man who just walked by. 

One way of accuunting for these sentences that Rigter's analysis does make 
available is suggested by his treatment of 'present under pst '  constnictions like that in 
(141): 

(141) Simon said that he is hungry. (ibid.? 1 17, (48)) 

Rigter's daim about such senteoces is that they involve no shift of domain; that is, both 
matrix and embedded clauses 'are statements constnicting the speaker's primary 
domain' (ibid., 117). There seems to be no reason in principle that such an explanation 
could not be appiied to the analysis of 'pst under past' sentences like those given 
above Dokg so, however, would mean the loss of Rigter's unitaq treatment of 'past 
under ps t '  sentences, if 'domain-shift' tenses were accordingly posited for embedded 
clauses that receive 'sirnultanmus' or 'anterior' readings, and 'domain' tenses for those 
that receive 'posteaior' readings. Since this modification would in turn mean that the 
distribution of 'domain' and 'domain-shift' teuses could no longer be specified in purely 

structural terms, it would fundamentaliy d e r  the form of Rigter's analysis, which 
depends on this struchir;il specification. The existence of sentences like those in (140) is 

Rigter also assumes that 'te- are operotors on iepseIess verbal clauses. wbich are the synîaUic 
coneiates of tenseless propositions' (ibid. 110). We have aiready discussed the poblematic nature of 
this nssumption in chapter 1. 



clearly at odds with Rigter's unitaq treatment of the 'pst under p s t '  c~nstniction in 
any case, since this treatment takes every instance of this construction to involve the 
temporal subordination of the embedded chuse to the matrix clause. (Notice, however, 
that a unitary treatment of this constniction is stiU available, if we make the opposite 
assumption that no instances of it involve temporal subordination. This possibility, to 
which we have already aIluded in earlier discussion, wül be taken up in 93.) These 
considerations all  appear to confirm the conclusion that we have already reached: 

nameiy, that a distinction betweeu 'domain' and 'domain-shifi' tenses, and the 'lexical' 
analysis of tense dependencies that u n d e t e s  it, cannd be sustained.75 

Moreover, while this anaiysis of'fers an inmguingly simple means to capture the 
interpretative ciifferaices between embedded and unmbedded 'pst' tenses, its attempt 
to attribute this ciifference to the lexical properties of different 'ps t '  tense forms, rather 
than to the effed of embedding itself, is ultimately unsuccessful. We rnight observe that 
it is also ratha unsatisfying as an account of how tenses betiave: in making the peculiar 
interpretative properties of embedded 'pst '  tenses an independent lexicai fact about 
them, such an account suggests that it is a rnatter of mere lexical coincidence that the 
tense forms in particular structural configurations have the interpretative properties that 
they do, rather than a direct reflex of their occurrence in such configurations. It would 
seem, then, that a more adequate anaIysis of tense dependencies would be one that wuld 
exploit the relation between the structural position and interpretative dependence of 
tenses more directly. 

One such analysis has been proposed by Smith (eg. 1978, 1981)' as part of the more 

generai theory of temporal expressions that we examined in chapter 2. Smith attempts to 
account for tense dependencies in complex sentences in terms of two principles, 

'sharing' and 'orientation'. Accurding to the first principle, an embedded clause fixes a 
value for 'R' by 'sharing' the 'E' of the rnatrix clause or another sentence. According to 
the second, the clause fies a value for 'R' by 'orienting' its own 'S' to the 'E' of the 
ma& clause. Smith's analysis, in reIating the intapretations of embedded tenses and 
temporal advdials  to their structural positions, grants a plausible interpretative rôle to 
the syntaaic fact of embedding. Unfortunately, like her analysis of tenses in simple 
sentences, as described in chapter 2, this one, too, has serious weaknesses, which 
greatly reduce its descriptive and explanatory power. 

To see both the sbengths and weaknesses of Smith's proposal, let us consider its 
two principles in turn, beginning with that of 'sharing'. According to this principle, a 

75 SimilPr remarks apply to Abusch's (1988: 5-6) postulation of two ' p t '  tenses. which are also 
distinguisbed iargely by the contexk in whici &y appear. 

293 



'temporally incomplete' embedded clause 'shares' the 'R' specified by the temporal 
adverbial in the matrix clause, just in case the two clauses have the same tense. This 

principle allows us to derive the temporal interpretation of the two kinds of sentaices 
iilustrated in (1 42a) and (142b), respectivdy : 

(1 42) a. The office announced yesterday that Professor Thrum had retired. 
b. They announced befm nwn that the fugitive had been caught 3 hours 

eariier. (Smith 1978: 59, (80)- 93, (56)) 

Sentences like that in (14%) contain only the single temporal adverbial that establishes 
'R' for both clauses. Ones like that in (142b), which we described in chapter 2, have 
temporal adverbials in bdh matrix and embedded clauses. The f m e r  advdial likewise 
esbblishes 'R' for both clauses; and the latter adverbial, whose features prevent it from 
establishing 'R' for its clause, is able, under 'sharing', to specify 'E' for this clause 
(ibid, 58, 61). 

Smith argues that an 'extendeci sharing principle', with a domain larger than the 
sentence, can account for the temporal interpretation of two other types of 'temporally 
inmmplete* clauses: (i) embedded clauses that do not share the tense form of their matrix 
clauses; and (i) independent sentences containhg tense-adverbial combinations that 
canna establish 'R'. Respective examples of these two sentence types are given in 
(143): 

(143) a. The public will learn next week that Smith had already withdrawn his offer 
of open negotiations. 

b. Ross was leaving in three days. (Smith 1978: 64, (104), 66, (107)) 

Here, 'sharing' applies in essentially the same manner as it does within sentences: a 
'temporally incomplete' clause is supplied with a value for 'R' by the temporal adverbial 

of a 'temporally complete' clause with the same tense. The only difference is that the 
two clauses are syntadically independent of each other, the clause 'sharing' its 'R' 
being, in fact, a neighbouring sentence (ibid., 65). Examples of such 'R sharing' 
sentences for the 'temporally incomplae' clauses in (143a-b) (repeated as (144a', b')) 

are given in (144) and (144b), respedively : 

(144) a. The conference tmk place before March, ostensibly to arrive at a peacefd 
solution. 

a'. But the public will learn next week that Smith had already withdrawn his 
offer of open negotiations. (ibid., 65, (106)) 



b. On Tuesday, ai i  of Ross's friends were gathered together for the last time. 
b'. Ross was leaving in three days. 

The 'orientation principle', in contrast, applies neither to 'temporally inamplete' 
clauses nor to syntactically independent pairs of clauses.76- Its target, rather, is 
'temporally complete' ernbedded clauses whose tenses differ from those of their matrix 
clauses. According to this principle, the 'R' of such embedded clauses is 'oriented' to 

the 'E' of their matrix clauses, rather than to 'Sv itself. This has the &ed of permitthg 
clauses embedded under 'ps t ' -  or 'future'-tensed clauses, like those in (1 45a-b), to be 
interpreted relative to a p s t  or future 'R' (as established by the teases and temporal 

adverbiais in the latter clauses). At the same time, it leaves the interpretation of chuses 
embedded under 'present'-terised clauses, like that in (145c), with their 'unembedded' 
interpretation, given that an interpretation relative to a present 'R' is indisthguisfiable 
fiom one relative to 'S' (ibid, 62): 

(145) a. The investigator will insist next month that he talked to the suspeas three 
weeks earlier. 

a'. The investigator talked to the suspects three weeks eariier. 
b. Sharon admitted yesterday that she had already arrived on Fnday. 
b'. Sharon had already arrived on Friday. 
c. The report states that the spy was dmounced last month. 
c'. The spy was denounced last month. 

(based on ibid, 61, (92), 63, (99),61 (9 1 )) 

The sentence in (145a) thus describes the investigator as talking to the suspects a three 
weeks earlier than next month, rather than thtee weeks earlier than today, like its 
munterpart in (145a'). Similarly, the sentence in (145b) describes Sharon as havuig 
arrived on the Friday before yesterday, rather than the Fri&y before today, like its 
counterpart in (145b') (although these two Fri&ys may actually be the same day). 

76 Although Smith (1978: 62) stntes very clearly chat 'orientation* involves embedded clauses that 
eaablish kir  own 'R', her examples of the senteUces to which this principle rnay apply do not seem 
consistent with this statement. One of these is the fobwing sentence: 

(0 Bili mid yestaday that 'hm was sick (ibid., 64, (101)) 

Given Ut there is no temporal adverbial in the embedded clause. it is difficult to çee b w  this clause 
could establish iîs own 'R' without some further stipulation. We SUI see how Smitis irttempts to 
d v e  this ptobiem in the text below. 

As it happens, Smith takes 'orientation' to apply within sentences only in her 1W8 study (see 
e.g. ibid., 57). but Obpndons this position in her 1981 shidy, where she pennits this principle to apply 
~cniss syatPctidy iodependeut clauses tbat have îhe same te= (ibid. 225). However, ber h r i p t i o a  
of the cases in which 'orientation' applies ocn>ss sentences suggests tbat these are achiaily cases of 
'extended sharing' between sentences that aiso involve 'orientation' of an embedded clause to its maaix 
clause. W matter is discussed in the foliowing note, q.v.) 



Contrariwise, the sentence in (14%) describes the spy's denunciation as having 
oçcmed last month, just like its cornterpart in (1 45~'). 

Smith (1981: 224) argues that the 'orientation principle' may also apply to 
sentences like that in (146)' whose matrix and embedded clauses have the same tense: 

(146) Biii told me last Tuesday that Carol arrived on Fri&y. (ibid., (32)) 

Hae, the 'orientation principle' accounts for the 'anterior' reading of this sentence, 
accordhg to which the Eriday in question is the one preceding Tue~day.~~ 

From these remarks, Smith's proposal seems to be an appealing one, which 
accounts for a range of data in terms of two simple principles of dependence - rather 
than in terms of some cmceptuaiiy and empiridiy suspect nile of 'backshift'. On doser 
inspection, however, Smith's two principles tum out nd to provide the tools to describe 
the basic patterns of tense dependmcy in cornplex sentences. Both principles are too 
powerful, predicting unatîested Uiterpretations which must be ruled out by stipulation or 
simply go unrecognized in Smith's analysis. At the sarne tirne, these principks are n d  

powerful enough to describe the fuil range of tense combinations that are attesteil in 
cornplex sentences. Smith is thus cornpelled to supplement h a  analysis with various ad 

hoc devices in order to have it achieve empirical adequacy. In addition, they make use of 
'R' and 'E' in a manner that attributes no diifference in status to them. These difficulties 
with Smith's proposal, which complernent those already describeci in chapter 2, suggest 
that it does not have the right properties to mode1 the interactions of tenses with 
aciverbials or with one d e r .  

The difficulties surrounding Smith's two principles emerge in her analysis of 
sentences to which both apply. The seritences in question are (i) those in which rnatrix 
and embedded clauses have the same tense, and the iatter clause is able to establish 'R' 

78 Smith (1981: 224-25) a h  c h  that 'orientation' accounts for a reading of this sentence 
according to which the temporal adverbial kücates some Suoday that is relatai to a past time not 
specified in the sentence. In this case, the 'R' of the embedded clause is 'oriente& to the 'E' of the 
mtrix clause, resulting in an 'anterior' reading; but this 'R' is estabiished not by the embedded temporal 
adverbial and 'pst' teme, but by amther sentence, rhrough the 'sharing principle'. While the context 
that Smith constmcts to bring out this reading, as given in (ia), does not appear to do so, 0 t h  
contexts, such as tbat given in (ib), do m a k  this reading available: 

(3 a. Jimmy and Ross told us aii about the events of 2 weeks ago. ïhey said last night that 
Gaimie resim on Swxiay. (ibid.. 225) 

b. Jimmy Pad Ross told us last night, in &if tales of Gertrude's advenhaes in the Big City, 
that she resigwd on Fnday, lefi New York on Sanirday, aod made it back home on Sunday 
- al1 before Black M a y  hit Waii Street. 

It is not clear, however, ihat mich examples require Smith to complicate her daims about the 
application of 'sharing' rind 'orientation' as sbe does kre. This is because the avaiiability of such 
interpretatioas of 'past' teme-'clocWcaIe~ adverbial combinatioos seem largely amibuable to the 
bighly contextdependent uature of these adverbiais, 8s ue mted in chapter 2. ("This matter is also given 
considerable atteaion in Knmp & Reyle 1993: 6 14-20,q.v.) 



(ibid, 63); and (ii) those in which the embedded clause has a 'present' tense (ibid, 6 
67). Significantly, application of the two principles yields the same resuIts in certain 

cases and different ones in others. Each type of result is instructive. The former reveals 
that Smith's treatment of 'R' in 'sharing' and 'orientation' is not consistent, and that it is 
this inconsistency which pennits 'sharing' to achieve the meet reading; while the latter 
reveals that neither principle is sufficiently constrained, since each yields incorrect 
readings in cextain cases. Inasmuch as the latter also includes cases in which the two 

principles yield different readings, but still do not capture the range of readings attested 
for the construction, it underscores the limited expressive power of Smith's system. 

Among the first category of sentences are ones like that just given in ( l a ) ,  
repeated br convenience as (147): 

(147) Biu toId me last Tuesday that Carol anived on Eriday. 

The temporal interpretation of this sentence, as just noted, can be derived by 
'orientation' as follows: the embedded clause establishes a past 'R', and this 'R' is, in 
tum, 'oriented' to the past 'E' of the matrix clause, resulting in an 'anterior' reading for 
the sentence (Smith 1981: 224). Smith (ibid.) claims that this same 'anterior' reading 
can also be derived by 'sharing', since the matrix cIause can establish 'R' for both 
clauses, and the embedded temporal adverbial can thus specify an 'E' for its clause that 

is anterior to that of the matrix. However, while both principles appear to produce the 
same interpretation, they do so by assigning different temporal structures to the 

embedded clause: by 'sharing, this strudure is 'R-S*, 'E-R', whereas by 'orientation' it 
is 'R-S', 'R,E'. That this difference in structure - which in Reichenbach's system 
refleas the difference between the 'past perfect' and 'past', respectively - has no 
interpretative refla in Smith's analysis suggests that h a  application of Reichenbach is a 
deeply problematic one, which assigns no clear interpretative r6le to 'R7.79 Smith does 

7g Another problem with Smith's analysis of 'R' pertains to semetres with te@ PPs headed by 
prepositiws like before and aftlr. R e d  fiom chapter 2 that Smith's analysis of such temporal PPs in 
iodependent sentences &gns them a dual htion: the NP selected by ttre head of the PP specifies 'R*; 
a d  the head i-lf specifies the relation between 'R' and 'E', the actual location of 'E' remaining 
unspecified. Thus. in the senterne given in (i), 'R' is nwn, Md 'E' is some time before mon: 

(5) Harry ate befae mon. (Smith 1978: 58, (74)) 

kP w e  mted, there were compelling reasons to reject Smith's assumption that tbe internal structure of 
the PP could pIay such a die in determining the 'RE* relation. Yet another reason emerges h m  
consideration of senmius lilre that in (i). in which a PP of the type i question is part of an embedded 
clause to which 'shring' has applied, and thus locates 'E' rather than 'R': 

'Ihe difficulty hew is that tbe intend sbuchlre of PPs in these iastaaces ptays rn rdle in specifying the 
relation b-n 'R' a d  'E' or tk location of either interval: here it is the PP as a whole that locates 
'E', leaving the NP to identify some interval that has m privileged status in the te@ marking 



not assign any ciifferait responsibiiities to the different timtimes: they are simply three times 
available to any adverbial for anchoring. But, as McGilvray (1991) has emphasized, 
these times are different, and do have diffaent responsibilities: 'R' is the 'reference 
time', and is not simply another 'event time'. Thus, it is difficult to see how the same 
adv&ial can preserve essentially the same meaning when it is shifted from one tirne to 

the d e r .  
Instances in which the two pinciples yield different readings are no less 

problematic for Smith's analysis, since Wh readings are attested with only some 
sentences, and must be blocked elsewhere. One type of sentence that p d t s  both 
readings is that containing a matrix 'pst'-tensed clause with a 'stative' 'past'-tensed 
complement, as exempiifïed in (148): 

(1 48) Bill said yesterday that Tom was si& (Smith 1978: 64, (101)) 

With this sentence, 'sharing' predids that the 'situation' described by the embedded 
clause is simultaneous with that described by the matrix; whereas 'orientation' predicts 
that the 'situation' desaibed by the former is antaior to thaî desaibed by the latter. As it 
happens, Smith takes this sentence to have only the 'simultaneous' reading, and thus 
claims that 'orientation' does not apply in such instances. (This she attributes to an 
ordering constraint - which plays a rôle elsewhere in her analysis, as we shall see - 
that specifies that 'sharing' applies befœe 'orientation', thereby blocking its application 
wherever 'sharing' is possible) While the 'simuItaneous' reading of such 'pst under 
pst' sentences is unquestionably the more salient one, an 'anterior' reading of these 
sentences is available in certain contexts, as we saw in 8 1.3.1.1.2. One such context is 
given in (149) (adapted h m  (45)): 

(149) A: Why wasn't Joe at work on Fri&y? 
B: He told me yesterday that he was si& 

This 'anterior' reading, moreover, is the only one available for sentences like those in 
(150), which desaibe 'situations' that are 'bounded': 

(150) a. Chester said yesterday that he enjoyed the Party. 
b. Joe said yesterday that he was born in Philadelphia. 

- - 

system of Enghh. This curim asymmeay in the interpretation of the same PP structure in matrix and 
embedded contexts is a highly uodesirabie caafiequence of Smith's daim about temporal PPs. and 
provides us with even stronget grounds for rejecting b. 



The availability of 'anterior' readings for the sentences in (148H150) thus offers a 
strong argument for permitting 'orientation' to apply to them - as Smith herself 
acknowledges in her (1981) study (see ibid., 224). In fact, given the unavailability of 
'simultaneous' readings for the sentences in (150)' it is the application of 'sharing', 
rather than 'orientation', that bas undesirable consequences here - and whose 
application would requise the same sort of restridion that Smith has proposed for 
'orientation'. 

This, however, is not the rnost serious technical problem to which these data 

expose Smith's (1978) analysis. A much greater one is that 'orientation' should not be 
able to apply to the sentences in (148H150) at aii; this is because their embedded 
clauses do not have temporal advehials, and thus should not be able to establish 'K. 
Yd if 'orientation' did not apply here, Smith would have no way of accounting for these 
sentences, since 'sharing' predicts identity of matrix and ernbedded 'Rs'. Smith's 
(1981: 224) response is to claim that embedded clauses without temporal advexbials are 
interpreted as 'either simultaneous with the rnatrix or vague' - interpretations whereby 
the 'R' of the embedded clause is respectively the same as that of the matrix or is not 
specified in the sentence itself. Unfortunately, while the former reading foiiows h m  the 
application of 'sharing', as in Smith's original system, the latter has no obvious source, 
and thus wuld presurnably be derived - Smith herself does not elaborate upon this 
point - only through some stipulation that it beçomes available if 'sharing' does not 
apply. If such a stipulation is necessary to ensure the availability of an 'anterior' reading 
for the 'past under past' sentences like those in (148)-(150), then the problern that we 
have recognized has hardly b e n  solved. Moreover, because this stipulation encraches 
upon a domain govenied by 'sharing' in Smith 1978, it wnsiderably complicates the 
interpretative procedwe spelied out there, according to which 'sharing' applies 
whenever an embedded clause has the sarne t a s e  as its matrix clause. Of course, it is 
this overly restrictive procedure for determinhg the embedded 'R' that has created these 
difficulties in the fïrst place, by providing no means to account for their 'anterior' 
readings of 'past under past' sentences. Yet given the central rôle that Smith assigns to 
temporai adverbials in establishing 'R', as described in chapter 2, there is no obvious 
way to resolve them. (This dilemma inevitably casts further doubt on Smith's daims 
about temporal adverbiais, which, as we saw earlier, are already deeply problematic.) 

An even more basic probIem with Smith's analysis of 'past under p s t '  sentences 
is that 'sharing' and 'orientation' themselves do n d  predict the different readings that 
these sentences may have. These instead follow, as we saw in 91.3.1.1.2, h m  the 
contributions of matrix and embedded verbs and their arguments, temporal adverbials, 
and context Recall, for example, that an 'unbounded situation' like that described by the 
embedded clause in (148) rnay be undastood as wmplete or incomplete in the past, and 

thus as located either at the same time as or prior to the 'situation' described by the 



matrix clause; whereas a 'bounded situation' like thaî describeci by the embedded clause 
in (150b) can oniy be unders td  as amplete, and thus as located pria to the 'situation' 
described by the rnatrix clause. Recail, too, that the 'situation' described by the 
embedded clause of a sentence like the following one (repeated fiom (a)) rnay be 
understood as posterior to t h  described by the rnatrix cIause, given the appearance in 
the latter clause of the 'prospedive' verb b p e :  

(15 1) Joe ho@ that the buliet hit the target 

Ail of this demonstrates that Smith's two principles are not keyed to various signifiant 
determinants of interClausal temporal relations, so that th& application takes no accwnt 
of the latter's effects on these relations, making these effects incidental to temporal 

structure What this Ieads us to conclude, then, is that these principles m o t  adequately 
describe the range of temporal interpretations that complex sentences auually receive 

This conclusion is reinforced by an examination of Smith's analysis of 'present 
under p s t '  sentences, where we find the same cluster of problems: the application of 
one principle king k i t  but yielding unattesîed readings, and that of the other being 
impossible without recourse to ad hoc devices. Here, however, it is 'orientation' that fits 
the former description, and 'sharing' that fits the latter. Smith's anaiysis begins with the 
claim that the embedded 'present* tense in these sentences, which are exemplified in 
(152)' serves to signal that 'the speaker is responsible, as it were, for the complement's 
being tnie or relevant' at 'S' [ibid, 66): 

(152) a. The Egyptians knew that the auth is round. 
b . Sam told me that Mary is leaving in a week (Smith 1978: 66, (1 lOW 1 1 1)) 

This claim about the rôle of the 'present' tense here is precisely the one that we 
canvassed in 8 1.3.1.1.3. Unfortunately, the properties of Smith's system give her no 
ready means to cash it out. 'ûrientation' is not up to the task, because it predicts only 

that this 'present' tense is interpreîed relative to the 'pst' tense of the rnatrix clause, 
rather than to 'S' (ibid).ao And 'sharing' simply cannot apply, since these 'present 
under past' sentences do not satisfy the requirements of either its 'basic* or its 
'extended' form: the two different tenses in these sentences rule out the application of 
the former, and the fact tint no 'present'-tensed sentence wnsistently accompanies 
'present under pst' sentences, to 'share' its 'R' with the embedded clause, rules out the 

Smith (1978: 67) entertains the possibility of correcting the 'orientation principle* by altering 
the value of a presem 'R' h m  bat of simultaneity with 'S' to that of 'a time between Past and Fuiure, 
anterior to Futrue [reference the] ond posterior to Past [refereoce tixne]'. However, it is difficult to 
i m a m  the value of this time if it is mt present. (Smith rejects tbis proposol for other reasoas; see 
ibid., 67.) 



application of the latter. What Smith suggests is that the 'extended sharing pmciple* 
does apply aller dl; and that the source of a present 'R' is an 'abstrad performative 
sentence' associateci with the sentence as a whole, which expresses the relation 'S,R' 
(ibid, 66). Ln this way, a present 'R' is always available for 'sharing'. As it happens, 
such a 'pedormative sentence' is needed in any case in order to ensure that embedded 
'deictic' adverbials like that in (153) are interpfeted relative to 'S', rather than to 'R', as 
she predids: 

(153) The butlea reportecl yesterday that the count had vanished a week ago. 
(ibid., 6û, (1 16)) 

Smith postulates, accordingly, that every overt sentence has such an 'abstract' 
counterpart, which is available to 'share* its 'R' whenever a sentence has an embedded 
clause containing a 'deidic' adverbial. This rnakes it possible for such an adverbial to 

express a relation between 'E' and a present, rather than past or future, 'R' (ibid, 68). 
While this stipulation cleverly extends the empirical range of 'sharing', it reveals quite 
strikingly the expressive limitations of Smith's approach, which places sentences with 
embedded 'deictic' adverbials and 'present' tenses - and rnany other cornplex 
sentences, as we have seen - beyond the reach of her basic account of temporal 
dependencies, slating them for speciai explanatioa Smith concedes the weakness of this 
approach in her 1981 study. Her alternative, however, is to take 'sharing' and 
'orientation' to apply only to sentences in which matrix and embedded clauses have the 
same tense, and to invoke distinct rules to account for the respective interpreîations of 
'present under past' and 'past under present' sentences (ibid., 226). This is certainIy no 
more satisfying, since it once again introduces distinct classes of tense configurations, 
subjed to radically different principles of temporal interpretation, without providing 
independent support for the criterion according to which these classes are disthguished 
- in this case, identity of matrix and embedded tense values. In the absence of such 
support, the interpretative burden that Smith places on this difference in tense 
configurations seerns implausibly heavy, suggesting that she has again overstated the 
&le of reiatively minor hctors in the organization of the tense system 

What Smith does not explore, in either her earlier or her later study, is the 
possibility that the different relations between tenses in cornplex sentences cm ail be 
expIained in t m s  of a single s a  of principles, which are more sensitive to the nature of 

these relations, and the properties of tenses themselves, than either 'orientation' or 
'sharing'. Ln this light, we can see that the various complications introduced into the 
operation of these two principles serve largely to salvage a claim about the structure of 
the temporal system which, in fad, has little ernpirical support. We have seen both here 
and in chapter 2 that the oppositions that Smith takes to be centd to this structure do 



not, on closer inspection, have any privileged status in the temporal system. These 
oppositions - berween clauses with and without temporal advdials, between pairs of 
ciauses with the same tenses and with different tenses, and beîween 'simultaneous' and 
'non-simultaneous' readings of amplex sentences - are, as we have seen, at the heart 
of 'sharing' and 'orientation'. This fad suggests a plausible source for the difficulties 
that these principles face: namely, that they embody the assumption that same-tensed 

cornplex sentences are canonically associated with 'simultaneous' readings, and 
different-tensed cornplex sentences with 'non-simultaneous' readings. Of course, the 

range of temporal interpretations that cornplex sentences actually receive gives iittle 
support to such an assumption, leading Smith to a host of stipulations which serve only 
to fratha undemine the plausibiiity of her ana.iysis.81 

The ultimaîe faulure of Smith's accouat of tense-tense dependencies is nevertheless 
instructive. While this account maka crucial appeal to the structure of compiex 
sentences, the 'principles of interpretation' that it exploits are guided neither by the 

broad outlines of phrase structure nor the f i e r  hatchings of lexid information. Thus, 
'orientation' and 'sharing' may apply to sentences with identical phrase structures, 

whose only ciifference is in the combination of tenses that they instantiate. Since the 
ciifferences in the tempord interpretations of such sentences muld easily be amibutecl 
directiy to this ciifference in tases, it is not dear why such principles would be required 
by the grammar if they save onIy this fundion. At the same tirne, these principles do 
not take accuunt of lexical ciifferences that detemine the 'situation' type describai by the 

VP, an equally important coniribution to temporal intapretation. This makes their 
indusion in the gmmrnar even less plausible. 

Since Smith's approach accounts neither for the general interpretative 
masequences of embedding, nor for the means by which various linguistic and non- 
linguistic factors converge on specific temporal interpretations, we mua look for other 
apptoaches that are more adequate to these tasks. The latter effeds, we might guess, can 
be describal largely in tenns of a theory of the lexicon, togeiher with a thwry of 
contextual knowledge. Further discussion of these matters, however, would take us 
beyond the scope of this study, and we shali not be pursuing them h u e  The former 
effects, in contrast, are very much within the scope of our study; and, h m  what we 
have seen in this and the previous chapters, are amenable to a syntaaic description. As it 
happas, syntactic theory offers many possibilities for scch a description. Two 

possibilities that we shall be exploring below - those given in Hornstein 1990 and in 
Enç 1987 and Zagona 1990 - make use of the devices of 'government' and 
'binding'.a* Whiie these descriptions have problems of th& own, they provide a much 

W*s (1987) analysis &ers 60m the same @lem, as we shall see in 02.53. 
82 The fouowing sections are based on 82 of Shaer 1990 and #$2.1.2,2.1.3, aad 321 .2  of Shaer 

1992. 



clearer pidure of how partidar configurations of tenses might be related to particular 
temporai interpretations 

Let us first examine Hornstein's (1990) proposal, which assigns a central explanatory 
rôle to the structural relation of 'government'. Drawing upon a commonly invoked 
connection between tenses and adverbs (eg. Kiparsky 1968; McCawley 1971; Smith 
1978), Hornstein claims that these elements belong to the same category, and are thus 
subjed to the same grammatical principIes Most significantly, both are able to modify 
only what they govern - a restriction which, when applied to tenses, permits a 
considerable simplification of the niles that define SOT and other tense dependencies 
(Hornstein 1990: 168, 169, 177).*3 Horastein's suggestion that tense relations in 

cornplex sentences can be describal in such a straightforward fashion makes his 
proposal an intriguing one. Unfortunately, an inspection of its technical foundations 
shows them to be far too unstable to support an adequate theory of temporal 
interpretation, as we shall see presently. 

R e d 1  from o u  discussion in 6 1.3.22 that Hornstein posits an 'SOT rule' that 
combines the 'basic tense structure' (BTS) of an embedded clause with that of an 
immediateiy higher clause, by anchoring the 'S' of the former to the 'E* of the latter 

(ibid, 127). This rule proceeds in amdance with Homstein's 'constraint on derived 
tense structures', which ensures that the order of 'S', 'R', and 'E' in the two BTSs is 
preserved. The operition of this d e  is illustrateci in (154) (repeated from (55)): 

(154) a. John heard that Mary was pregnant. 
b. SOT RULE: Associate Sn with E, - 1. 

b'. El, R - Sr Edk-S I 

-> l 
Given Hornstein's assumption that the elements of BTSs are encoded directiy in 

the syntax - 'S' by the tense morpheme in In& 'R' by the [+ Perfa~ive] auxiliary have 

or its null[- Perfective] counterpart, each of which is adjoined to the VP; and 'E* by the 
verb (ibid., 169-70)84 - a 'government requirememt' on the application of this rule 

83 As weii as his 'ruie for tempocd c o ~ v e s * ,  which serves to associate a matrix clause with an 
embedded temporal adverbial clause. For a discussion of this, see Hornstein 1990: 43ff. 

84 As it happens, H<nnstei.n is mt consistent in his remarks about the element that prwides 'E'. 
sometimes ciaiming that it is the 'predicate' (ibid, 170), and at o!her times that it is the verb (ibid, 
171). Note, however, that his 'govertirnent requirement' rests cruciaiiy on the pssumprion that it is the 



offers distinct advantages for his analysis, not only simplifying the statement of the 

'SOT rule' but giving independent grounding to its key properties. In particular, it 
serves to derive the hct that the d e  links the elements of lower BTSs to those of higher 
ones, and not the converse; that it applies only to 'neighbouring* tenses; and that it 
associates the 'El of a matrix ciause to the 'S' of an embedded finite clause, the 'R* of 
an embedded infinitival clause (whose temporai structure has no 'S*), and 'E* of a 'bare 
infinitive* (whose temporal maure  has neither 'S* nor 'R1).S in acmunting for the 
d e ' s  application to infinitivals, the 'governmmt requirment* even reveais a solution to 
a problem, descnbed in jS 1.3.3, which Hornstein hirnself Qes not identa. This is that 
'backshift* may 'skip over' non-finite clauses that intemene between finite clauses, as 
iiiustrated by the following example (repeated h m  (5%)): 

(155) 

to tell us that she wouldn't be able to attend the meeting. 

Given Hornstein's daim that the 'SOT rule' applies obligatorily to infînitivals (ibid, 

146), it is possible to analyse these sentences as involving successive applications of 
this de, as shown below:86 

(156) El* R - SI 
S O T  1 

> 

E2, R 
SOT 2 

> 

S3iR*E3 

- -  - -  ~ - 

latta element tbat does so. sirice ody this element can be claimed to govern the ernbedrlBd tense 
mApheme. This creates a r d  problem fa hiç analysis. if we consider tôat 'E' represents the time of 
the 'situation', which cannot be determiaed without idofmation suppliexi by both the verb anci its 
=w=- 

8s Horastein plso clPimS tbat '[tlbe government restriction Plso expiains why teses within relative 
clauses do mt manifest SOT' (ibid., 173). WhiIe Honifiein's claim chat the matrix verb does not 
govem the Intl antained in a relative c h s e  is certainly correct, the claim tôat he takes this to support 
- mumly, that 'SOT effects' do mt enrerge in relative clause constructions - is empiridy suspect, 
as we have aiready seen in 81.4.1.1. 

86 Although H m t e i n  does net discusî g e r W  constructions 1 i . k  that in (i) (repeated fhm 
(77b)). the same uialysis d d  psmably apply to them also: 



This analysis would accordingly permit Humstein to assimilate these cases to the Mers 
that he discusses. Since al1 of these properties of the 'SOT rule' can thus be seen to 
follow b r n  its function of 'linking' one govaned temporal element - that is, tense 
morpheme, [+/- Perfective] morpheme, or verb - to another that govenis it, the rule 

can be stated simply as 'Link temporal elements' (ibid, 177). 
Hornstein's evidence that these elements adualiy intact under govemment mkes 

the form of the intapretatim available to complex sentences like the following ones: 

(157) a. At 6 o'clock, [, John Ivp had [, said that [, Bill was on his way]aa 
b. At 6 o'clock, E John will[, have [vp said E. that E Bill is on his waynl] 

(based on ibid, 170, (9)) 

These sentences, as Hornstein observes, each have readings on which the 'fronted' 
temporal adverbial specifies the matrix 'R' as six o'clock and both John's saying and 
Bill's departure are, in tum, located prior to this the. What this means, according to 
Hornstein, is that the time of Bill's departure, represented by the embedded Infl, is in 
each case dependent on the matrix 'E' represented by the 'pst' participle, rather than on 
the matrix 'R' represented by the auxiliary. These results readily foilow if the 'pst' 
participle is understood to govern the embedded Infl (ibid, 168-7 1). 

Homstein claims that such interpretative dependencies between temporal elements 

are essentially parailel to those that we find between adverbs, his evidence for this c lah 
k g  the patterns of adverbial modification exemplifieci in (158)-(159): 

(158) a. Ig. [,John necessarily believes L.that [, 2 plus 2 equals 3 plus l]]JJ. 

b. L. John believes k that [, 2 plus 2 necessarily equals 3 plus l]]]]. 

(159) a. Lv John cleverly said L. that E Biil gave a speechfl]]. 
b. John said that E Biii cleverly gave a speech]]]]. 

@ a d  on ibid, 168, ( 5 ~ 4 ) )  

Accmding to Hornstein, the interpretations of the adverbs in each pair of sentences 
'indicatc.. that adverbial modification is under government' (ibid., 169). It is this 
'govanment requirement', in other words, that explains why the adverb necessarily 

modifies the vab believes but not the embedded clause in the sentence in (15&), thus 
distinguishing the interpretation of this sentence fiom that of its counterpart in (158b); 
and why the 'subject-oriented' adverb ckverly 'can only rnodify the subjed of the ciause 
that it is in', thus distinguishing the interpretation of the sentence in (159a) from that of 
its counterpart in (159b). This parallelism in the behaviour of temporal elements and 

adverbs is what, of course, leads Hornstein to conclude that the two belong to the same 



category, and to take the relation between goveming and governed temporal elements to 
be that of modification. 

Fmm the foregoing synopsis, Hornstein's claim about tenses - that they are 
adverbial elements, modifjing what they govem - appears to offer a powerful 
analytical tool for the study of tmse interactions, and thus warrants further 
investigation. In doing so, however, it is important to recognize that this claim 
represents a number of distinct claims - about the grammatical status of tenses, the 
structural wnditions on their interadions, and the intapretation of these interactions. 
The distinctness of these claims ernerges c l a l y  when we consider the various ways in 
which aiidence relevant to them might be interpreted For example, it is possible for 
tenses and adverbs to behave identically in certain relevant respects, in particular 
interacting under government, wide still belonging to distinct categories (hence the 
notion of a natural class). Similarly, it is possible for these two elements to belong to 
the same category, but for neither to interact under government; or for this structural 
relation to deteniiine the interactions of both, but to have no general correspo~dence to 
the semantic relation of 'modification*. As it happens, closer examination of 
Hümstein's argumeots gives littie reason to accept any of these claims: Hornstein fails 
to establish that tenses are adverbs, that adverbs modify only what they govern, or that 
interadions between either tenses or adverbs may be d e b e d  in terrns of govmmmt. 

Despite the logical independence of these claims, Hornstein's 'government 
restriction' is arguably the keystone of his anaIysis of tense interactions, and as such is 
a natural place to begin. We noted above that Homstein offers as evidence for this 
restriction the interpretations available to the sentences in (157), which were consistent 
with the clah that the thematic verb in the matrix clause governed the embedded Infl. 
What we did not note, however, is that this cIaim rests on controversial assumptions 
about both X' theory and government itself. More specificaliy, Hornstein follows 
Aoun, Homstein, Lightfoot & Weinberg 1987 and other studies in adopting a version 
of X' theory that permits Infl to be the head of S'; and a discarded definition of 
govanment based on Belleti & Rizzi 1981 and Aoun & Sportiche 1983, as given in 
(160): 

(160) X govems Y iffbfall maximal projections that dominate X dominate Y, and if 
X govems Y then X governs the head of Y. 

In doing so, Hornstein rejects more standard versions of X' theory, in which Infl and 
Comp each head their own projections; and more recent definitions of govemment 
based on Chomsky 1986a, which appeaï to the notions of 'banier' and 'rninimality'. 
One example of such a 'Barrias'-style definition, together with a definition of 'barrier' 



(and of the 'minirnality condition' which f m s  part (i) of this definition), is given in 
(161): 

(16 1) a. GOVERNMENT: 

a govms iff a cammands $ and there is no category y such that y is a 
b e r  between a and B. (based on Baker 1988: 39, (13))87 

b. BARRER: 

Let 6 be the srnaIlest maximal projeciion containing a. Thm y is a BARRIER 

between a and if and d y  if y is a maximal projection that contains f3 and 
excludes 4 and eithec 

1. y is not seleaed, or 
. . 
il. the head of y is distinct h m  the head of 6 and seleds some maximai 

projection qua1 to or containing 8. 

c. Sï&ECTION: 

a s e l a  f3 if and if oniy if: 
i. a assigns a BroIe to p, or 
. . 
11. a is of category C and j3 is its IP, or 
iii. a is of category I and $ is its VP. (based on ibid, 5657, (49)' (50)) 

Not surprisingly, the government relations that support Homstein's claim do not hold 
according to these more recent formüIations. If we retum to the sentences in (157), 

repeated for convenience in (162), we cm vaify that government of the embedded Infl 
by the participle in these sentences is ~ l e d  out as a violation of the 'minimality' 
condition. Givm the above definitions, y may be identifieci as CP and reçognized to 
form a 'barrier', since its head is distinct from V, the head of 6, and selects some 
maximal projection, namely iP, which is quai to 8.88 

(162) a. At 6 o'clock, [, John had [, said E0 that I, Bili was on his way]]]]] 
b . At 6 o'clock, E John wiil[, have rvp said &. that [, Bill is on his way]]]]] 

1 bave repiaced Baker's Roman letters with Greek OIES to avoid confusion in the discussion that 
follows. 

88 Note tint this result is peserved under more recem formulations of gwernment. such as the 
following one, h m  Bans 1995: 684: 



Since Homstein gives no independent justification for the partich formulations 
of govemment and X' theory that he adopts,gg his choices here appear to be ad hoc 
ones. It is nevertheless possible that he has uncovered a significant generaiization about 
tenses which more recmt formulations simply cannot capture. Bef' contemplating any 
radical changes in the theary, however, we must ask if Homstein has really unmvered a 
significant generalization about tenses. Further inspection of his 'govemment 
requirement* for temporal elements suggests that he has not. This is because this 
requirement depends not only on ad hoc formulations of structura1 principles, but on 
two sets of assumptions which turn out to be highiy prob1ematic: one pertainllig to the 
syntactic realization of 'Reichaibachian' temporal elements, and one to the domain of 
the pretheureticai t am 'modification*, respectively. 

R d  îhat Hornstein takes the 'Reichenbachian* elements 'S', 'R', and 'E* to be 
realized, respeaiveiy, by the tense morpheme under Infl, the 'perfective' morpheme (or 
its n d  countapart) adjoined to VP, and the verb. Now, such a syntadic fealization of 
'S*, 'R', and 'E' is crucial for Homstein's daim that tempord dements interad under 

government, since this 'mirror[ing ofl government configurations by surface 
morphemes' (ibid., 179) is the basis of his account of S0T.m However, there are at 
least two sczious problems with this particular reaiization of 'Reichenbachian' elements. 
The first is that the reaiization of 'R' as a vea-bai element adjoined to VP - eitha have, 

encoding [+ Perfed], or a nuii counterpart, encuding [- Perfect], as we noted earlier - 
has no independent support, and is at odds both with otha,  better supported claims 
about the realization of temporal features and with certain important theoretical 
wnsiderations, which Hornstein himself raises. For example, thm is good evidence, 
as we saw in the previous chapters, that it is the 'past* participle, rather than have, that 
aicodes [+ Perfect]. This is arguably sufficient to cast real h u b t  on Homstein's claim. 
Evm more questionable, however, is his stipulation of a nuil cornterpart for have; in 
accocdance with the assumption that 'R' is part of the temporai structure of every tense. 
Although he himself acknowledges that the existence of such a morpheme could 'not be 

induced on the basis of pnmary linguistic evidence*, which raises a real learnability 
problem for this system, he sees this stipulation only as one of his 'housecleanhg 
assumptions'. This is because if 'R* is part of every t a s e  structure, then '[iJts presence 
will always be assumed'; as such, the question 'whettier there is a nul1 morpheme or 

-- 

89 Note rhat Aoun et al. (1987: 53û-39, n 1) do mt attempt to &end tbeu assuqnion that I d  is 
îhe head of  S' against Cbmly's (19860) dternaave, according to which infi is the head of S. and 
Comp ttK heod of S'. Ch the conh.sry. tbey suggest that h i r  anaiysis couid, with some refomuiafioa. 
be made competibie with this dternntive. 

9û Horizstein (ibid,, 179) claims that the 'govemment feguiremeat' also accounts f a  the relative 
ordering of teme, auxilinry. and v e h  in a senteme, given the assumption that 'S ~ n c h  R Pod R 
rncbors E. a d  t h  amhoring is possible only under gwernment'. While this clnim is e m p i n d y  
dequate, it begs the qwstion of how one 'Reichenbachian' element is plausibly uaderstood to be 
dependent on anouier in this way. 



not...[is] irrelevant' (ibid, 232, n. 20). It is difficult to accept Homstein's reasoning 
here: if we wish to know how (or whether) 'Reichenbachian' elements are syntactically 
realized, then the question of how (or whether) 'R' is realized is, of course, a crucial 
one. 

The second, even graver, problem with Hornstein's claim is that it takes tense, 
auxiliaries, and verbs to encode 'Reichenbachian' elements directly, rather than to 
encode relations between these eiernents - in particuiar, those between 'S' and 'R' and 
'R' and 'E' which have figured so promineatiy in our discussion. As it happas, it is 
crucial for Hornstein's 'govanment restriction' that 'S', 'R', and 'E' be realized by 
distinct elements, since otherwise the iinking of one 'Reichenbachian' element to 
another will not be mirrored in a government relation in the syntax. However, even 

brief consideration of the temporal properties of tenses reveals that they do not specifl 
times themselves, but rather relations between times - nameiy, 'S' and 'R'.91 If, for 
example, tenses supplied only 'S', rather than a relation between 'S' and 'R', it would 
be a mystery that 'lexicaiizai tenses' like wiil are able to specify 'S-R' in the absence of 
grammaticai or situational context. 

It seems, then, that a 'non-relational' encoding of 'S', 'R', and 'E' of the kind 
that Hmstein proposes is simply untenable. In hct, as we have already seen in chapter 
1, Homstein himself argues for a 'relationai' encoding of these elements elsewhere in 
his study, where he posits the following, more adequate, mapping d e s :  

(163) a. i. present morpheme: associate S and R: S,R 
ü. pst rnorpheme: R removed to left of S: R-S 
iü. future morpheme: R removed to the right of S: S-R 

b. i. + have: E removed to lefi of R: E-R 
. . 
11. - have: E and R associatecl: E,R or R,E (ibid, 1 1 1-12, (42)) 

Hornstein's difficulties only arise, then, when he attempts to reconcile this 'relational' 
conception of 'Reichenbachian' dements with a claim that syntactic temporal elements 
interact under government. From what we have seen, however, it does n d  seem 
possible to do so. This l a d s  us inevitably to the conclusion that Hornstein's 
' g o ~ m m e n t  restridon' on the interaction of syntactic temporal elements cannot be 

sustained. (Whether this 'government restriction' holds for adverbs is more difficuIt to 
assess, since it remains an open question what positions they occupy, and Hornstein 
himself takes no stand on this issue.) 

91 Note that Partee (1984: 266) srgues. on kasis of different considerations, that 'reference tirne' ... 
does IMN correspond unifofmly to any single constitues of the sentence'. We shall be returning to this 
issue in 025. 
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if govemment is not what underwrites the interaction of these temporai elements, 

then it follows that one such element cannd be understood to modify another only if it 
govems it. Of course, this does n d  discount the possibilitity that the relation betwea 
higher and lower temporal elements is one of 'modification'>! and that th& behaviour 
rnay in this sense be adverbial. Unfortunately, the meaning of 'modification' seems 
reasonably clear only in the canonical case of adverbs 'modifying' verbs, where 
adverbs are understood to "augment" verbal meaning in order to delineate it more 

precisely' (McComeU-Ginet 19û2: 167). As such, it is fa from clear how the term 
appiies to the interaction of temporal elements; and since Homstein offers no definition 

of this term, it is again difficult to assess his proposal. On the face of it, though, the 
analogy between temporal elernents and a&&s is not a compelling one; the daim that a 
higher temporai element somehow 'augments' the meaning of a lower one - just as, 
say, extremely 'augments' the meaning of slowly in the phrase extremely slowly - 
seems neither very illuminating nor even obviously accuate. Indeed, the weakness of 
the analogy suggests that Homstein has offered it largely to buttress his 'government 

requirement'. These suspicions are given substantial support by his rernarks about the 
'modifying' propeities of 'subjeet-oriented' adverbs - glaringly, he describes them as 
'modifying' the subjects of the sentences in which they appesu, without supplying any 
sense of 'modify ' compatible with this possibility (Homstein 1990: 169)93 - which 
appear to sente the same purpose. 

Stripped of the daim that temporal elements, like adverbs, interact under 
govemment and modify what they govern, Homstein's identification of temporal 
elements with adverbs has little force of its own. This is particularly true given that this 
identification, if it is to have any force, must appty to al1 three of the temporal elernents 

claimed to be subject to his 'govemmait requirement'; after ali, their ability to rnoditj 
what they govem is predicated on their status as adverbs. Of course, since two of these 
elements are themselves verbs, it is no& clear how, given the assumptions of generative 
grammar, the daim that the- are also aciverbs can avoid incoherence. Observe, howeva, 
it is still possible that tense morphemes themselves are adverbs, and it is this possibility 
that Homstein addresses in two additional arguments for his 'tenses as adve&s' claim. 

- - - 

* 1 wish to thank Stephen B- Petex Kxause, and Robert van Rooy for helpful discussion of 
this int. 

9 9 0 M t h ~ ~  his obsewation îhai mSr adverbs may be p p W  in terms of owpbologidy- 
reiated adjectives suggesk that be bas coafïared sentences like those in (159) with senteses like tbose 
in (ia-b): 

(0 a [d E ït was chver of John to say t b t  Biii gave a speech]]] 
b. fg E John said &g arat E it was clever of Biil to give a speech]]] 

( b a d  on Hornstein 1990: 169. (6a-b)) 

Nevertheless, even the adjective c h e r  c~naot be said m modify the mabur ond embedded subjects in 
(159a-ô) in any obvious seose, but rather to be pedicated of them. 



The first of these arguments appeals to the disiribution of tenses. Hornstein notes 
that a 'striking làct* about tenses is 'that they love to hang out around verbs*, and that 
'in most ianguages that have tense, the taise is indicated as a marking on the vezb or as 
part of the auxüiary complex' (ibid, 177, citing Cornrie 1985: 12). This evidence about 
the status of tenses is weak for severai reasons. Since tenses 'hang around* verbs or 
auxiliaries in most but not al1 languages, Hornstein establishes no neçessary connection 
between tenses and verbs h m  But even if tense elements were always adjacent to 
verbal ones, it is difficult to see how this would support the claim that the former are 
adverbs. Adverbs themselves appear in many positions, and some are less closely 
aSSOciated with the verb itseif, either syntactically or semantically, than with the sentence 
as a whole. Even adverbs of marner, which are arguably the most closeiy associateci 
with the verb in these two respects (see e.g. McConnell-Ginet 1982: 167-70) may 
appear in various positions. Contrariwise, many different kinds of syntaaic elements 
appear adjacent to verbs, including arguments of the verb, to which tenses have, in hct, 
hquently been compared (as we shali see in the next sedion). 

The second of Homstein's arguments, which appeals to diachronic 
considerations, is no more compelling. This argument, based on Kiparsky 1968, is that 

tenses (at least in English and other Indo-European (IE) languages) derive historically 
h m  adverbs. In particular, the augment e- and the suffix i- , which respectively indicate 
'past* and 'primary non-pst' tenses in many IE languages, both appear to derive from 
adverbial eiements (Kiparsky 1968: 45, cited in Homsîein 1990: 178). Hornstein claims 
on this basis that the 'main historical change has been a change of tenses from free- 
standing morphemes into bound morphemes*, '[al11 else ha[vingl remained the same* 
(ibid, 179). Yet as Dahl (1992: 649) points out, such an argument, which 'identiflies] 
elements synchronically with their diachronic sources', simply does not go through 
when there are multiple sources, as there are in the case of the English tense system. 
Since other components of this system - namely, will and have -derive from full 
verbs, there is no more subsbntiai bais for identifying al1 tenses as full verbs than there 
is for identifying them all as adverbs. Note, too, that in asserting that '[al11 eise has 
remained the same', Hornstein has significantly understatecl the syntactic differences 
between tmses and their adverbial sources. One obvious diffaence is that the former are 
obligatory, while the latter, according to Kiparsky (1968: 46-48), are optional in 
various contexts. Another ciifference - which, curiously, Hornstein (1990: 178-79) 
himself cites - is that it is not possible to predicate 'past' and 'present' tenses 
'independently of their host varbs to which they are attached as syntactic features', while 
it was possible to do so with the IE adverbial elements that are their sources. These data 
provide quite strong evidence that the latter elements, pace Hornstein, did undergo 
syntauic reanalysis on their way to becoming tenses. 



In short, Hornstein has given us little reason to beiieve either that tenses (or their 
temporal companions, auxiliaries and verbs) are adverbs, or that they pattern with 
advexbs to any syntadically significant degree. What this means, then, is that each part 
of Homstein's account of tense interactions proves unsatisfadory, and that the account 
as a whole must be rejected. It should nevertheless be noted that Homstein's structural 
approach to these interactions has provideci an important insight: namely, that an 
'interprecive asymmetry' exisis between higher and Iower tenses, such that 'the lower 
clause can be temporally dependent on the higher but not vice versa' (ibid, 171). This 
principle must be basic to any adequate treatment of tense dependencies - as it is both 
in the analyses to be discussed in the foiiowing section, and in the one that we shall be 
canvassing in 93. 

2 5 .  TENsES AS REFERENTlAL EXPRESSIONS: ENÇ 1987; ZAGONA 1990 

In ihis section, we corne finaliy to an analysis of tense intaactions which has arguably 
been the most influeatial in the syntax literature, and which was implicit in wr 'linking' 
proposal in chapta 2. This is one muched in t a n s  of binding t h e - ,  which invokes 
the paralle1 beîweai tenses and NPs &am by Partee (1973b) and pursued frequaitly in 
the linguistics literature (e.g. Fassi Fehri 1993; GuQon & Hoekstra 1995; Li 1990; 
Smith 198 1 ; Vlach 1993). Here we shali be exarnining two studies that present such an 
analysis: Enç 1987 and Zagona 1990." 

Given the salient ciifferences as w& as salient similarities between tenses and NPs, 
it is crucial in exarnining these studies to assess the conceptual and empirical soundness 
of the means by which they draw a paralle1 between these two elements. Now, it should 
be stated at the outset that the grounds for drawing such a parallel are themselves clear. 
As Partee (1973b) and others have demonstrated, tenses and NPs - in particular, 
pronouns - have quite striking similarities. Not only do tenses have the same kinds of 
'deictic' and 'non-deictic' readings as pronouns do, but they also display the same 

kinds of scopal ambiguities found in 'virtually every sentence which contains a 
potaitially anaphoric pronoun' (ibid, 608). These similarities are illustrateci below: 

(1 64) 'DEICTIC' READ~GS: 

a. tases: 
1. 'specific': I ddn't tum off the stove 
. . 
11. 'non-specific': He went to a private school. 

- -- 

94 Note that Zagona 1990 is an unpublished study, the h i c  anaiysis of which olso appears in 
p u b W  form in Z a g o ~  1992. Howevw, because tbe former is the more &taiied (and a h .  as it 
happens, tâe more recent) of the two. we shaIî be restricting our attention to it in the foiiowing 
discussion 



b. pronouns: 
1. 'specific': He shouldn't be in here. 
. . 
IL 'non-specific': They havai? installed my telephone yet. 

@id, 60'2-3, (31, (61, (21, (5)) 

a. tenses: 
1. 'anaphonc' : 

Sheila had a party last night and Sam got dnrnk. 
When Susan walked in, Peier left. 

. . 
11. 'bound variable': 

When you eat Chinese food, you're always hungry afierwards. 

b. pronouns: 
1. 'anaphoric' : 

Sam took the car yesterday and Sheila took it today. 

(166) SCOPAL AMBIGUITIES: 

a. tenses: 

If John had mamed Susan, he would have had everythmg he wanted 
(ibid., 6û7, (24)) 

he wanted = 'he a a d y  did want' (wide sape) 
he wanted = 'he would want if he married Susan' (narrow scope) 

b. pronouns: 
Every woman believes tbat she is happy. (Partee 1984: 246, (44) 
she = 'some woman in the discourse' (wide scope) 
she = 'every woman' (narrow scope) 

The question that this paralle1 raises for an analysis of tense, then, is what devices best 
capture these properties that tenses and pronouns share. But since these elements share 
some propeaties and n d  others, this immediately raises the question of what to make of 
the ciifferences baween them. 



Tne answers to these questions are by no means obvious. Further complicating 
rnatrers is the dependence of an answer to the first on an answer to the second, since the 
latter determines how dose a cunuedion between these two elements is to be clairned. 
Note that the data themsdves are hardly a sure guide, if Partee's own responses to theni 

are any indication. In her  original study, Partee (1973b: 603-4) noted a 'major 
nonparailelism' between tenses and pronouns, in the fad that 'every full clause contains 
a tense wheîher it contains a t h e  adverbial or n d ,  whereas a sentence containhg a fidl 

noun phrase need not contain a pronoun in addition'. However, she did not take this to 
cast doubt on the ciaim that tenses 'curr~nd[edI to explicit time variables in a logid 
representation' (Partee 1984: 275), imputing real significance to such syntactic 
differences between nominal and temporal anaphora only in hm 1984 study (see eg. 
ibid, 266). Yet in the laüer study her recognition of these ciifferences - in particular, 
the fact that '[tlernporal anaphora is more subtle' than its nominal counterpart 'because 
of the categorial variety of the expressions involved - tenses, adverbs, adverbial 
clauses, and main clauses' (ibid, 275) - led her to suggest that the similanty between 
the two eiements was merely 'a derivative phenomenon' (ibid, 243). 

If, however, it is still 'reasunable to characterize tenses as anaphonc' (iid, 256), 
as Partee acknowledges, then it also seems reasonable to locate this common semantic 
property in a formal similarity between tmses and pronouns. The possibility that has 
repeatedly suggested itself in syntactic research, as we noted above, is that the locus of 
this similarity is in the application of binding-îheoretic principles to both the nominal and 
temporal domains, such that the syntactic behaviour of tenses and NPs is govemed by 
similar well-formedness conditions. Since the elements in question otherwise have 
rather different syntactic (and thus semantic) properties, it is these propdes that are 
responsible for the distinct effects of such conditions when applied to these two diffixent 
domains. 

Admittedly, there are ri& as well as advantages in applying a device - in this 
case, binding theory - to a domain for it was not designed, as we have observai 
elsewhere in this study. One obvious risk is that the device will be applied in a marner 
that does not pay sufficient heed to the differences between domains, and is deîefmined 
too much by the analogy that it serves to support, and not enough by the data that it is 
intended to explain. m i s  risk is particularly great in the case of an analogy between 
tenses and NPs, since this d o g y  is based on attested similarities between tenses and 
pronouns only, which give us few clues as to how it rnight extend to the category of 
NPs more generally.) The other is that the original device itself is faulty, and thus 
creates the same soxts of problems in a second domah that it has aeated in the first. 

As we shall see, both sorts of difficulties aise in Enç's and Zagona's applications 
of binding theory to the temporai domain. Those of the fist sort pertain to the syntadc 
entities that they respectively take to be analogues of NPs in this domain; and to a 



'referential' view of tense that they both adopt, which derives h m  Partee 1973b. It is, 
in faa, this view of tense that Partee explicitly rejeds in her 1984 study, and which is at 
the heart of the doubts that she expresses there about the tense-pronoun analogy itself. 
While binding theory daes suggest a way to preserve the analogy, as we shall see, the 
results of ouf examination of tenses in this study lend considerable support to Partee's 
(1984: 256) contention that temes do not '['referï to times as pronouns 'referw to 
entities*. Such a view of tense appears to miaepreserit its function, which is to locate 
'situations' in tirne, in collaboration with other tinguistic elements and context. 
Curiously, Enç's and Zagona's studies adopt not only Partee's earlier view of tenses as 
'referential' but also a view of the representation of tenses that accords littie or no 
importance to Reichenbach's 'R', despite Partee's (1984) arguments for the cenûaiity of 
this element to an adequate exphnation of temporal anaphora (ibid, 243). The failure of 
these studies to appeai to 'R' will, as we shaii see, be a key factor in underminhg the 
cogency of their analyses 

Difnculties of the second sort, which relate to the faultiness of the original device 
behg applied, characterize Enç's and Zagona's use of the standard version of binding 
theory, which exploits the &vice of coindexation. As we observeci in chapter 2, this 
device yields problematic results in the temporai domain for the very cases that are 
problematic in the nominal domain: namely, those in which the referents of antecedent 
and anaphor are not ideuticai. What our examination of Enç's and Zagona's studies will 
suggest, then, is that the analogy that they draw between tenses and NPs, while 
illuminating, can be presewed only if it released from a cornmitment to a 'refermtial' 
view of tenses and a version of binding theury couched in terms of ooindexation. 

Let us begin our investigation with Enç's (1987) study, which, as noted above, pursues 
the ciaim that 'tenses denote intervals an d.. provide the temporal arguments of the verb' 
(ibid., 640). This claim follows from assumption that 'semantically verbs select 
[intervals] as arguments', and that the simplet means of expressing this relation 

between them is to take intervals to be 'the value of some syntadic object' (ibid.) Enç 
assumes that this object is tense; and that 'like ali other referential expressions', it bears 
an index, according to which it is assigned an interval (ibid., 640). This, then, is the 
basis of the analogy that Enç pursues between tenses and NPs, which takes the form of 
the clah that terises are subjed to conditions like those of binding theory, which serve 
to resfrict the range of their interpretations, much as binding conditions do with NPs. 

What gives further substance to this claim is Enç's introduction of a second 
element - namely, Comp - into the syntaaic representation of time. Her motivation 
for doing so is straightforward Given that 'pst and present are relational notions', the 



interval dended by tense 'cannot be detennined without referace to some otha 
inteaval'; and given the hypthesis that the former interval is the value of one syntactic 
entity, it seems reasonable to hypothesize that the latta is the value of motha one (ibid, 

M l ) .  Comp, as the entity in question, rnay thus 'carry a temporal index', and as 
such '[function] as the specifier of taise, yielding an intend as its semantic vaIue' 
(ibid, 641). In Enç's desaiption of the taise system, then, 'a tense denotes an intuval 
that stands in a catain relation to the interval denoted by the Comp, and this relation 
depends on whether the tense is pst or present' (ibid, 642).95 

It is in Enç's account of the relations between tense and Comp that the anaiogy 
between tenses and NPs becornes rnost fuiiy articulated. This is because she muches 
these relations in tenns of the 'anchuring' rules given below, which appeal to the same 
structural notions and devices as binding t h e q  W. 

(1 67) THE ANCHORING PRINCIPLE: 

Each teme must be anchored. (ibid., 642, (26)) 

(1 68) ANCHORING CONDITIONS:% 

a. Taise is anchored if it is bound in its g o v d n g  categmy, or if its Iocal 
Comp is anchored Otherwise, it is unanchored. 

b. If Comp has a govaning category, it is anchored if and only if it is bound 
within its govuning category. 

c. If Comp does not have a goveming categq, it is anchored if and only if it 

denotes the speech tirne. (ibid., 643, (27)) 

95 Teme ad Comp denote intervais as foUows (where 'T is a variable over intennls. nad t ,  t'are 
variables over moments' (Enç 1987: 64 1)): 

(0 a. Wh- a is a pst tense. $ is a Comp with a temporai index, and p is the lod C o q  of 
a. II a II is an interval T such tbat every moment r in T precedes every moment t'in 11 p II. 

b. Wbere a is a present tense, p is a Comp with a te+ index. ami $ is the local Comp 
of a. II a II is an interval T such that T = (1 $ 11. 

c. A  Comp $ is a local Comp of a tense a iff $ governs a or p goverus a teme yand y 
binds a. (EnC 1987: 642, (25a-b). 647. (2.5~3 

% These presuppose the definition of @ead) government (following Aoun & Sporîiche 1983 a d  
Chomsky 198 1) given in (i); and r&e definition of 'governing category ' (following Cliomsky 1986b) 
@en in (ii): 

(i) A gwerns B iff 
a. A i s S . a n d  
b. A and B are conmineci in dl the same maximai projections. (Enç 1987: 643. (33)) 

Ci) The minimai governing category of a is îhe minimai XP containhg cr, a gwez1y)r for a. and a 
subject, ie. a 'compiete fuactionai cornpiex'. (Chomsky 1986b: 169) 



These niles serve to deîerrnine the interprebtion of tenses in both simple and cornplex 
sentences, by requiring that a tense be either 'bound or related to its Comp.' This 
provides the following two possibilities for simple sentences: namely, for 'past' and 
'present' tenses denoting some tirne the speech tirne and some time wholIy before 

speech time, respectively. (Note that licit tense indexings are determined not by the 
'Anchoring Conditions', but by the semantics of each tense, which nile out a 'O' index 
for 'past', and dernand an index for 'present' that is the same as its local Comp (ibid., 
644).) In each case, the tense has no governing category, and therefore must be 
anchored through its Comp, which, in turn, must also be anchored - as it is by 
denohg the speech time (ibid, 643): 

(ibid., 644, (29b)) 

The 'Anchoring Conditions* provide a greater range of interpretative possibilities 
for the tense in a complement clause, since here it bas a goveniing category, the marrix S 
(in virtue of being governed by its Comp), and can thus be 'anchored' either by being 
bound, as s h o w  in (170a), or by the 'anchoring' of its Comp, as show in (170b): 

(170) a. [Campo [PAST~ [V [Comp [NP [PAST~]]]]] 

b. [Campo [NP [PAST~ [V [Cornpi [NP [PAST,]]]]]] (ibid., 646, (34), (33)) 

These two 'anchoring* possibilities diow Enç to  capture, for example, both the 
'simultaneous' and 'anterior' readings which we have seen for 'past under past' 
sentences like this one: 

(171 j John heard that Mary was pregnant. (ibid., 635, (5)) 

These two readings comespond to the schemata in (170a) and (170b), respectively. In 
the former schema, the embedded tense is 'directly bound' by the ma& tense, making 
the time of Mary's king pregnant the same as the time of John's hearing about it. In the 
latter, the embedded Comp is bound by, and thus coreferential with, the matrix tense; 

while the embedded tense has a distinct index. This parnits the latter tense to denote a 
time prior to that of the matrix tense, and thus for the time of Mary's being pregnant to 
be prior to the time of John's hearing about it (ibid, 64&47).g7 

97 Nok. however* that the tirne of the pregnancy is not, as Enç (1987: 646) ciaims, 'dekrmined to 
be prior to the t h e  when John heard about it*, since the embedded 'pst' tense shouId aIso be able to 
denote a past tirne subsequent to the latter - a point to which we SU be rettirning below. 



Enç's (1987) study thus provides an interesthg account of certain intapretative 
patterns - namely, those associated with the 'pst under pst' construction - which 
have n a  received a satisfj4ng expianation in the other studies that we have reviewed so 
far. Howeva, Enç's analysis is not without its difficulties, as we shall see more clearly 
when we subject it to closer mtiny. 

Before we do so, however, let us examine the basic features of Zagona's (1990) 
analysis, which fesemble those of Enç's in many respects. The most important similarity 
beîween them, as we have noted, is the analogy that they both draw between tenses and 
NPs, and the assumption that the temporal reference of sentences can be adequately 
explained in terms of temporal arguments that are directiy encoded in the syntax. 
However, Zagona pursues the analogy bmeen the syntax of tenses and NPs in a far 
more thoroughgoing fashion than Enç does, analysing tenses in t m s  of interna1 and 
exteniai arguments of a predicate, which are seleded by a head, and subject to binding 
conditions= in a manner entirely parailel to NPs. 

Zagona's 'central claim' is that 'the two times referred to in simple sentences', 'Si 
and 'E', 'are syntaaically expressed as Tempotal Arguments' selected by l?, the head 
of the clause, represented as F i t e  Phrase (F'P) (ibid, introduction). Zagona posits that 
the two syntactic arguments of P a r e  'Speech-Tirne'99 and the VP, which are 
respedively assigned the 'temporal semantic roles' 'S' and 'E' 'in temporal argument 
structure' (ibid), as shown in (172): 

(172) LEXICAL ENTRY FOR 

(ibid., (1 b)) 

98 Zagoua fonmilotes Principles A, B. a d  C of bmdiag theory as foiiows (osniming Chomsky's 
(1986b: 169) &finition of 'minimal governiag category' (MGC) as given in n. 93): 

(0 a An anapbor mus be bound in its MGC. 
b. A promminal must be ûee in its MGC. 
c. An Rexpression is fiee (in the domain of the h d  of its chain). 

99 Zagoaa is mt mare explicit about the identity of this argument. and repsents it in ber bec 
diagrams oniy as 'T'. 



Zagona posits that Fo has a second, 'intransitive' forrn,lm which assigns 'R' to the VP 

in 'pafect' tenses - the assignment of 'S' and 'E' being assume. here by have, as 
show in (1 73): 

(1 73) a. LEXICAL ENTRY @) FOR 

b . LEMCAL ENTRY FOR HAVE: 

(ibid, (3)) 

Zagona also posits that the assignment of 'temporal rôles' by Fo and have is 
associated with the assignment of a value of the inflectional feature p s t ]  to VP, the 
intemal argument of each, as shown in (174): 

(174) a. Fo assigns [+/- Past] to VP. 
b. have assigns [+ Past] to VP. (based on ibid, (5)) 

The value of this feature, amrding to Zagona, determines the binding properties of a 
given VP. Accordingly, a [+ Past] VP is an R-expression - that is, [- Anaphor, 
- Pronom] - which is 'name-like' inasmuch as it cannd 'be construed as potentially 
coreferential with Speech-time' (ibid, Introduction). A [- Past] VP, in contrast, is 
temporally underspecified, so that it funaions as an anaphor, pronoun, or R-expression, 

'depend[igj on its binding-theoretic relation to other clausal elements' (ibid, 83.3). IO1 
More specifically, a VP like that in (175a) is understood to be a 'temporal anaphor', 
given that it locates a 'situation' at the same time as 'S'; a VP like that in (175b) is 
understood to be a 'temporal pronoun', givai that it does not locate a 'situation' at 'S.; 
and a VP like that in (175c) is understood to be a 'temporal R-expression', given that it 
Iocates a 'situation' at a tirne nos identicai with 'S', as detamined by a modal by which it 
is A'-bound (ibid, Introducîion): 

ï a g m  claims that this form is r 'raising' predicate. whose ' t e m p d  argument', 'Speech- 
tirne'. conn~ be lice& in sirtr, just iike ?he arguments of other 'raising' predicates; Pod must therefm 
move in ader to be licensed - in this case. to the SF of CP (ibid. Introduction, 82.3). 

loi Zagom (ibid, 83.3) notes tbat there is m VP d o g u e  of PRO - Le. one spg~ified 
[+ AriPpbor. + hm] - because th VP in t e d  clauses aiways has a govenwx, in the fam of 
I d .  



c. [- Anaphor, - Pronoun] 
Hlen wiIl h g .  (based on ibid, Intmâuction, (6)-(7)) 

Zagona's analysis thus presents a clever application of the devices of binding and 
theta theory to the andysis of temporal anaphora. However, aven that this phenomenon 
is rattier different h m  noniinal anaphora, as we have seen, this application inevitably 
invites scepticisrn. This is the case, in particular, because Zagona's use of these devices 
leads to complex stnidural solutions to problems which (as we found in chapter 2) have 
a straightfmard treatment in lexical or contextuai terms, These problems include ones 
pertaining to the readings availabIe to the 'present' tense, as just noted, and to the 
different temporal properties of 'eventive' and 'stative' predicates - both of which 
Zagona handes, rather implausibly, in terms of the rule of 'quantifier raising' (QR) (see 
ibid, 83.4). We shall not be assessing Zagona's solutions to these specific problems - 
a tasic which, in any case, remains unfeasible in the absence of a more explkit semantics 
for the various syntadic categories and processes that Zagona invokes. What we shall 

do, Uistead, is to reëxamine Zagona's central claims, and to determine sorne of their 
empirical consequences. This should be sufficient to demonstrate that her analysis, in its 
present form, is unteaable. 

As we observed earlier, Zagona claims that a predicate Fo takes the VP and 
'Speech-time' as its internai and extenial 'temporal arguments', respectively; and that 
this configuration is the syncadic basis of a sentence's tempord reference. Because this 
anal y sis involves both unfamiliar sy ntactic entities and un familiar fùndions for well- 
known ones, it is difficult to offer an adequate assessrnent of it given the limits of this 
study. What we can assess here, however, are the conceptual and empirical foundations 
of hm analysis. Yeî here alone we can find sufficient cause to doubt the adequacy of 
Zagona's analysis. 

P-ps most problematic is Zagona's characterization of the VP a s  an argument 
of p. This is because it is not obvious how the VP wuld serve such a fundion when it 
is a predicate itself; or how FO (notwithsbnding its hypothesized status as a lexical 

category) could be a predicate when it has essentially no semantic content, and thus no 
property of which a given argument rnight be predicated. Nevertheless, Zagona 
acknowledges no conceptual difficulties in assigning such semantic duties to these 



categories; and h a  arguments for this analysis are purely syntactic - focussing on 
evidence that F is a lexical category amrding to criteria laid out by Fukui and Speas 
(1986); and on the abiiity of an 'argument' status for VP to resolve a 'paradox inherent 
in the Barriers framework', which requires the VP to be L-markeâ, on the one band, but 
to be 'a non-argument with respect to adjunaion', on the other (ibid., 882.1.1, 2.2). 
Moremer, since these arguments are iargely tbeq-intemal, they do not establish even a 
h syntadic bais  for Zagona's analysis, but demonsirate only its consistency with the 
assumptions that she has adopted. As such, these arguments provide little cover from 
the basic semantic problem that this andysis creates: namely, that it proposes syntactic 
structures that have no obvious intgpretatioa 

Simikir rernarks apply to Zagona's claim that 'S' is encoded as an external 
argument. While there is little question that 'S' figures in any adequate temporal 
representation of tensed clauses, it remains unclear whether it corresponds diredy to 
any syntactic expression. Y& Zagona offers no independent support for such a 
correspondence between 'S' and some syntactic expression, simply adopting Enç's 
(19û7) assumption that one exists, Accordingly, her discussion of this point smes only 
to make a case for analysing 'Speecti-time' as a syntactic argument of Fo rather than as a 
specifier of Infl, as Enç (1987: 641) has assumed.10z As it happas, the case that 
Zagona develops is an especially weak one, which conflates the notion of 'specifier', as 
figures in Enç's analysis, with that of 'deterrniner'; and then pro& with the claim that 
'S' is not plausibly realized as a determiner, since determiners, like other fundional 
heads, have no reference independent of the lexical categories with which they are 
associated. Even assuming that 'S. does correspond to a syntactic expression, Zagona 
does not succeed in establishing that this must be an 'argument'. This is because 
'specifiers', first of all, cannd be equated with 'determiners'; and there are clear cases 
- such as the genitive NP constniction exempiified below, which Enç herself adduces 
- in which the former are disjoint in their reference from the arguments that they 
'specify *: 

(176) John's father (Enç 1987: 641, n. 10) 

However, even if we took 'deterrniner' to be the relevant notion, Zagona's assumption 
that rnembers of this category have no 'independent reference* would be at odds with 
Abney's (1987: 176) claim, foliowing Postal (1969) and others, that pronouns are also 
members of this category. 

'OZ In k t ,  Enç says only that Comp. which denotes 'Sv, functions as the 'semantic specifier' of 
M. Since she does mt clarify this function, she appears only to be drawing an iiiustrative pardel 
between ibe huiction of Comp here and b t  of genitive NPs iike the one given in (176). 



In faa, there is littIe reason to beliewe that 'S' has any direct syntadic reaiization, 
either as a 'specifier' or as an 'argument'. Not only is there Little empirical support or 
conceptual advantage in positing such a direct reIation between syntactic elements and 
times, but there are subsîantial arguments against such a relation, as we noted above. A 

recognition of these has l e .  to a growing consensus in the linguistic literature on tense 
(e.g. Cowper 1991; Giorgi & Pianesi 1991; Kamp & Reyle 1993; Rigter 1986) that it is 
the relation between 'S' and 'R', rather than 'S' itself, to which tensed v&s give 
syntactic expression. W e  rnight note that this 'relational' claim about 'S' is aiso 
consistent with McGilvray's (cg. 1991) claim, as discussed in chapter 1, that the 

'exemplificational referatce' that a sentences makes to 'S' is different in kîad from the 
'pichm refmce' that it makes to 'E'; and that only the latter bas a basis in the syntaaic 
properties of a sentence. Since 'exemplificational reference' to 'S', as McGilviay (ibid, 
16243) argues, pertains to sentence tokens, and is thus a matter of language use - 'S' 
bang 'simply the time at which this token is produœd' -, it would make little sense for 
'S' and 'E' to correspond to the same kind of syntactic expression. This point is even 
clearer in the case of other deictic elements, such as fist and second person pronouns. 
While the interpreâation of these elements is as dependent on 'S' as that of tenw is, few 
researchers would daim that these 'refer' to 'S' in the same way that they refer to 
individuals, or that their syntactic representâiion contains two expressions 
corresponding to these respective 'referents'. 

It appears, then, th= is M e  support for Zagona's daim that 'S' and 'E' have a 
direct correspondence to the syntadic elements 'Speech-time' and VP, respectively. 
However, this claim turns out to have more obvious empirical shortcomings when we 
examine its rôle in Zagona's temporai binding theory. Here we see that the dira3 relation 
that Zagona posits between 'temporal arguments' and times is clearly falsifiai by the 

data of temporal anaphora. 
Recall that Zagona takes [+ Past] VFs to be R-expressions, and [- Past] VPs to be 

'temporally indeterminate', and as such able to assume the character of pronouns, 
anaphors, or R-expressions. R d ,  tw, that the binding conditions that she takes to 
apply to VPs are identical to those that apply to NPs (the only ciifferaice between them 
being in the size of their respective governing categories, which follows from 
ciifferences in the phrase structure positions of VPs and NPs.) Now, no serious 
empirical difficulties aise with VP 'anaphors' or 'pronouns', which are respectively A- 

bound and A-free in their governing categories (which Zagona defines as LP, which 
contains a govarior for VP in the form of Tm& and an 'accessible subject' in the form 
of Agr (Zagona 1990: 53.3)). However, Zagona's predictions for VP 'R-expressions' 
are squarely at odds with the readings available for at least two classes of sentences: 
those with two 'past' tmse verb forms; and those with 'future' tense forms (which 
Zagona takes to consist of a [- Fast] VP A'-bound by the modai form will, as we noted 



&ove) that &cm with present-tirne-denoting advdials. The incorrect predictions 
yielded for the former c h s  seern to have arisen fiorn Zagona's rchcting her attention 
to simple sentences, which has led her to overlook the consequences of her binding 
cIairn fbr the reiaîion b e e n  the VPs in complex sentences: namely, tbat it des out the 

possibility of 'pst  under pst' sentences with 'simultaneous' readings, where the two 
[+ Past] VPs must be coindexed.1~ Such sentences - in contrast to their counterparts 
witb coindexed 'nominal' Rupressions - are, of course, perfectly acceptable: 

(177) a. John sawi that Bill wasi turaing blue. 
b. Johni saw that Johni W ~ S  turning bIue. 

Similarly, the inconect predictions yielded for the latter class, exemplifie. in (178), 
seem to have arisen from Zagona's overlooking of the effects of adverbial modification 
on temporai integrdation. Thus, the [- Past] VP in this sentence, though A'-bound by a 

modal, stiil appears to Iocate a 'situation* at 'S', aven the temporal contribution of the 
adverbial right mw: 

(178) Ella will sing for us nght now. 

It might be possible to blunt the effed of such examples by cIaiming that they 
show only that the temporal domain instantiates a different 'parameter sating' of the 
requirement that R-expressions be free (This would foLIow the strategy suggested by 
Lasnik (1989) for treating analogous violations among NPs that have been observeci in 
Thai and Vietnamesc) Of course, such a response would beg the question of why a 

IO3 Amther c h  of acceptaMe Principte C violations is exempLitied by the senterice in (1): 

(0 On 1 May, at about 1.15 p.ra, John dacided t h !  in exaaty one week he would say to his 
mohx a! l u h  fbat they were having b i r  last meai toge&. 

@a& on Abusch 1988: 2. (6)) 

If this sentence wwe uîtered at 1.15 p.m. on 8 May, then the event describeci by the itaücized 'past 
progressive' form would te careferentiai with speech time. in apparent violation of Rinciple C. 
Hower ,  such vioktions appear to be direct d o g u e s  of the cases of 'accidental corefmence' diçcussed 
by Heim (1982: 3 15ff.) and others, which were mted in cbapter 2. Tbe examples ihat appeared there are 
repePted in (ii): 

(ii) o. He is John. 
b. He must be John, because he put on John's mat. (ibid, 315. (1H2)) 

As Heim (1982: 315) notes, he a d  John must be uoderstood as caeferentipl in these seotences in 
order fa the stntements expssed by them 'to have any chme of being tnie'. However, given k t  
binding pinciples am co- on coindexatioo a d  m corefereme, they iieed not c d -  niocipie 
C vboiations if he Prd John are assigmd difièmat indices -in which case tbey cm still be interpreted as 
caseferent if certPin discourse condithm are mec (see ibid, 3 18-20). Accordingly , the problem posed 
for Zagons's analysis by senteoces U e  that io (0 mi@ be dved  simpiy by permiiting itie assignment 
of différent indices to different [+ Pas] arguments, so that tbey may be coreférential wihout king 



single language would have two 'settings' of the same principle in the first place. 
Moreover, while it might save as a sbpgap solution to the essentially technical problem 
raised by the example in (177a), it would obscure the sight-Iine to an important 
generalization uncovered by the example in (178), which is the key to a t d y  adequate 
solution. 'Ibis is that the use of some tense in descrîbing a givm 'situation' does no& nile 
out the possibliity that the 'situation' in question actually begias b e f m  or continues aer 
the time indicated by the tense itself. We saw many examples of such apparent 
'mismatches' between tense values and times in chapter 2. Further examples are 
provided by the sentences in (179): 

(179) a. The book was in the kitchen just a moment ago. 
(base. on Declerck 1991 : 257, (43)) 

b . Joe will certainly be at home at five o'cIock 
c. Seth is sick today. 

Thus, the use of the 'past' taise in the first sentence rules out neither the possibility that 
the book was in the kitchen long before a single moment ago nor the possibility tint it is 
still there - the latter of which is, of course, what the use of such a sentence generally 
implies. SimiIarly, the use of the 'future' tense in the second sentence and that of the 
'present* tense in the third Q n d  nile out the respective possibilities that Joe has been at 
home d l  &y, and that Seth was sick yesterday and will be sick tomorrow. Yet a 
'temporal binding* theory that assumes that tense values correspond directly to times is 
hard-pressed to account for these data, since it has only one highly undesirable means at 

its disposal to do so: namely, to appeal to the claim that a given tense value may denote 
past, present or futme times. Once more, we are led inevitably to the conclusion that a 
'referential' view of tenses cannot be sustained - nor, ajbrtiori, a binding theory based 
on it. 

25.3. COINDEXATION AND THE PROBLEM OF IDENTICAL INTERVALS 

This conclusion is reinforced by a closer examination of Enç's (1987) study, whose 
more explicit ireatment of this 'referential' view of tense, and application of it to a wider 
range of &ta - most notably, complement and relative clause constructions - make 
the problems associated with it even more salient. These problems are particularly weil 
encapsulated in one problem that arises in Enç's 'anchoring' analysis of tenses in these 

consîructions. This pertains to the privileged status that hm anaiysis assigns to the 
relation of identity becween intervals describeci by matrix and embedded tenses. 

Enç's analysis of relative clause constructions offers a clear instance of this 
problem. We noted earlier in the chapter that this analysis has serious technicd 



shortcomings; these are related to the readings that it predicts for 'pst under pst '  
versions of this constniction, as given in (180) (repeated fiom (92)): 

(180) John saw the man who was crying. (Enç 1987: 645, (30)) 

The analysis yidds the 'anchoring' configuration given in (18 l), which in twn yields 
the conect reading of this sentence, in which '[tlhe tirne of seeing and the time of m g  
are not ordered relative to each ah=' (ibid, 645): 

This configuration makes such a 'temporally unordaed' reading available by virtue of 
its ungovemed ernbedded Cornp, which can be 'anchored' only by denoting the s p h  
time. This means that the ernbedded tense, which is not bound, must be 'anchored' 
through its local Cornp, and thus evaluated with respect to speech time, just as the 
matrùr tense is. 

A problem arises, however, fiom the fact that this analysis yields a second 
configuration, as given in (182), corresponding to a reading in which 'the p s t  time of 
aying is identical to the pst time of seing': 

This reacüng, as Enç notes, is certaùily available for the sentence. Yet the fact that it 

already follows from the configuration in (181) &es it an undesirable artetkt of ha 
analysis, which as such predicîs ambiguity for sentences like that in (180) when there is 
only indeterrninacy . Enç sketches an alternative analy sis that eliminates this ambiguity , 
but remarks that '[tlhe choice between these two analyses depends on rnatters other than 

the interpretation of tense', and does not pursue the matter any further (ibid, 645-46). 
Now, Homstein (1990: 158) has argued that the 'temporally unordemi' reading 

predided for the configuration in (181) is, in fact, unavailable. This is because relative 
clauses do not have the phrase stnidure aven in (183a), as Enç assumes, but rather the 
structure in (183b) or (183~):104 

lo4 Hornstein (1990: 158-59) claims as on additional problem for Enç's analysis the fact that ooe 
of the possible readbgs that it yields is one in which the 'psi' tense in a relative ciause is 'bwcd' - a 
rrinding thai i3 impossible. given that 'SOT effects', occording to Hornstein. do not emerge in reIafive 
clause constructions. However, since Hornstein's clPim about the absence of such effects is iiself 
empirically suspect (as we observed in 0 l.4.I.I a d  again in IL 85). no problem actually arises here for 
Enç'saccounL 



(183) a. NP Ig. Comp I, ... TNS... 1111 
b. Spec N' kt N [Q. Comp E ... TNS... 1111 
c. Spec N' [N' Comp [, ... TNS... 1111 

Homstein claims thaî 'there is considerable evidence' for the former structure, in which 
Comp is governed. Given this stniaure, Comp would not denote the speech time, and 
the 'temporally unordered' reading of r a v e  clause sentences would be unavaiiable, 
The incorredness of the structure that Enç assigns to relative clauses is indicated by the 
results of 'one substitution', as shown in (184a). However, these results also indicate 
that the coma stnidure is that in (1 83c), and not that in (1 83b), which appears to be 
that of the noun complement clauses given in (1 Wb): 

(1 84) a. John saw the [N' man who was gyin&] and the IN. one E. who was 

laughùlgll. 
b. * John believed the G, claim r9. that pigs had wings]] but not the one 

Is. that waiis had cars]] .la 

Since, given the structure in (183~) and cament definitions of government, the Comp 
position in (183c) tums out not to be govemed, the technical problem that Homstein 
aileges fails to materialize. Yet an equaily reffactory problem daes beset Enç's analysis 
of relative clause constmctions, which pertains to her suggestion that the choice beîween 
an analysis that permits coindexation between matrix and embedded tenses in these 
constructions and one that does not is peripheral to the question of how tenses are 
actually interpreted. Even brief inspection of examples like those in (185) should be 
sufficiait to demonstrate that the choice between these analyses is a significant one: 

(1 85) a. Joe mec the guy who lived downstairs. 
b. Joe saw the guy who stole Chester's laundry. 

Observe that neithet of these sentences has a plausible reading in which the 'situations' 
respectively desçribed by matrix and embedded clauses are simultaneous; in fad, such a 

los It must be mted that tbiS sentence, wttose unacceptability is 0 t h  taken for gnnted in 
discussioris contras@ nwn complement ami reiative ciauses (and which in my own dialect is perfectly 
cireadfui), appears to be acceptable to many mtive spakers of English, 1 have now fou& severai 
specrkers of (North Amencan) English who i l d  it pwfectiy acceptable. While this might lead us to 
doubt thru noun cornpiement clauses have the stnictiire inciicated in (184b). in which N is sister to CP. 
the judgements eliciîed h m  some of the speakers in question, as given in (i), suggest that the probiem 
lies not wiîh the [N CP] structure itself. but rather wiih the crossdiaktril sîaùility of the N' stntus of 
one- 

(3 John is the student of physics, and BiU is the one of chernistry. 
(M Vogel. personal communication) 



reading is simply impossible for the latter sentence, since it would require the embedded 
verb to have a 'progressive' f m .  These data cast considerable doubt on a 'binding' 
anaiysis iike Enç's which takes a relation of sirnultaneity behveen two p s t  'situations* 

to be one of the basic possibilities that the grammar makes available. 
This problem is brought into even sharper focus by Enç's analysis of 'past unda  

p s t *  corriplement clause constructions, which we discussed earlier. Recall that her 
'anchorhg conditions' specrfy the two configurations given below (repeated from 
(170)), which correspond to 'simultaneous' and 'non-simultaneous' readings, 

respectively : 

At first bIush, this anaiysis seems well suit4 to a description of 'past under past' 
sentences. As we a h d y  nded, it predicts both 'simultaneous' and 'anterior* readings 
of the foliowing sentaice, repeated h m  (171): 

(187) John heard that Maxy was pregnant. (ibid., 635, (5)) 

It even captures one reading, notai several times in this chapter, which Enç does not 
discuss - that in which the embedded clause 'situation' is postaior ta the matrix clause 
'situation', which we find in this sentence, repeated fiom (a): 

(188) Joe ho@ that the buiiet hit the target 

Yet consideration of a wider range of data again reveals this analysis to be an 
implausible one, and for the same reason that we already saw with relative clauses: 
namely, that a 'simultaneous' reading is not a basic possibility for these sentences. On 
the contrary, this reading - or more generally, one in which the tirne of the 'situation' 
described by one clause is indudeci in that of the 'situation' described by another - is 
possible only if the latter 'situation' is a 'state'.la This a n  be seen from the foiiowing 
sentences, which aiso reveal that the 'anterior' reading, which Enç daims as the 0th- 
basic reading of 'pst under past' saitaices, is likewise nd aIway s available: 

(189) a. Joe was sad that Trish was gone ['sirnultanaou' reading only] 
b . Joe was sad that Tnsh left him ['anterior' reading only] 

lo6 Zagonn (1990: 01.4) makes a similar point. ming that the 'simultaaeous' reading 'is 
cûiuacferidc of Stative predicates O&.' 
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c. Joe said that Chater was si& [both readings available]lm 
d. Joe said that Chester caught the flu h m  Seth. ['anterior' reading ody] 

Notice, in this context, that the sentence in (1 88), though offered in support of Enç's 
ciaini, t m s  out to provide evidence against it. This is bernuse it has ody 'non- 

simultaneous' readings: the tirne of Joe's hoping may be either prior to or subsequent to 
thai of the bullet's hitthg the target, but canna be identical to it. 

Given these obsemations, there seems little warrant in privileging the 
'simultaneous' reading, as Enç's analysis does, by couching tense interactions in terms 
of an opposition between 'coindexed* and 'nonaindexeci' tenses. A more plausible 
account of this radin& then, is that it is simply one of those available to 'past under 
pst '  constructions - in other words, that the embedded 'past' tense in these 

constniaions is neither syntactically nor semantically dependent on the matrix ' past ' 
tense. This, in fact, is the conclusion reached by Heny (1982) in his investigation of 
'pst'-tensed 'propositional attitude* constructions, which we discusseâ in 8 1.4.1.2. 
Heny (ibid, 126) rem& that the m m  reading of sentences like that in (1 go), which 

requires that 'the objjed of belief. .. be relativized to the same time as the belief sentence 
itself or to some interval intaseaing with that time', depends not on 'the 'binding" of 
one taise by another', but on 'the mectianics of reporthg a Wef:  

(190) Sam believed that he was in Boston (ibid.* (4 1)) 

This means that the requirement 'that a single intervai be relevant to the evaluation of the 
objtxî sentence and of the higher sentence* (ibid.) is plausibfy t r a d  to pragmatic, rather 
than syntactic or semantic, constmints. 

Note h t  this opposition between 'coindexed* and 'non-coindexed' elernents dso 
chderizes Enç's treatment of tenses in simple sentences, which we described earlieq 
and is qually problemtic in this context. For example, whem the two elernents king 
related are a past tense and its local Comp, 'the seriantics of past tense', as Enç defines 
it, 'requires the interval h o t e d  by the tense to comp1eteiy precede the intaval denoted 
by Comp' (ibid, 644). Thus, 'pst'-tensed sentences like that in (191a) wiii have the 

'anchorhg * configuration shown in (19 1 b) (repeated from (1 69b)), and 'will have a 
noncontradidory reading only if i # O' (ibid, 644): 

(191) a. John died. 
b. [compo NP PASTi 

(ibid., (29a)) 

l m  The contexts under which tbe (admittedly Iess salient) 'anteria' readmg of such sentences is 
avaüabIe were d i s c d  in 0 1.3.1.12. 
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Now, it is certainly true that the sentence in (191) has no reading on which the 'interval 
denoted by the tense' does na 'completely precede the  interval denoted by Comp'. 
However, it is a siraightforward task to adduce 'past'-tensed sentences that do not result 
in contradiaion when the two intervals in question ovedap. One such sentence is given 
below: 

(192) They were still reading his dissertation the last tirne anyone asked 

This sentence is by no means conûadictory if the interval denoted by the 'past' tense 
extends to the $me of speech. Again, a mechanism that yields only identity or non- 
identity of intavals is simply unable to capture this possibility. 

Enç (ibid, 648) does recognize that a simple opposition b e t w m  'coindexed' and 
'non-coindexed' readings cannot account for rnany readings of the 'present', in 
particular, 'present under pst' constmctions like that given in (193): 

(193) John heard that Mary is pregnant. (ibid.. 636, (1 1)) 

This is because these require the time of the embedded clause 'situation' 'both to extend 
to the speech time and to include the pas& time' of the matrix clause 'situation' (ibid, 
648). Enç attempts to bring these sentences within the s c p  of her analysis as follows. 
She posits that 'speech time' is not an instant, but rather 'a contextually deîamined 
intervat that includes the moment of utterance and that may Vary in size depending on the 
discourse situation'; this aliows it to 'contain past or future moments' (ibid, 650). In 
order to represent a dation of inclusion beiween intervals that this view of 'speech time' 
maices possible, Enç introduces a double-indexing system, as  iliustrated in (194), which 
parnits an embedded 'present' tense like that in (193) to bear the index both of its local 
Comp and of the matrix 'past' tense: 

Finally, in order to capture the fact that the embedded 'present' tense h (193) is 
evaluated with respect to the speech time, and not the intemal denoted by the matrix 
'pst' taise, as Anchoring Condition B predicts, Enç makes two stipulaiims. One is that 
the 'present' tense in English always 'denotes the speech tirne' as a matter of parameîric 
s d n g ;  the othm is that in such languages a 'present' tense and its Comp are subjed to a 
'reindexing rule', as given in (195a), which serves to undo at LF the binding relation 
established by Anchoring Condition B at D-structure (ibid., 649). This yields the 
configuration given in (195b): 



These modifications to Enç's basic analysis permit a reading of the sentence in (193) 
according to which the 'past time of hearing [is] included in the present time of 
pregnancy * (ibid, 650). 

Now, while this analysis correctly describes the temporal relation that holds 
b-een the two 'situations' described by these sentences, it appears, fiom our findings 
about such sentences in 8 1.3.1.1.1, to misrepresent their actud meaning. For example, 
the sentence in (193), on Enç's analysis, would seem to assert that John heard that Mary 
bas been pregnant for some interval beginning in the past and extending to the time of 
speech. But this, of course, is not what the sentence asserts; what it asserts, rather, is 
that John heard that Mary was pregnant, and that she is still pregnant at the time of 
speech. The fundion of these sentences, in other words, is not to include the time of the 
matrix clause 'situation* in that of the embedded clause 'situation*, but to aliow the 
speaker to indicate that the latter 'situation*, which was the objet3 of some past 
'attitude', is still taken to hold. 

Thus, despite all of the rnachinery that Enç employs in her analysis of 'present 
under past' sentences, she is finally unable to provide a satisfying account of them. 
Moreova, because her analysis rests cnicially on the stipulation that the 'present' tense 
always denotes the time of speech, it precludes any straightforward account of the 
'sirnultantmus' reading of 'present under future' sentences, like that in (195), which 
seem quite plausibly treated in 'binding* terrns (Homstein 1990: 160): 

However, it is not only Enç's assumption about the denotation of the 'present' tense, 
but the aitire structure of her 'anchoring* analysis, which is based on an opposition 
between 'past' and 'present' tenses, that leaves h a  with no means to account for the 
'simultaneous* and 'non-simultaneous' readings of 'present unda future* sentences.1" 

As it happens, Enç's treatment of the 'present' tense reveals an even deeper 

problem in her basic approach to tenses and temporal reference. This is that her 
conception of speech time as an arbitrarily long interval, which rnay extend into the 

past,los maices it unclear how the 'present* tense could ultimately be distinguished liom 
the 'pas&', given that the 'present' could always denote an interval that extends into the 
pas, and the 'past* could always overlap with speech tirne. This problem appears to 

lm See Ogihara 1989: 157-63 fa discussion of the dire coPSeQuences for Eq's  (1987) anaiysis of 
her (ibid. 634, n. 2) ciah that 'the temporai properties of will ... potteni with ocher modals, railm 
thon with tenses'. 

lm Since this interval m y  alSO extend into the fubire, the same point applies to the 'fubre' tense. 



have its source in the 'referentiai' view of tenses that Enç adopts, since on this view, 
tenses correspond d i r d y  to intavais. This means that a 'present9-tensed sentence can 
refer to an interval longer than the present moment, or 'time of speech', only if the time 
of speech itself is longer than this moment. Thus, in order to give an empirically 
adequate account of the 'present' tense consistent with this view, one would have to 
claim, rather implausibly, that the time of speech is indefinitely long. From a 
'Reichenbachian' perspective, this daim is not merely implausible, but represents a 
serious misconstruai of the nature of temporal reference. In not recognizing the distinct 
status of 'Sv, 'R', and 'E', then, Enç is led to conflate their temporal responsibilities, 
and thus to claim that the 'present' tense simply denotes the speech time, rather than 
serving to locate an individual at an interval 'R' that includes the speech time; and that 

the speech time k i f  is indefmitely long, rather than the interval 'E' in which a sentence 
locates a 'situation'. (Not wincidentally, Zagona's analysis of the 'present' tense làces 

similar pmblems, since without recourse to 'R', she is al= led to attribute the different 
readings of the 'present' tense to different relations between 'S' and 'E', rather than 
seeing all uses of this tense as expressing 'S,R', and attributhg their ciifferences to the 
location of 'E' - which, according to our claim in chapter 2, was determineci by 
temporal adverbials, lexical properties of the VP, and contexî.) 

Of course, the view of temporal reference that both Enç's and Zagona's studies 
assume, in which particular syntadic entities correspond directly to intervals, and the 
corresponding intervals are either identical or disjoint, can be readily described in terms 
of coindexed elements and other devices associated with binding theory. However, 
neither study has given us reason to believe that such a d d p t i o n  is an accurate one. In 
fact, Enç's final recourse to a double-indexing mechanism in accounting for the 
'present' tense might be seen as an acknowledgement that simple coindexation, which 
requires its syntactic targets to be interpreted 'atomicaliy', is ill-suited to a description of 
temporal referaice in general and the 'molecular' character of temporal intervals in 
particular. (As we saw in chapter 2, simple coindexation is similarly vulnerable in the 
face of NPs that behave 'molecularly', as they do in cases of split antecedence.) 
Unfortunately, Enç's introduction of a more complex indexing mechanism does littie to 
address the general problem that coindexation poses for the analysis of tense interactions 
(a problem already spelled out, in somewhat diffeient form, in chapter 2). This is that it 
misrepresents the nature of the interactions between temporal expressions, couching 
them in terms of an opposition between temporally 'like* and 'unlike' expressions, 
when virtually al1 of the evidence that we have examined points to an opposition 
between temporal 'dependence' and 'independence'. (Of course, a multiple indexing 
system raises a host of new problems, as we also noted in chapter 2.) 

In sum, while Enç's and Zagona's studies demonstrate that the analogy between 
tenses and NPs is an illuminating one, they also appear to put stress on the analogy at its 



weakest points: namely, those related to the 'reference' of tenses and NPs and to the 
'atomicity' of their respective referents. A less probletnatic rendering of this analogy, 
then, would be one that related tense foms less diredIy to the intavals to which t e n d  
sentences refa. Just such a rendering will undulie the analysis of tense interactions that 
we shall be canvassing in the next section, which extends the 'linking' analysis 
proposeci in cbpter 2. 

3. A LiMUNG THEORY OF TENSE INTERACTIONS 

Given the detailed examination of tense-tense interactions in both complement and 
relative clause constructions that we have undertaken in this chapter, we can point with 
some authority fo certain key fatufes of these interactions. One is that tensed clauses in 
both types of cornplex sentences are able to srpress the full range of temporal relations 
between 'situations': namely, those of precedence, simuitaneity, inclusion, and overlap. 
This is iliustrated by the sentences in (197): 

(197) a. PRECEDENCE: 

1. Joe hoped that the buliet hit the target. 
. . u. Joe saw the bullet that hit the target. 

b. SIMULTANEITY: 

1. Seth believes that he is sick. 
. . 
LL. Joe heard the noise that his neighbour was making. 

c. INCLUSION: 

i .  Joe realized that Trish wanted to lave him. 
ii. John saw the man who was crying. 

d OVERLAP: 

1. Joe believes that Chester and Seth enjoy his company. 
ii. We will be living in the city that will have the worst crime rate in the 

country. 

Another feature of these interadions is that embedding iîself does not restrid the ability 
of embedded tenses to receive both 'dependent' and 'independent' readings - that is, 
those that are related to a higher tense and to the time of speech, respectively -, 
although this ability is restricted in various tense configurations and by various 
predicates. More specifically, tenses embedded under 'present' tenses receive only one 



reading, since the 'S,R' value of this tense mms  that tenses under it wilI always be 
rdated to 'S', as the sentences in (198) show: 

(198) a. Joe says that many people refuse to buy bis comic books. 
b. J o e  says that many people (once) refused to buy his comic books. 
c. J o e  says that many people wili never buy his comic b k s .  

(= (87ai, ii, iv)) 

Notice, however, that sentences that amtain multiple embedding, like the one in (199), 
reveals that îhis mding is, in fact, a 'dependent' one: 

(199) Seth wiii say that Joe believes that Chester will get dnink. 

This sentence has two possible readings, on which Serh's believing is Iocated at the tirne 
of speech and at the time of Seth's saying, respectively. Yet in both cases Chester's 

getting drunk must be located posterior to Seth's believing, demonstrating the 
dependence of the îhe lower 'future* tense on the 'pesait' tase of its matrix clause 

In addition, 'present' and 'future' tenses embedded under 'past' tenses do not 
receive a 'dependent' reading, and can ody be intapreted relative to the time of speech. 

(200) a. Seth said that many people wiU refuse to buy Joe's comic books. 
a'. Seth said that many people refuse to buy Joe's wmic books. 

b . Seth spoke to a man who never buys loe' s cumic books. 
b'. Seth spoke to a man who WU never buy Joe's comic books. 

(= (87bi, iv), (86bi, iv)) 

A 'dependent' reading is, however* avadable for 'past under past' sentences, as the 
following sentences show: 

(20 1) a. Joe said that the buiiet hit the met. (= (38a)* @gai)) 
b. Seth fïnaily caught the guy who stole his laundry. (= (m)) 

Finally, 'propositional attitude' verbs like believe commonly resist 'independent* 
readings of 'present' and 'future' tenses embedded under them, since the use of these 
tenses fails to preserve the 'stnidwe'  of the original belief that the sentences serve to 

w: 

(202) * Sam beIieved that tiis wife is in Boston today. 



What the presence of these various restrictions means, then, is that the full range of 
'dependent' and 'independent' readings emerges only in the case of tenses embedded 

under 'future' tenses. This range of readings is ülustrated in the following examples: 

(203) 'DEPENDENT': 

a. Chester will know that he is dnink. (= (474, (88bi)) 
a'. Seth will spot the man who is wearing Joe's jacket. (= (Wbi)) 
b. The police will fmd out that you were staying here today, and n d  in 

London. (= (47b), (88bii)) 
b*. Chester will meet the man who refused to buy Joe's comic books. 

(= (9obii)) 
c. Chester will say h t  he will be fished mon. (= (47c), (88biii)) 
c'. Chesta will find somane  at the party who wiii give him a iifi home. 

(204) 'INDEPENDENT': 

a. One day John will regret that be is treating me like this. (= (4&), (89bi)) 
a'. Seîh wiII W y  meet the woman who lives Qwn the street fiom you. 

(= (9 lbi)) 
b. The police wiii beiieve that he was killed yesterday. (= (48b), (89bü)) 
b'. Chester wdl meet a woman who knew Joe as a teenager. (= (91bü)) 
c. Little Wilt d l  regret that he will be tall. (= (101)) 
c'. Chester will taik to someune who wili never buy Joe's comic books. 

(= (9 1 biii)) 

A third feature of tense interactions is that these may occur over a large but 
nevertheles weli-defined domain, posited to be a fieestandhg sentence. Accordingly, 
this interaction may 'cross over' eithu an NP bouncby, as we have sm with rehtive 
clause constructions, or a non-finite IP, as in (205). However, it may not 'cross over' a 
sentence boundary, as the sentences in (206) demonstrate: 

(2051 

to tell us that she wouldn 't be able to attend the meeting. 

(206) a. Joe wiii say that he has had much to drink. 

a'. Je wiU be feeling tenible He r bve} had tm much to d r i k  



b. Chester will say that Joe  M e v e s  that he is too drunk to drive. 

b'. Chester wili say that Joe cannot drive. He [ Lbe} t o o ~ t o m i v c  

This interaction, however, can occur oniy between adjacent tenses in a configuration; 
that is, it cannot 'skip over' intervahg tensed clauses. This is why the lower 'future*- 

tensed clause in the following sentence, repeated from (199). can be temporally 
dependent on the the higher one ody if the intervening 'presed-tensed clause is itself 
dependent on the latter ciause: 

(207) Seth wiii say that loe believes that Chester wii i  get dmnk. 

Intriguingly, the last two generaiizations, which appeat to involve rather basic 
stnicturai properties of tensed clauses, do not apply to 'past' tenses. We saw this in 
9 1 A.2, where alongside the pattern exernplified in (206) was one exernplified in (208), 
in which 'past' taises displayed intersententid dependencies: 

(208) a. Joe said that he had had too much to drink. 
b. Joe was feeling temible. He had had too much to drink. 

Similarly, 'past' tenses also appear to interact across intervening tensed clauses. The 
foiiowing sentence, for example, can only be taken to locate Joe's treating Trish badly 
before Seth's t a k g  about Trish's feelings: 

(209) Seth said that Trish stdi f d s  that Joe treated h a  badly. 

The simplest explanation of these facts, as already suggested, is that the temporal 
dependence of one 'past' taise on another in these sentences is pragmaticaily ratha than 
syntactidly deîermined. Such an explanation would account for the behaviour of the 

'past* tense while aiiowing us to preserve the generalization that the other tense forms 
interact only with adjacent tense forms, and only within the dornain of the sentence (We 
shaii be considering such a possibility in the 'linking' analysis given below.) 

The various exceptions to these and the other generalizations just describeci 
suggest a final feature of tense interactions: namely, the significant difference in the 
behaviour of 'present', 'past', and 'future* forms. Accounting for these distinctive 

properties thus appears to be crucial to an adequate analysis of these interactions. 



It is the foregoing observations, then, that we want an analysis of tense-tense 
interactions to capture. Of course, we have not y& said what kind of 'interaction' this is; 
and determining its nature is arguably the central goaI of such an analysis. As it 
happens, much of this chapter has been devoted to an examination of the range of 
answers offued in the literature regarding the identity of this interaction. Yet none of 
the answers that we have seen appears able to account for its attested features. 
Accurding to the cierivationai analyses that we reviewed, this intaaction todr the fom of 
some d e  of 'backshift'. However, in none of its manifestations was the application 
(and non-application) of this mie sufficientiy generai, its dornain sufficiently large, or its 

effeds sufficiently saisitive to differences between tenses, to capture the features of 
tense-tense interadions that we have observeci. Moreover, these derivational analyses 
posited multiple structures for various sentences - in particulas, those with one 'pst '  
tense embedded under another - where the interpretations offered little warrant for 
hem, and pointeci to an anaîysis couched in t m s  of temporal indaerminacy rather than 
ambiguity. The non-derivational analyses that we examined next did diminate the 
empirically suspect rule of 'backshift' itself. Yet they fared little becter in capturing the 
temporal interpretations available to complex sentences; and faced similar problems 
related to the grneration of unrnotivated ambiguities, in addition to other problems, both 
empirical and concepual. 

In fact, a more satisfactory description of tense-tense interactions is available in 
terrns of the 'linking' analysis proposed in chapter 2 - more specificaUy, by extending 
the 'linking conditions' proposed there to govm interclausai reIations betweai temporal 
elements. Accordingly, we rnight supplement the 'linking conditions' of chapter 2 with 

with the foiiowing conditions: 

(2 10) CON~ITIONS ûN INTERCLAUSAL. LINKING: 

If a and 8 are the heads of two distinct IPs in a cornplex IP, the maximal 
projection of a ernbeds the maximal projeaion of fi, and both are specified 
for the feature matrix [Anterior, Posterior], then: 
a. [+ Anterior, - Posterior] a m o t  host linking by 8; 
b. [- Anterior, + Posterior] a may host linking by B; 
c. 1- Anterior, - Posterior] a must host linking by 8. 

This application of 'linking' to two temporaily specified elements yidds a rather 
different kind of dependence between 'anaphor' and 'antecedent' than we saw in chapter 
2, where the former element had no temporal specification of its own. Here, the 
interpretation of 'X is linked to Y' is that the 'SR' relation established by X is 
temporaiiy interpreted reiative to the 'Ri established by the higher tense; this results in a 
temporaily 'shifted' reading, such as the one associated with the sentence in (2 1 la). in 



contrast, an 'unlinked' embedded tense is simply evahated with respect to speech time; 
this resuits in a temporally 'unshifted' reading, such as the one associated with the 

sentaice in (2 1 lb): 

(2 1 1) a. Chester will know that he is &unk. (= (47a), (88a), (203a)) 
b. One &y John will regret that he is treating me îike tfüs. 

(= Wa), (89a), (204a)) 

This 'linking' proposai appears to account for the varied patterns of tense-tense 
interactions that we bave just summarized. Perhaps most importantly, it associates each 
tense with a distinct 'linking condition', which permits a sbaightforward description of 
their respedive properties. ui particular, it captures the obiigatory temporal dependence 
that 'present' tenses impose on the tenses embedded under hem; the availability of both 
'dependent' and 'independent' readings for tenses embedded under 'future' tenses; and 
the range of interpretations and pecuiiar syntaaic effects that are associated with 'past' 
tenses. By appeaihg to the claim that 'past' tenses do not host 'linking', this proposai is 
able to offer a unified account nd only of th& apparent violation of constraints that 
apply to the d e r  two tenses, but also of the 'sirnultaneous', 'anterior', and 'postexior' 
readings avaiIabIe to 'pst under past' sentences. Since 'past' tenses dways establish a 

relation to 'S' independently, what appear to be syntacticaliy determined anaphoric 
dependencies are, by hypathesis, contextually defermined. Accordingly, 'sirnultaneous' 
and 'anterior' readings of ' p s t  under pst' sentences are merely available to hem, rather 
than privileged by the grammar. 

The particuiar formulation of these 'interclausal iinking' conditions also serves to 
capture other important features of tense-tense interactions. Since the structural 
description of these conditions ensures that they target only tensed hfl nodes, it also 
aisures that 'interclausal iinking' and 'intraclausal linking' do not interact; and that the 
temporal duties of adverbials are thus discharged within a clause. This distinction 
between 'highef- and '1ower'-level 'linking' is consistent with the difference in the 

interpretation of the foliowing sentences, which depends entirely on differences in their 
'intraclausal linking' properties: 

(212) a. Joe wiil say that Tnsh wili be in tom tomorrow. 
b. Joe wiU say tomomw that Tnsh will be in town. 

A further consequence of the fact that 'interclausal linking' targets ody t e n d  matrix 
and emhedded hfl nodes is that its domain is large enough to relate tenses in various 
structural configurations, including both complement and relative clause 



constnictions.~l0 At the same tirne, because 'luiking* dways relates a tmse in an 
embedded clause to one in a mairix clause, it cannot 'skip ovs '  t e n d  clauses. 

A finaI noteworthy feature of these 'interclausa1 linking' conditions is ttiat they do 
not apply to id elements that are not fully specified for the temporal matrix [Antaior, 

Postetior]. Among th= elements are the modal auxiliaries c m ,  couid, might, sftould, 

and would, as discussed in chapter 2. We might speculate that these elements, given 
&kir  'temporally underspecified' status, may be 'linked* to 'pst* tenses. Since one 
member of this group, namely cm, does na appear to have a 'dependent' reading wider 
a 'past' tense, we might speculate further that this 'iinlcing* is subject to a cumpatibility 
requirement related to the [+ Anterior] specification of the 'past' form, which 

disqualifies [- Anterior] forms. Note, however, that 'Iinking' of the d e r  modal forms 
to 'past' tenses, and of all of the modals to 'future' tenses, is optional, as is consistent 
with the possibility of 'dependent' and 'independent' readings of these forms (the Iattff 

involvin& in the case of 'underspecified' modal fmm, a contextual ddenninaticwi of the 

temporal values for which they are 'unspecified'). The possibility of 'linked* and 
'unlinked' configurations can be seen in the behaviour of would in the following 
saitences: 

(2 13) a. He said that he wouid go. 
a'. He said that he would like to go, but can't. 

b .  He says that he would like to go, but can't. 

c. He will say h t  he would go, but can't. 
d. I'rn gIad I'm not treating conditionals, or 1 would have to treat examples 

Like this. (based on Braidan Gillon, personal communication) 

The fist  and third sentences are rather clear illustrations of 'linked' readings, and the 

last sentence of an 'unlinked* reading. The second and fourth sentences, however, have 

rather 'shifty* readings, given that the possibiiities of both 'linked' and 'uniinked' 
readings are salient ones. These observations provide some support for what is, 
admittedly, only a preliminary a d y s i s  of embedded modals, whose development must 
await M e r  study. 

4. TEMPORAL CLAUSES 

In the previous section, we canvassed a 'linking' analysis of tenses in complex 
sentences, which provided a number of interesthg results. With this analysis at our 
disposal, we might now attempt a (tentative) solution to a final puzzie of tense-tense 

This domain is iIso ~ppropriate to the description of temetense interriciions in temporal clause 
~~nsbucrioions, as we shall see in 44. 
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interactions: that pertaining to the unaccepbbility of the 'future' tense in when-, before, 
and afer- clauses. This restnctian, as we shdl see, can be plausibly traced to the lexical 
properîies of the temporal complementizers thaî figure in these conmctions, in concert 
with the 'linking' properties of the vaxious tenses with which thq  occur. 

A frequent observation regarding the behaviour of when-clauses in Engiish is that the 
tenses that they contain must be the same as those of their matrix clauses. As frequently 
observed, however, is the one conspicuous exception to this rule: namely, that when- 
clauses cannd contain 'future' tenses when the ma& tense is itself 'future'. This is 
demonstrated by the pattern in (214). The same pattern characterizes the behaviour of 
before and afier, as demonsûated by the sentences in (2 15) and (2 16), respectively : 

(214) a. When Joe stops by, we have some real fun. 
b. When Joe stopped by, we bad some real fun. 
c. * When Joe will stop by, we'ii have some r d  fun. 
d. When Joe stops by, we'll have some mi fun. 

(2 15) a. Before loe gets here, we have sorne real fun. 
b. Before Joe got here, we had some real fun. 
c. * Before Joe will get here, we'li have some real fun. 
d. Before Joe gets hem, we'li have some real fun. 

(216) a. AAer Joe leaves, we have some real fun, 
b. Mer loe lefi, we had some real fun. 
c. * M e r  Joe wiU leave, we'll have some real fun. 
d. AAer Joe laves, we'll have some red fun. 

Interestingly, temporal clauses display a clear contrast with if-çiaus in both respects. 
Alongside standard conditional structures, which are characterized by specific 
combinations of tenses in antecedent and wnsequent, we find a range of tense 
mmbinations, including 'future under present' and 'future under future': 

(2 17) a. If A is greater than B and B is greater than C, A is greater than C. 
b . if it rains tomorrow, the game wil i  be cancelled. @eçlerck 1991 : 192, (55)) 
c. If you parkedhvere to park you car there, it would be towed away. 
d. If you had parked your car here, it would have been towed away. 

(ibid., 194, (59b)) 



(218) a. If you'li follow me, your table is right this way. 

a'. If he won? arrive before nine, there's no point in ordering dinner for hirn. 
(Quirk et al. 1972: 781, cited in ibid, 198: (63~)) 

b. If you'll just Men, you'ii hear everythmg quite ciearly. 
c. If they (lad) fired me, thae's still my trust fund 
d. if she (had) left you, there'ii always be Paris in the springtime. 

The contrast between temporal clauses and ifclauses, then, seems rather a stark 
one. However, exceptions to the 'future-tense' restriction on the former have been 
repurted ïhese include the followiug sentences, drawn fiom the fiterature: 

(219) a. I will write to you of our plans h m  Pisa, whm 1 shall undersbnd them 
better myself. (Shelley, cited in Jespersai 1925: 52.5 (3)) 

b. I will wrk in the garden till the evening, and the., whai it will be cooler, 1 

H I  wak to Bloorns-End. (Hardy, cited in ibid) 
c. You will iive to see the &y when there is notlwiii not be an English soldies 

on the soi1 of France. (Hirtle 198 1: 22 1, cited in DecIerck 199 1 : 55, (83b)) 

A plausible expianation of this pattern is that the occurrences of when in these sentences 
and in those given abve are actually occurrences of two different lexical items - the 
former a wh-phrase that forms part of a relative clause, as in the sentence given in 

(220), and the Iatter a temporal complementizer, as argued recently by Dubinsky & 
W ï m s  (1995). 

(220) Domthy arrived on Wednesday, when 1 was in Toledo. 
(based on McCawley 1988: 427, (3 1 b3) 

That the embedded clauses in the two sets of sentences do r e p e n t  diffaent structures 
is suggested by the observation that only the embedded clauses in (219) have the 
features associated with relative clauses (including NPs to which th= clauses are 
related and comma intonation preceding them); or any obvious interpretation as relative 
clauses. Moreover, the status of when, afier, and More as temporal complementizers in 
the embedded clauses in (214) is given strong support by Dubinsky and Williams 
(1995: 126-27). They argue, for example, that the unacceptabiIity of sentences like that 
in (221b) cannot be assimilated to that of wh-that, not ody because the former 
construction lingered on in standard English two hundred years longer than the latter, 

but also because the latter, but not the former, is acceptable in some dialects, as the 
sentences in (222) denionstrate: 



(22 1) a. John left after 1 told him to. 
b. * John left afier that 1 bld him W. (ibid., 126, (la, c)) 

(222) a. 1 didn't get why tbat she was supposai to wait for them. 
[acceptable in some diaieds] 

b. * They came to churd afkr  that they read th& Bibles. 
[unacceptable in the same diaie&] (ibid., 127, (9)) 

Given these considerations, the sentences in (219) can be plausibly taken to represent a 
construction distinct from the one that poses the puzzle just described, which we c m  
now idemi@ as a restriction on the occurrence of a 'future' tense in a clause containhg a 
temporal complementizer. Despite our success, however, in eliminating one set of 
purported counterexamples fiom consideration, another set emerges for which no 
simiiar treatmait is available: 

(223) a. He'ii beg for f d  before he'll ask his parents for money. 
b . Pigs will fly before he'U becorne a mathernatician. 

(Quirk et aL 1985: 1081, (1)-(2)) 

These appear, then, to constitute true exceptions to our generalization, and will warrant 
more attention as our discussion of temporal ctauses proceeds. 

4.2. TOWARD AN ANALYSIS OF TEMPORAL CLAUSES 

From what we have just seen, the restriction on the occurrence of the 'future' tense in 
temporal clauses appears to be a =Cher robust property of these clauses. The nature of 
the restriction itself, however, is considerably more elusive. One common attempi to 
characterize it has appealed to the superfluity of a 'future' tense form in the temporal 
clause given the presence of one in the main clause (see eg. McGilvray 199 1: 33637, 
n. 16). ûther attempts, such as that of Declerck (1991 : 97-98), have appealed to the 
observation that temporal complementizers can be paraphrased 'by means of a 
prepositional phrase with the word rime'. For example, when indicates 'at the time 
when', and afcer 'after the time that', h t h  paraphrases being appropriately followed by 
'presentl-tensed but not 'future'-tensed sentences. Yet neither of these atternpts provides 
a real explanation, since nather can account for the fact, as McGilvray himself notes, 



that there are languages in which this restriction is not observed, as these examples 
(repeated h m  chapter 1) demoristratcnl 

(224) a FRENCH: 
Quand (Lorsque) vous voudrez me parler, je vous &outetai. 

(Oiiivier 1978: 157) 

b. GREEK: 

6tan €ta W m e  s to spiti tis, 0a vrhe  
when F ~ T  arrive-In. at the+house her(;EN FWT found- PL 
ti lula 
the+hh-~CC 
lit. 'When we will arrive at ha house, we will fhd  Lufa.' 

(Joseph & Philippaki-Warburton 1987: 30, (89b)) 

tenses: 

(225) a. 
a'. 
a". 
a"'. 

b. 

b' . 
b". 
b"'. 

C. 

c'. 
c". 
c"'. 

Arguably the key to an explanation of this phenornenon is the recognition that the 
tense pattans that we fïnd in temporai clause constructions are the same ones that we 

find in 'simultaneous' readings of sentences with matrix ' p s t ' ,  'present', and 'future' 

Joe says that he wants to have fun. 
When Joe leaves, we have some real fun. 
AAer Joe leaves, we have some real fun. 
Before Joe arrives, we have some real fun. 

loe said that he wanted to have h. 
When Joe Ieft, we had some real fun. 
After Joe 14, we had some r d  fun. 
Before Joe arrivai, we had some reai fun. 

Joe will say that he wants to have fun. 
When Joe laves, we will have some real fun. 
AAer Joe leaves, we will have some real fun. 
Before Joe arrives, we wiü have some real fun. 

l l McGiImy (1991) hirnself makes this observation in the note referred b in the text. 

342 



That is, Like amplement clauses generaiIy,ll2 temporal dauses canna use a 'future' 
tense to indicate a 'situation' sirnultanaus with one indicated by a 'future'-te& matrix 
&use: 

(226) a. Joe will say that he will want to have fun. 
* 'Joe wiil say that he wants to have fun.' 

b. * When Joe will leave, we will have some red fun. 
* 'Ma Joe leaves, we wiU have some r d  fun' 

The question that now a r k s  is why the cornplment chuse sentence in (226a) is 
available when its temporal clause counterpert is n d  The simplest answer is ibat this is 
because of the meanings of the temporal complementizers themseIves, which are not 
compatible with a teadhg in which the clauses containing them focate a 'situation' in the 
future of the 'situation' described by th& ma& clauses. What t h e  meanings appear to 

requite, then, is a relation of 'sloppy simultaneity' (Declerck 199 1: 41) between the 
'situations' described by matrix and embedded clauses. 'Situations' that are 
simultaneous in this mse  need not actuauy ovedap, but are undastood by the speaker 
as 'belonging to the same "occasion" and hence as falling with the same time interval' 
(ibid., 42). Such a relation between 'situations' is demonstrated in the following 
sentences: 

(227) a. Everybody was away when John destroy ed the documents. 
b. We were crosshg the sueet when John noticed us. 
c. They built the waii when bricks were still very cheap. 

(Heinamaki 1978: 24, (16)' (17), (19)) 
d. When J d y n  received the letter, she m e  a repiy. 
e. When Jocelyn went on holiday , she notified the police 

(Declerck 199 1: 43, ( 5 h ) )  

Since 'sloppy simultaneity' need involve neither identical nor even overlapping 'Es', we 
might wonda if it is best characterized in terms of 'sit-uations' at ali. In fact, a simple 

altemative is available: namely, that the relation involves the same specification of 'R' by 

both clauses. This is suggested by sentences me that in (228): 



(228) When he had finaIiy finished writing, he felt happy. 

Since this sentence locates bis feeling happy at an interval simultaneous (or ovalapping) 
with his having finished ('R'), rather than his finishing ('E'), it offers convincing 
evidence that it is the embedded 'R', rather than the embedded 'E', on which temporal 
complementizers impose a requirement. 

Let us Say, then, that the requirement is one of identical specifications of 'R'. 

What this means, given the 'inteaclausal linlàng' conditions proposed above, is that the 

requirement wiil impose different 'linking' configurations, and rule out different 

embedded tenses, depending upon the identity of the matrix tense. Accordingly, a matrix 
'present' tense wiii co6ccur with, and host 'luiking' by, an embedded 'present' tense; 
while a matrix 'past' tense will co6ccur with, but not host 'linking' by, an embedded 
'past' tense. Most cnicially for Our analysis, a matrix 'future' will cMccur with, and 
host 'linking' by, an embedded 'present' tense but not an embedded 'future'. This is 
because neither 'linked' nor 'uniinked' occurrences of the latter will fulfil the 

requirement that temporal complementizers impose: the former will place the embedded 
'R' a e r  the matnx 'R', and the latter will leave the embedded 'R' to be determined only 
by conte-, and thus not ensure the required relation of idemtity of 'Rs'. 

It shouid be noted, however, that this 'compatibility requirement' on rnatrix and 
embedded 'Rs' is not suKcient to capture the differences in the meanings of the three 
temporal complementizm that we have been considering. This, however, seems the 

correct result: the ciifferences that these complementizers do display are arguably lexical 
ones that do not trigger any differences in syntactic structure. Rather, they simply 

determine different interprezations for the respective sentences that contain them - more 

specifically , that the two 'situations' related by when must be 'sloppiiy simuItaneous ' ; 
that the 'situation' described by an afer-clause must be located before that described by 
the matrix clause; and that the 'situation' described by a before-clause must be Iocated 
after that described by the matrix clause. 

There does, however, seem to be an exception to this daim, in the form of the 
acceptable beforeclauses in the sentences given in (229) (repeated h m  (223)): 

(229) a. He'li beg for food before he'li ask his parents for money. 
b . Pigs will fly befare he'ii become a mathematician. 

In such (admittedly rare) cases, the requirement that before imposes - narnely, that the 
clause in which it appears locate a 'situation' aer that described by the rnatrix clause - 



appears to license a 'future' tense in its clause that is 'linked' to a matrix 'future'.ll3 
Since this possibility follows diredly from the very lexical properties of before that 

distinguish it from when and afier, it is not surprising that the possibility does not exist 
for either of the latter two complementizers. Of course, the analysis of temporal 
complernentizers just outlined does not predid the accepability of sentences like those in 

(229), in which 'future' tenses occur in beforeclauses. Y& these sentences are 
sufficientiy distind in their interpretations fiom those that we have been considering - 
in particular, they do not suggest that the 'situations' describeci by matrix and embedded 
clauses '~elongl to the same 'occasion"' (Declerck (1991: 42) - that we might take 
them to represent a rather exceptional use of before, which requires a different analysis. 
This possibility, however, must be left for future research. 

A fiid point that we might make about the interaction of tenses in temporal clause 
constructions pertains to the possibility of both sentence-initial and sentence-fmal 
occurrences of the tempoml clause in these coastnidions. What is signifiant about these 

two structures is that the temporal clause is temporally subordinate to the matrix clause 
in both. If we assume that sentence-initial temporal clauses are adjoined to IP, then the 
'linking conditions' given in (210), which 'link' an embedded Infl to a matrix Infl 
regardes of the former's structural position, seem to provide the correct description of 
these fads. Whether this assumption about the position of these clauses is itself correct 
mua, however, be determinecl by further study."4 

In this chapter, we examine- the properties of tense interactions in complex sentences, 
focussing on simplement clause and relative clause constructions. Whaî we sow gave us 
good reason to believe that a derivational approach to them was not adquate, and that 
nonderivational approaches held more promise. Howeva, our observation of the 
peculiar properties of tense-tense interactions, and of the significant differences in the 

l3 in &t, tbe same account seems to be avaüable for the occurrence of 'futine*-tend @Aauses. In 
other wards. these are avaiiable ody if they c m  be 'understoûd as being future with respect to the 
cmsequeot' (hidm 1991: 95): 

(0 a If it (* will) tain, wie will get wt. 
b. if you (* will) invite me. i wül visit you 

(Ü) a If it wiU m a b  you happy. 1 wiii visit you. 
b. If  you will be aione on Christmps day, let us kmw mw. 

(Ciose 1980, cited in ibid., 95, (W98)) 

This is consistent with McGilmy's (1991: 113ff.) claim that ifclauses are a k h i  of temporal ciause. 
Note that the evi&ace regardmg tbe base-generated a moved staais of if-clauses, as reported in 

laIridou 1991, appears to be inconclusive. latriclou (ibid, 33) claims that the evidence shows 'that an 
@lause ccui be base-genaated in sentence-final and sente-initiai position, as well a s  that it can move 
from the famer to the iaaa.' Such a range of possibilities suggests that tbeory simply underdetermilies 
paalysis in this case. 



behaviour of 'present', 'pst', and 'future' tenses, led us away from solutions wuched 
in t a m s  of 'standard' reIations such as govemment and binding, and toward an 
extension of the 'linking' andysis proposai in chapter 2. This extension permitted a 
ssaightforward account of the various features of  tense-tense interactions that we had 
observed. In addition, it suggested a way to capture certain fads about temporal cIauses 
- in particuiar, the constraint a* th& containhg 'fimre' tense forms. 



EXTENDINC TEE ANALYSE FURTEKER: 

TENSE LINKING AND NON-FINITE CONSTRUCTIONS 

ïbe habit of mapm&rs to place landr and not seas in the forefont has obscured the 

oneness of the PM@. Tb The probabiy wrote to pplacc becriuse he rightiy dinliLPd the 

repeated of in of mapmakers of placing. But îhaî is no excuse. F d e r  1965: 283 

In the lasî two chapters, we explored a 'linking* analysis of tenses and saw how it 
could be applied to tenses in both simple and complex finite clauses. As a final test of 
this analysis, we tum to non-finite constmctions, to see if their temporal behaviour, 
which has been relativdy negleded in theoreticai treatments, can also be brought within 
its scope 

The expression 'non-finite construction' subsumes a rather broad range of 
syntactic phenomena, which serve a similarly broad range of syntactic functions.1 
Given the limits of this study, we shall be restricting our attention to a small and fairly 
coherent subset of these phenomena, that of non-finite amplement clauses. Of these, 
we shail be examining three basic types - 'ta-infinitives' (Th), geninds, and 'bare 
infinitives*   BIS)^ -, wi!h the goal of identifying both the features of temporal 
structure that distinguish finite from non-finite clauses generally, and those that 
distinguish these non-hite types from each other. As we shall see, the patterns of 
temporal interpretation assoçiated with non-finite complements can be readily 
accommodated within the fiamework already developed. All that will be required is a 
supplementation of the previous claims about the realization of temporal features, in 
order to permit 'incornplae' feature matrices; and a modification of the 'linking' 
adysis,  in order to incorporate the resulting configurations. The daim that we shall be 
canvassing here is that these 'incompleîe' feature matrices constitute a range of possible 
temporai specifications of hfl characteristic of TIs alone. This offers a basis for 
distinguishing these forrns, on the one hanci, fiorn their W t e  counterparts, which bear 
cornplete feature matrices; and on the other, from gerunds and BIS, which (as we shall 
be claiming) are not stmcturally Ps. In this way, we can draw a perspicuous 
conneaion beîween clause types, while still capturing significant ciifferences between 

them. 

- ~p .. - 

See e-g. Quirk et aL 1985: 4414.64, 14.15-19, 15.10-15, 1559, 16.3M3, 16.4%54, 16.62- 
63. 

A fourth complement type, invoiving the 'passive' participie (see e.g. Quirk et ai. 1985: #16.54), 
will be Iefi as a tapic lùr future research 



1. THE TIME REFERENCE OF NON-FINITE COMPLEMENTS 

A frequent observation in the literature on temporal rnarking is that non-finite clauses, 
though temporally dependent upon their matrU clauses, are nevertheless able to locate a 
'situation' at a time distinct h m  that esbblished by the latter. The question that this 
naturally raises is what temporal features of these clauses allow them to do so. An 

important first step in addressing this question is to recognize that the degree of 
'temporal independence' of non-finite clauses - judging h m  the predidability of th& 
temporal inteqmtations with a given matru verb - varies fiom one type to another; 
and that these diffaences are dinxtfy refieded in the different temporai interpreîations 
associated with each type. Thus, g m d s  on describe 'situations' that are anterior to, 
posterior to, or simultaneous witb the 'situation' described by the matrix clause; Tls can 
generally describe posterior or simultaneous 'situations', although the 'perfect 
infinitive' f m  permits them io describe anterior 'situations' also; and BIS can generally 
describe simultaneous 'situations' only. Just why 'temporal independence' should 
correlate in this way with available temporal interpretations is one of the centra1 
questions that we shaii be addressing in this chapter. In order to do so, we must first 
examine the relevant &ta in greater detail, describing and comparing the three clause 
types under consideration This will be the task of the following sections. 

Let us begin with Th, which represent the largest class of non-finite complements. For 
this reason, discussion of them will necessitate the most taxonomic groundwork. In 
order to simplify this task somewhat, ana to ensure broad average of data (the la& of 
which has undermineci many previous analyses, as we shali see), we shall be rnaking 
use both here and in the following sections of the taxonomy presented in Quirk et al. 

1985: ch. 16, which classifies v&s by type of non-tinite amplement and number of 
arguments they take, and by certain broad semantic properlies, examples of which we 

s h a U  see presently.3 Despite these differences between TI types, our taxonomic efforts 
will demonstrate quite strikingly that they exhibit a very small range of temporal 
properties. 

The largest class of verbs that select TIs are those that mate monotransitive 
'subject control' structures - that is, those in which the TI is the sole complement of 
the verb, and its 'understood' subject is the same as the subject of the matrU clause. 

Nok &O &the cornpiement coo~mrtioas m be diruarsd in thic cbapîer WU be Oluslrated 
with 'past'-tensed m&ix verbs. fœ m116 which will be given below. 



Within this broad class, Quirk et al. identify the following (semantic) sub~lasses:~ (i) 
'volitional' v d s ,  such as love and hate; (ii) 'aspectual' verbs, such as begin and 
cease; (iii) 'reirospective' vertis, such as forget and remembet; (iv) vehs of 'intention', 
such as intend and want; (v) verbs of 'influencing', such as deign and help; (vi) 
'suasive' verbs (which 'imply intentions to bring about sorne change in the future'), 
such as ask and &mm& (vii) 'public facîuai' v d s  (which 'introduc[e] what one might 
g e n d y  describe as ficîuai or propositional information'), such as claim and profeu; 
and (viii) 'conative' v d s ,  such as atterq~t and m a g e  (ibid, $8 16.30, 16.32, 16.44, 
16.51). These subciasses are aven below: 

(1) a. 
a'. 

b. 
b'. 

C. 

c'. 

d. 

Cr. 

e. 

e'. 

f. 
P. 

g. 
g'. 

h. 

h' . 

'VOLITIONAL': (can't) bar, desire, dread, hate, like, loathe, love, prefer 
Joe couldn't bar to see Frankie 

' ASPECTUAL': begin, cease, commence, continue, start 
Joe's behaviour began to weaken Trish's desire to remain with him 

'RETROSPECTIVE': forget, regret, remember 
They said that they regretteci to canœi Joe's policy. 

'INTENTIONAL': choose, hope, intend, mean, need, plan, p'oposG want, 
wish 

Joe meant to meet with Trish. 

'INFLUENCING': deign, disdain, help, scom, venture 
Seth heiped to hush up the whole sordid business. 

'SUASZVE': ask, beg, decline, demand, offer, promise 
Joe prornised to t e l  the whole story. 

'PUBLIC F A ~ A L ' :  affect, claim, profess 

Chester professed to be ignorant about the matter. 

'CONATIVE': (can) afford, atternpt, contrive, endeavour, fail, lem, 

manage, ne@-, omit, try 
Trish ûied to say nothing about it. (based on ibid., 8 16.38) 

While Quirk et d. present esent foiiowing p u p s  of verbs together in # 1638, the labels associated 
with hem in the tes are not themselves h m  this section of their audy, but h m  various sectiom of 
their discussion of vetb compIementPtion (excep for 'conative', which 1 have suppiied). 
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A srnall number of these verbs may also take TIs with overi subjects (ibid., 
4 16.4 1 ), forming 'exceptionalase-marking' structures: 

(2) a (can't) bar,  hate, like, love, prefer 
a'. They don't like the house to be lefi empty. (ibid.) 

b. intend, mean, want, wish 
b'. Joe wanted this matter to be resolved 

One veb,  promise, may also appear in a ditransitive 'subjed control* stnidure: 

(3) Joe promised Tnsh to be a better boyfiend 

A second class of TI-selecting verbs - which display some overlap with the 
'subject control* verbs just enumerated - are those that select botti an indired object 
and a TI (ibid., 516.63), forming 'object control' structures. Examples of these are 
given in (4): 

(4) a. advise, ask, beg, beseech, challenge, command, counsel, deCail, dired, 
enjoin, entreat, exhort, forbid, implore, incite, instruct, invite, order, 

persuade, pray, remind, request, recommend, teach, tell, urge 

b. They begged her to stay another week. (ibid.) 

Quirk et al. (ibid, 516.50) distinguish these fkom verbs that select a (semantic) 
direct object and a TI: 

(5)  a. 'PUBLIC FACTUAL*: announce, declare, proclaim, pronounce, report, 
repute 

a'. Joe declareci the evening to be a success. 

b. 'PRIVATE F A ~ A L * :  assume, believe, conceive, consider* expect, feel, 

fin4 imagine, know, presume, reckon, suppose, take, think, understands 
b'. Seîh imagined Joe's apology to be genuina 

c. 'INTENTIONAL': intend, mean 
c'. They intended the occasion to be light-hearted. 

Quirk et aL (ibid., 01650) also include rumour and say ('public factual') and sec ('private 
htuai'), which appe~r only in the passive. 
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d. 
d'. 

e. 
e'. 

f. 

f. 

&. 

g'- 

'CAUSAT~VE' (to be omissible): appoint, eIect, name, vote 
They appointd him to be the chief flakcatcher for the organhtioa 

'CAUSATIVE*: cause, drive, force, ga, lead, prompt 
Joe's obnoxious behaviour finally drove Trish to lave him. 

'MODAL CHARACTER': aow,  authorize, cornpei, constrain, enable, 
equip, fit, oblige, pennit, require 

C.W.'s constant presence obliged thern to be very quiet. 

'INFLUENCENG': assist, Mer, bribe, condemn, dare, de@, enmurage, 
help, induce, inspire, press, summon 
The situation inspired Joe to make fun of C.W. in his cornic strip. 

(Notice, however, that this grouping confiates verbs which are usuaily identifid in 
Chomskyan terms as 'exceptional-case-marking' verbs ( 5 a ~ )  with ones which are 
usually identified as 'objed control* verbs (Sd-g).) 

F d y ,  Quirk et aL (8 16.38, n. [a]) identify a category of TI-selecting verbs that 
they cal1 'catenative' verbs of 'seeming' and 'occurrence'. These take TIs that 'are not 

dired objeds, but... d a t e  semantically to a thot-clause as subject' : 

( a. appear, corne, fail, happen, manage, m m ,  tend, tum out 

b . Their company turned out to be quite enjoyabfe. (based on ibid., 83.49) 

From our perspedive, what is interesting about di of these v&& is that despite the 
great range of meanings h t  they express, th& TI complements all describe 'situations' 
as either simultaneous with Gr posterior to those describeci by their matrix clauses - an 
observation frequentiy reported in the literature (see eg. Baker 1989: 442; Declerck 
199 1: 18 1; Ogihara 1989: 19û-91). We can verify this observation by testing for the 

ability of these various TIs to co6ccu.r with p s t -  or future-timedenoting adverbials (see 

Hornstein 1990: 152). Note, however, that various complications arise in the use of this 
diagnostic, so that we must construct Our examples carefully. One of these 
complications ooncenis the use of the 'present' tense, which is not always acceptable in 
TI complement constnicîions with adverbial modification, as the sentence in (7) shows: 

Quirk et al. (ibid. 016.38) iIso identify a class of prepositiooal verbs tbat select TI. NP, and in 
some cases genildipl, complements; a d  dispiay the interestîng properiy of omitting tbeir prepositions 
befm 'Ils but not before NPs or genrndf. We shaii have to say about tbese in o u  discussion of gerunds 
in 9 1.23 below. 



We can control for this effect, which is irrelevant to o u  present concerns, by 
constnicting our examples with 'past' tenses. 

Once we do so, however, we observe certain more interesting complications, as 
the following examples demonstrate: 

(8) a. We expected to arrive yesterday. 
b. We remembered to do the iaunctry yesterday. 

Here we can see that the adverbial yesterday produces rather different interpretative 
effeds in these two sentences. In the first, it indicates that the time of expecîing is prior 
to yesterday; while in the second, it indicates that the time of remembering to do the 
laundry is yesterday. (We shall have much more to say about these effects during the 
course of this chapter.) 

In order, then, to ensure that the adverbial is producing the intended results, and 
modifying only the TI, we must make use of two temporal advdials, as show in (9)- 
(10) below: 

(9) a. * Y esterday, we e~rpccted to arrive the &y before. 
b . Yesîerday, we expected to anive tomorrow. 

(10) a. * Yesterday , Joe forgot to do the laundry the day before. 
b. * Yesterday, Joe forgot to do the laundry tomorrow. 

These sentences c o h  our observations about the respective effect of yesterday in the 
two sentences in (8). In addition, they clearly r e v d  the sentences whose TI clauses 
have a 'simdtanems' reading: these are the ones in which the TI clause can host nuther 
a pst- nor a future-the-denoting adv&iaL 

In many cases, the results of this diagnostic are rather surprising, given the 

rasonable expectation that the complements of 'prospective' verbs should accept 
future-timdtmoting adverbials, and those of 'mspective' verbs should accept past- 
timdenoting adverbials (and that the semantic categories posited by Quirk et al. should 
respond uniformly to the diagnostic). As it happens, we find such expectations denied 
with verbs of the former type, like try and like, and verbs of the latter type, like 
remmber and regret: 



(1 1) a. Yest~day, Seth expected to leave tomormw. 
b. * Yestuday, Seth tried to leave tomomw. 

(12) a. Yesterday, Joe preferred to lave tomorrow. 
b . * Y esterday, J o e  liked to leave tomorrow. 

(13) a. * Y esterday, Chester remembered to leave the day before. 
b. * Yesteràay, Chester regreüed to leave the day before. 

nie results of this diagnostic, then, suggest the following classification of verbs, which 
the reader can ver@: 

(14) 'SIMULTANEOUS' COMPLEMENTS: 

a. 'aspedual' verbs 
b. 'retrospective' verbs 
c. 'conative' verbs 
d. 'cateriative' verbs 
e. some 'volitional' verbs: like, love 

(15) 'POSTERIOR' COMPLEMENTS: 

a. 'influencing' verbs 
b. 'suasive' verbs 
c. 'intentional' vehs 
d. some 'volitional' verbs: bar, desire, ciread, hate, prefer 

Another interesthg result that emerges from this diagnostic is that the temporal 
interpretation of TI complements appears to be consistent across the different 
cornpiement types that certain v&s may take, This can be demonstrated with v d s  
that appear in both monotransitive 'subject control ' and 'obj ect control' , ditransi tive 
'subject control', and 'exceptional-case-marking' (ECM) structures, respectively, as 
illustrated below : 

(16) ' s m m  CONTROL' -> 'OEUECT CONTROL' 

a. Yesterday, Joe asked to leave tomorrow. 
b . Y esterday , loe asked Trish to lave tomormw. 

( 17) 'SCTBTECT CONTROL' -> 'SUBJECT CONTROL' : 

a. Yesterday, Joe promise. to lave tomorrow. 



b . Y esterday, J o e  promiseci Trish to leave tomomw. 

(1 8) 'SUBJECT CONTROL' -> 'ECM': 

a. Yesterday, J o e  expeded to Ieave tornorrow. 

b. Yesterday, Joe expeded Trish to leme tomomw. 

Here we can see that the TI complements in both members of each example pair bear a 
'posterior' reading. This observation strongly suggests that gross differences in 
infinitival structure are not the source of different temporal interpretations for Th, just 
as we found with embedded finite clauses. (We shali be taking up this rnatter again 
when we examine StoweU's (1982) claim abut the interpretative effect of such 
differences in 52.1.1 below.) 

1.1.2. THE ' P E R F E ~  INFZNITTVE' 

In the previous section, we observed that two readings - 'simultaneous' and 
'posterior' - were available for TI vexb complernents. However, a TI form does exist 
to express a relation of anterioriiy beâween the 'situation' described by the TI and that 
described by the matrix clause. This is the 'perfect infmitive' (e.g. Jespersen 1940: 
$7.3(1)). Because this fonn indicates only anteriority relative to the time established by 
the matrix clause, rather than pastness, it may appear with rnaaix verbs specified for 
'past', 'present', or 'future' tenses, just like the 'present infinitive' described above. It 
rnay also appear with verbs that select either 'simultaneous' or 'posterior' TIs, as the 
sentaias in (19) demonstrate: 

(19) a. Joe seemed to have lïnished his coIoming job. 
b. Joe ho@ to have finished his coIouring job. 

This observation gives some support to the anaiysis of 'perfect' foms offered in 
chapter 2, according to which they are specified for a [Perfective] feature, which 
describes a 'transition', rather ttian being specified for temporal features that express a 
relation of anteriority directly. This is because such a specification of 'perfed' foms 
does not give nse to any 'clashes' in the case of a 'posterior' 'mect infinitive'. (Tt wiii 

thus permit a simple description of the 'linking' properties of TI cornplment structures, 
as we shall see in 53.) 



In the previous section, we examined the distribution of TIs, and observed some of 
their temporal properties. In particular, we observed that 'present' forms always 
describe 'situations' as sirnultaneous with or posterior to the 'situation' described by the 
matrix, and that 'pexfect' forms function analogously to their fmite counterparts, 
indicating a time anteaior to that indicated by their 'nonperfect' counterpaTts (we shall be 
determinhg the identity of these times later in the discussion.) We turn now to 
gemndial complements, with which TI complements are commonly compared. What 
we shall discover here are a number of differences, temporal and other, which are 
signifiant enough to suggest that the StnidWe of these wmplements is rather different 
h m  that of Th. 

Quirk et aL (1985: 8 16.39) give the following three categories of verbs that fom 
monotransitive gemndial amplement constructions, nding that 'further semantic 
grwping is difficult': 

(20) a. 'monv~': (can't) bear, begnidge, detest, dislike, dread, enjoy, (not) 
fancy, hate, like, loathe, love, (na) mind, miss, regret, relish, resent, 
(can't) stand 

a'. Joe resented haWlg to spend so much money on flowers. 

b. 'ASPECTUAL': cease, commence, continue, quit, resume, start, stop 
b'. Thqr continued shouting at each other. 

c. MISCELLANEOUS: admit, avuid, mnfess, consider, deny, deserve, 
discourage, envisage, escape, forge, (can't) help, imagine, involve, 
justify, need, parnit, propose, r d ,  recommend, remember, repent, 
require, risk, save, try, want 

c'. They avoided taking to =ch 0 t h .  

It is perhaps no surprise that these verbs are more difficult to categorize than the TI- 
selecting verbs examined above, since these seem much more heterogeneous with 

respect to a number of properties, both syntactic and semantic. For example, as Quirk et 

al. (ibid) note, three different possibilities exist among them for the interpretation of 
their 'understood' subjects. The possibility of a coreferential interpretation is the most 

common, as (21) indicatm: 



admit, avoid, (can't) bar, begmdge, cease, commence, confess, 

consider, continue, deny, detest, dread, enjoy, escape, fancy, hate, (can't) 
help, like, loatfie, love, (na) mind, miss, propose, quit, regret, relish, 
repent, resent, resume, (can't) stand, start, stop, try, want 

Trish had considered leaving before 
Joe did not mind doing colouring work 

Alongside this possibility, we find the possibility of an 'independent* interpreiation, 
according to which the subject of the complement need not be mreferential with that of 
the main verb, and may have an 'indefinite' reading This possibility is associateci with 
the verbs given in (22): 

(22) a. discourage, envisage, forget, invoIve, justify, permit, recall, recommend, 
remember, risk, Save 

b. i. That did not justify treating Trish so badly. 
. . 
11. Trish recommended seeking professional help. 

A third possibility, which is associated with only the small group of verbs given in 
(23)- is that of a 'passive' intea-pretation. According to this intapreiation, the subject of 
the main clause is corefetential with the 'understood* object of the compIement, so that 
the amplement's 'understood' subject refers to some 'agent* of the action desaibed by 
the genind, and perfmed on the referent of its abject: 

(23) a. deserve, need, require, want (diaiechi) 
b. Your shoes need mending. (= 'Y our shoes need to be mended.') 

This range of interpretations available to genindial complements seems to rnake any 
unitary 'clausal' analysis of them rather problematic, since it would leme the 
ciifferences that we have just obsaved without much explanation. 

Interestingly, the diffaences betwen these three groups of verbs are neutralized in 
the ditransitive construaions in which many of them appear,' in which the genindial 

complement takes an explicit subject (ibid., 8816.39, 16.42). This construction is 
iilustrated below:B 

' Quirk et nL (ibid) also mte t b t  the OC 'wgative meaning' stop,prevent, aod prohibit 
appear in a related conshuction in w i W ~  the geruadiaI fams aue preceded by the prepositionfioni, AS 
illusaated in (i): 

(0 They trieci to pffveat tbe pIane h m  laidinp on the mway. 

It should be noted thpt insiances of this constnrtion look strikingly like those of d e r  
consbuction: the 'propasive' version of 'penxphimil reports'. Compare (ia) with (ib): 



(24) a. (can't) bear, begntdge, detest, discourage, dislike, dread, envisage, (na) 
fancy, forgeî, hate, (can't) hdp, imagine, involve, justify, like, loathe, 
love, (not) rnind, miss, need, permit, r d ,  recomend, regret, relish, 
remember, resent, risk, save, start, want 

b. i. 1 dislike hirn/his driving my car. 
ii. Seth could no& imagine Joe seiling out and becorning rich. 

Andher ciifference between genind-taking verbs noteci by Quirk et al. (ibid.) 
perîains to their ability to occm with the 'perfect' gerundial amplement, and thus to 
receive an 'anterior' reading, whereby the 'situation' described by the complement is 
prior to that described by the ma& clause. As it happens, this ability is associated with 

a quite restncted class of verbs - in cuntrast to TI-taking v d s ,  which may readily 
occur with a 'perfect' complement, The verbs that Quirk et ai. include in this classg are 
given in (25): 

(25) a. admit, confess, deny, forge, recall, regret, remember 
b. 1 admit having seen it. (ibid.) 

Quirk et al. add, apropos this class of verbs, that their complements receive an 
'anterior' reading even if they are 'nonperfect' in form. This is illustrated in (26): 

(26) a. 1 admit doing it. 
b. 1 confess doing it. 
c. 1 deny doing it. 

This indiates a temporal possibility for 'nonpafect ' gerundial complements that we did 
not observe with TIs: nameiy, that of 'anteriority' with respect to the tirne of the 

'situation' describexi by ma& clause. In fact, consideration of the temporal properties 

(9 a 1 dislike him driving my car. 
b. 1 saw him lying on tbe beach. 

Weshaiihavemxetosayobwttkse diffweocesin#1.32 below. 
Aitbougb Quirk et al do mt include hem. it seems that at lm some of the 'emotive* verbs are 

a h  felicitoris with a 'perfect' compIemeat: 



of the genind-taking verbs that we have s e a i  suggests that they form four classes with 
respect to their tempomi relation to the matrix clause: 

(27) a- 'POSTERIOR': consider, &ad, envisage, imagine, need, propose, 
recornmend, require, risk, save, want [dialectal] 

a'. i. Yester&y, they amsidered leaving tomorrow. 
. . 
LI. * Yesterday, they considered leaving the &y befofe. 

b. 'ANTER~OR*: admit, confess, deny, recall, regret, remernber, repent 
b'. i. Yestaday, they d e d  leaving the day before. 

* * 

LI. * Yesterday, they recalled leaving tomorrow. 

c. 'SIMULTANEOUS* : avoid, cease, commence, continue, enjoy , escape, 
hate, (can't) help, like, loathe, need, quit, relish, nsk, resume, (can't) 
stand, start, stop, try, want 

c'. i. Yesterday, they stopped working. 
ii. * Yesterday, they stopped working tomomw. 
iii. * Y esterday, the stopped working the &y before. 

d. 'sIMULTANEOUS' OR 'POSTERIOR': (can't) bear, deserve, discourage, 
resent, involve, justify , (don?) mind 

d'. i. Yesterday, he didn't mind helping you. 
. . 
il. Yesterday, he didn't mind helping you t o m m w .  

This gives us still M e r  reason to believe that gerundial complements differ in rnany 
respects from their TI counterparts, and in particular, that they have rather different 
temporal properties. We shall address this question in more detail below, where we 
shaIl be cornparhg these properties directly. 

In the previous seaion, we observai that the range of temporal interpretations available 
to genindial and TI complements differed significantly. A distinction in the temporal 
qualities of these two complernent types has ohen been notai, and various atternpts 
have been made to offer a generalization that captures it. One of the more widely 
acceptai of these has b e n  offered by Quirk et al. (1985: 516.4û), among others.1° 
This is that '[als a rule, the infinitive gives a sense of mere "potentialityw for action', 

l0 See also e.g. Jespersen 193 1: 4 10.6; Swan 1980: fi322 
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whereas 'the participie gives a sense of actuai "performance" of the action itsel f . 
Such a chaaderization is ciairneci to capture the difference between sentences lilce the 
following ones: 

(28) a. Tri& hoped to leam French. 
b. Tri& enjoyed leaming French. 

The fint sentence is seen to emphasize Trish's desire to l em French, and the second 
her actual leamhg of French. It is not obvious, though, that the observed difference 
should not be attribut4 pnmarily to the meanings of the respective main verbs 

themselves rather than to that of th& compIernents; and since neitber verb takes both 
cornplement types, it is difficult to decide the rnatter for these particular verbs. A more 
tractable case is that of ny, which does take both complement types, the two producing 
quite noticeable Meraices in interpretation: 

(29) a. She tried to btibe the jailur. 
b. She tried bribig the jailor. (ibid., (lH2)) 

As Quirk et al. (ibid) observe, the former sentence 'implies that Sheiia attempted an act 

of bribery, but did not manage it'; whiie the latter 'implies that she a d l y  did bribe the 
jailor, but without (necessarily) achieving what she wanted.' 

Unfortunately, this distinction between 'potentiality' and 'performance' Ioses 
much of its sharpness in the face of a greater range of verbs, where, as Quirk er of. 
(ibid) admit, differences betweem the two amplement types b m m e  subtler, and may 
be 'ovmled or neutraiized by the meaning of the verb of the main ciause'. This, they 
daim, Lies behind the absence of a sense of 'performance' in the foilowing sentence, 
where this sense is 'canceiied out' by the 'negative meaning' of the main verbs avoid 

and escape: 

avoided 
(30) He [-@} being bnnded as a traitm. 

While the 'masking' effea of main verbs seems a plausible enough explanation for an 
obscuring of the 'potentiaiity'/'performance1 distinction in certain cases, it may Iead us 

-- - 

This daim is similnr tbê om rdvPliced by K i p k y  d Kiprirslry (IWO), Pccording to which 
the type of cornplenmat that a verb seiects is detexmkd by the verb's 'factivity', TLs occurring only 
w-ith 'ma-tàctive' verbs, and (certain) geruads oniy with 'factive* verbs. Like the 'potentinlity'l 
'performaoce' distinction discussed in the text. however, Kiparsky ancl Kiparsky's occount faces 
considerable empincai pmblems, which suggesis thot TIs md g d  do oot dispiay any consistent 
~ t i v e c u n t r e p t  



to doubt the utiiity of this distinction as a tool for desuibing the difference between TI 
and gavndial complements. 

These doubts are reinforcd when we ansider the more detailed rernarks that 
Quirk et aL (ibid) offer of three classes of verbs that take both types of complements: 
(i) 'emotive' vehs, such as like; (ii) 'aspectuai' verbs, such as begin; and (iii) 
'retrospective' verbs, such as remember. What we find here are rather suggestive 
ciifferences be!€ween the two amplement types with certain verbs, but little appreciable 
difference with others, and thus no significant generalizability regarding the respective 
semantic contributions of each type Yet even when the observed differences do l a d  
credence to this distinction, the distinction itself is arguably too impressionistic to bar 

much empirical weight. 
Quirk et al. daim, for example, that 'emotive* verbs tend to take TI complements 

'in hyphetical and nonfadual contexts', given the 'bias' of this wmplement type 
'towards 'potentialityw'; and to take gerundial complements in instances 'where the 
speaker is teferring to sornething which detïnitely happens or has happened'. These 
contrasting uses are exempIified in (3 1H32): 

(3 1) -CAL AND NONFACTUAL CONTEXTS: 

a. Would you like to see my stamp mUection? 
a'. * 'Vould you like seeing my stamp colledion? 

b. 1 hate to seem rude, but you're blocking my view. 
b'. ? 1 hate seeming rude, but you're blocking my view. 

(32) FACnrAL CONTEXTS: 

a. ? Brian loathed to live in the countxy . 
b. Brian loathed living in the oountry. 

Significantly, the difference between the two complements types in (32) largely 
vanishes in (33), where the 'situation' describeci by each sentence becomes 
hypothetical: 

(33) a. Brian would loathe to live in the muntry. 

b. Brian would loathe living in the country. 

Sentences iike those given in (3 1)-(33) thus provide some interesting support for a 
'poteutiality'/'paformance' distinction between Ti and gemdial complements. 

However, there is much about the behaviour of these two amplement types that 
this distinction does not ducidate. Among them is the considaable variability from one 



context to another in the effets of using the contextually 'inappropriate' complement 
type: the gemd in (3 la') is quite unacceptable, but in (31b') only marginally so; and 
the TI in (32a), while perhaps also marginal, suggests a subtly different reading, 
'implbingl that Brian could exexcise choice about where to live', in cuntrast to the 
gerund, which 'presupposes that he a d y  did iive in the country, and probably had 
no choice in the matter' (ibid). Since neither the differences in acceptability across 
these sentences nor the differences in interpretation displayed in (33) foiiow in any 
obvious way from the distinction between 'potentiality' and 'performance', it is not 
clear whether this distinction is basic to these complement types, or whether the 

ciifferences beîween them lie in other propaties that they possess. 
Similarly problematic for this distinction are those contexts, as exempiified in 

(34), in which the two complement types display 'little appreciable diffaence' in 
interpretation: 

(34) a. Do you prefer to cook for yomself, or to eat in a restaurant? 
b. Do you prefer cooking for yourself, or eating in a restaurant? 

Given the interpretative ciifferences between the two complement types just observed 
with other verbs in the same narrow semantic field, the absence of such differences in 
this instance is rather surprising, and might again make us wonder whether a 
'potentiality'/'perfonnance' distinction is really at play here. 

These doubts also surround the few cases in which 'emotive' vabs may appear in 
ditransitive constructions with both TI and genindial cornplements (ibid, 8 16.42). This 
is because only some of the contrasts that emerge between the two cornplement types 
here can be described in terms of the 'potentiality'/'performance' distinction, and can 
thereby offex any support for it. Consider the foilowing examples: 

(35) a. 1 hate the children to quarrel (... they 're ordinarily such g d  friends). 
b. 1 hate the chilben quarreling (... aU the time). (ibid, (1x2)) 

(36) a. 1 hate the clock to chime (... just when I'rn going to sleq). 
b. 1 hate the clock chiming (... d night long). 

The sentences in (35) are readily characterized in terms of this distinction, the former 
'focus[sind on the children's 'potentialw for quarrelling', and the latter 'emphasiz~ngl 
th& 'performancew - the point being that they do quarrel, rather often in faa' (ibid). 
But the sentences in (36) are not: since both describe 'potentiai situations', the contrast 



in th& interpretations - the former 'suggesi~ingl a single chime*, the latter 'continual 
chiming' (ibid) - is necessanly of a quite different nature. 

The same difficulties with this distinction are repeated with some variation in the 
case of 'aspectual' verbs 'of beginning, contiming, and ending'. Many instances in 

which these verbs may take either cornpiement type display 'no observable ciifference of 
meaning' (ibid), as illustrated in (37): 

(37) 

a. to write whiie in hospital. 

ceased 
writing while in hospital. 

However, even when there are observable differences, the 'potentiality*/'perfonnance' 
distinction is neither precise nor general enough to offer much insight into the nature of 
these diffaences. Consider, for example, the sentences in (38) and (39): 

(38) a. He started to speak, but stopped because she objected. 
b. He started speaking, and kept on for more than an hour. 

(39) a. He began to open aii the cupboards. 
b. He began opening aii the cupboards, (ibid.) 

The former pair of sentences seems readiIy describable in tenns of the distinction in 
question: the sentence in (3&) suggests a 'potential* act of spe;iking which is not fully 
d e 4  and that in (38b) a U y  realized or 'performed' a d  of speaking. However, this 
distinction does not lend itself to  a description any more precise than this one, and it is 
even difficult to determine to what wtent the difference just described is due to the 
respective continuations of these sentences rather than the TI and gerund constructions 

thernselves. This difficulty is increased by the fad that transposing these continuations 
reduces the acceptability of the resuItirig sentences somewhat, but does not significantly 
alter their intapreîations: 

(40) a. ? He started to speak, and kept on for more than an hour. 
b. ? He started speaking, but stopped because she objected. 



It is increased still further by the emergence of an even l e s  distinct d i f f t c e  between 

the two complement types when we substitute begin for start as the main verb, as 
inâicated in (41): 

(41) a. He began to speak, but stopped because she objected. 
a'. He began speaking, but stopped because she objecied. 

b. He began to speak, and kegt on for niore than an hour. 
b'. He began spealing, and kept on for more than an hour. 

The sentences in (39) resist a description in terms of the 'potentiality'/'@ormance' 
distinction altogether, since each seems to describe the same beginning of some 
extended cupboard-opening 'ment'. Again, however, one sentence - in this case, that 
in (39b) - is more acceptable than the other, but it is not obvious that we should 
attribute this contrast to &he semantic differences reflected in the 'potentiality9/ 
'performance' distinction (nor, for that matier, to '[tlhe association of the -hg participle 
with the progressive aspect', as Quirk et al. c b ) .  

We do finally find systematic differences between the TI and gerundial 
complements of one group of verbs that takes both: the 'retrospective' verbs forget, 
rernember, and regret. Yet here, too, it is not clear how successfully the 'potentiality'l 
'performance' distinction captures these differences, which are illustrateci in the 
following pairs of sentences, adduced by Qu* et al. (ibid): 

1 remembered to fill out the form. 
[= 'I remembered that I was to fiu out the form and then ckid m.'] 

1 remembered filling out the form. 
[= '1 remembered that I had 6iled out the form.'] 

1 forgot to go to the bank. 
[ = '1 forgot that 1 was to go to the bank, and therefore did not do so'] 
1 forgot (about) going to the bank. [rare withouî about] 
[ = '1 forgot that 1 went to the bank' or '...thrit 1 should have gone...'] 

1 regret to tell you that John stole it. 
[= '1 regrd that 1 am about to tell you that John stole it'] 
1 regret tellhg you that John stoIe it. 
[= '1 regret that I told you that John stole it' or '... that 1 am now telling you'] 



Acuxding to Quirk et al., the 'potaitiality'/'performance' distinction as it applies here is 
'extended into the ps t  so that there is a temporal (as well as in part modal) difference 
between the two constructions', the TI construction 'indicat[ingl that the action or evm 
takes place a&r (and as a r d t  of) the mentai process dmaed by the vert, has begun', 
and the gemndial constnrdion that 'a precdhg event or occasion [oomes] to mind at 
the time indicated by the main verb.' While such a generalization is consistent with the 

distinction in question, it does not do justice to the observed contrasts in the 
interpretations of the two complement types, as pspicuously describai in the giosses 
t b t  Quirk et al. thernselves provide. As th& glosses reve., the contrasts in question 

are not reducible to a difference in the temporal relation of the 'mental process' 
describeci by the main verb (or, in the case of forger, the absence of some such 
'process') to the 'situation' that is its 'object*. This is because the TI constructions, 
unIike th& gerundiai aunterparts, indicate not merely that some 'menta1 process' has 
or has not occurred, but rather some 'event' that presupposes the relevant sort of 
'mental process'. This differmce is highlighted by Hornstein (1990: 226, n. 40)- in his 
discussion of TI consiructions with remember and forget, as iiiusîrated in (45): 

(45) a. Yesterday, John forgat to bring the wine. 
b. At 6 o'clock, John remembered to bring the wine. 

(Hornstein 1990: 226, n. 40) 

What Hornstein observes is that while a sentence like in (45a) is understood to describe 
a 'potentiaI event' of winabringing, 'one could not say that the forgetting was prior to 

the wine-b~ging.' In other words, the sentence does not describe merdy John's 
failure to have a 'rernembering event ', but his failure to bring the wine. Simiiarly , the 

sentence in (45b) does not describe a 'remembering event', but rather that John 'did 
what he was supposed to do.' 

The foregoing cornparison of TI and genrndial çornplements, thm, suggests that 
their respective interpreîations do not refleu any consistent wntrast, whether this is 
described in terms of a 'pdentiality'/'perf~rmance' distinction or of some other 
opposition. What we have seen, instead, is that in some instances their differences in 

intapraation do conform to this distinction, while in others these differences suggest 
some other kind of distinction, and in stïU ohms their interpretations are essentially the 
same However, one différence between them is consistent: this is the difierace in their 
grammatical properties. Such a difference, as we shall see below, wiU be the surest 
guide to an expianation of the pattern of similarities and differences between the two 
complement types that we have just observed 



in the closing remarks of the previous sedion, we suggested that the most likdy site of 
the uneven interpreîative differences between TI and gerundial complements was their 
different grammatical properties. Unfortunatdy, while the struchire and Properties of TI 
complements have been reasonably weU studied (although their temporal properties are 
still a matter of some controversy, as we shall see below), those of genindial 
compIements remain rather poorly understood Neverthdess, certain weU documented 
properties of these complements suggest a plausible possibility for their analysis 

The possibility in question is that genindial complements are, in some sense, NP- 
likcl2 Perhaps the strongest suppoR for this possibility is the tact that genindial but not 

TI complements may bear Case (cg. Homstein 1990: 226, n. 40). This can be seen 

most strikingly in the case of 'prepositional verôs' that take prepositions with geninds 
but not TIs (Quirk et al. 1985: #16.38).13 These are exemplified in (46): 

(46) a. i. She didn't bother to feed the baby. 
. . 
il. She didn't bother about feeding the baby. 
iii. She didn't bother about the baby. 

b. i. Trish decided to lave Joe. 
. . 
il. Trish decided on leaving Joe. 
iii. Trish decided on this course of action. 

c. 1. Chester hesitated to mention the bad news. 
. - 
1 Chester hesitated about mentioning the bad news. 

l2 Another posibility, given the morphological form of gerundial complements, is tnat they are 
simply mn-finite 'progressive' verb forms. Such a possibility does not seem a very plausible one, 
bwevw, since ihere seems to be good eviàence against such a treamient, given certain aitested 
properties of 'progressive' fonns. Among these is their ability to be modified by PPs with for but mt 
in, as shown below 

(i) a Joe was drawing cartoons f a  an hour. 
b * Joe was drawing cartoons in an hom. [except on a 'scbeduling state' madbgl 

Geniodial complements, bwever, do not foiiow this pattern. Cornider the foliowing senteoces: 

(ii) I remember doing this 
a in an hou 
b. f a  an hour 

Tbese are equaiiy acceptable, and desaibe quite diiferent 'sihiatioos': the nrst m 'ment', the second a 
'proces'. A d  M e  it still remains possible that these €onas shPre many of their morpbûsyntar:tic 
feahves with 'progressive' foras (see ûazdar, Pulium & Sag 1982 f a  a discussion of this point), it îs 
not cleu that any d g h t s  occnie fiom their assimiiation to the class of ' p r o ~ v e *  verb m. 

l3 A similnr observaîion is ma& by Kiparsky and Kipatsky (1970: 160). who oote that ' [ a l k  
ppositions, infinitives are automaticaiiy converted to geninds, e.8.. 1 dccided lo go vs. I decided on 
going; a I forced John u> ab it vs. 1 forced Joiut into doing if.* 



üi. Chester hesitated about the matter. 

Of course, this amunt of gemndial complements cannot be complete without a more 
debiled explanation of how they are 'NP-like'. We shall be offering such an 
explanation in 52.2. 

We turn now to a third category of verbal complements: namely, 'bare infinitives' 
(BIS), whose name derives from the fact that the verb foms that occur in such 
complements are neither inflectionally marked, like genindial complements, nor 
accompanied by to, like TIs, as the m p l e  in (47) shows: 

(47) Joe heard Trish l a v e  

Quirk et al. (1985: 5 16.52) identify the following three classes of v d s  that take 
BI complements: 

(48) a. 'COERCNE': have, Id, make 

a'. We must make the public take notice of us. 

b. 'PERCEPTUAL': feel, hear, notice, observe, overhear, see, watch 

b'. The crowd saw Gray score two mgnificent goals. 

c. [RESIDUAL CLASS] : hdp, knowI4 

c'. Sarah helped us edit the script. 

Now, while they note many interesthg fads about BIs,ls what is most noteworthy 
about these complements h m  our standpoint is their temporal propefties. Acco~ding to 
many authors (ag. Hornstein 1WCk 154), BIs always describe a 'situation' the time of 
which coincides with that of the 'situation' described by the ma& clause. Hornstein 

(ibid.) illustrates this claim with the following set of sentences, in which the tirne of 
Bill's leaving varies diCectIy with the time of the matrix 'situation': 

l4 Quirk et al. (ibid, 11652) mte that kmw followed by a BI 'is confined mainly to BrE. Pnd to 
the perfective aspect: hove biown.' 

l5 Among these is their iripbility to SUCnve pessivllation. as üiustrated in (i): 

(Quirk et d. 1985: Q 1652) 

Unfortunately, the investiga&ion of sirh facts is beyond the scope of this study. 



(49) a. John saw Bill leave 
b . John made Bill leave 
c. John wiü make Bill leave. 
d. John is watching Bill Ieave. (ibid, (67)) 

From this basic temporal property of BIS, a number of contrasts between Bis and TIs 
and gmnds are seen to follow. Among these, as Hornstein observes, are that BIS 
mnnd have 'perfect' f m s ,  and canna be modified by adverbials that establish a time 
distinct h m  that of the rnatrix clause (ibid., 154). The &ta on which he bases these 

claims are given below (the judgernents for the (a) and (c) sentaices are his): 

(50) a. John wanted Biil to have left. 
b, John remanbered Biii M g  lefi. 
c. * John saw Bill have left. 

(5 1) a. John wanted Biil to leave tomorrow. 
b. John envisageci BU Ieaving tomomw. 

(based on ibid, (68))16 

(ibid, (69)) 

(52) a. At 6 o'clock, John wanted BU to lave at 7 o'clock. 
b. At 6 o'clock, John envisaged BilI leaving at 7 o'clock. 

c.  * At 6 o'clock, BU {z} ~ i i i  lave at 7 o'ciak. 

(based on ibid, 155, (69c-d)) 

Now, while Homstein's clah regardhg 'perfed' BIS is unproblematic, that regarding 
the possibility of establishg a distinct time for BI complements is les  so. This is 
because (contrary to the judgements given above) only the BI complements of 
'perceptual' vehs appear to be clearly unacceptable with adverbials that establish a 
distinct time, the complements of the verbs in the other two categories being either 
m@ai  or fully acceptable: 

l6 1 have supphed the genindial complement sentence iri ihis and the fo11owing examples. 

367 



(53) a. ' PERCEPTUAL' : 
John saw Biii leave tomorrow. 

b. 'COERCIVE': 

i. ? John made Bill leave t o m m w .  
. . 
il. John let Bill leave tomorrow. 

C . [RE~IDU AL CLASSI : 

John helped Bill leave tomonow. 

What this suggests is that the consbaint against the establishment of such a distinct time 
may be a pragmatic one. This certainly accords with the clear unacceptability h t  we 
find with the BI complements of 'perceptual' vabs, given that the 'situation' described 
by the BI complement must occur at the same time as the perceptual 'event' describexi 
by the matrix clause in order for it to be part of this 'event'. It also accords with the 
oddness of the sentence in (53bi):l' since the sentence asserts that John succeeded in 
causing Bill to lave after the time of speech, it can only mean that Bill's leaving 
tomomw is an unalterable fad; and to the extent that this sentence is acceptable, it has 
just this (rather unusual) reading. Notice that a 'pragmatic' account of the 
unacceptability of 'perfect' BIS is also plausible, since neither 'causative' nor 
'perceptual' v d s  are readily construed as pertaining to some 'situation' that holds 
before the causing or perceiving 'event'. This observation is highlighted by the 

unaccqtability of the following oonstnictions 

(54) a. * John will see Bill as he has lefil* 

b. * John causeci Bill to have lefi. 
c. * John helped Bill to have lefi. 

Tbis 'pragmatic' account of the consîm.int that Hornstein tias observai wiii allow for a 
more straightforward analysis of BIS - which we shaii be offering in $3- given the 
greater resemblance that emerges between them and the VPs contained in finite clauses. 

l7 Some native speakers whom 1 consuite& however. fwnd this seeoce fully ~ccepbie. 
l8 Notice that the foiiowing sentence, in which see tokes o CP complement, suggests an inference 

rPtba than a direct perception: 

(3 John saw that Biü bad lefi. 

For discussion of this point, see e.g. Declerck 1982: 86 and references cited there. 



1.3.2. PERCEPTUAL REPORTS AND GERUND DITRANSITIVES 

In our discussion of BIS so far, we have considered only the 'simple' forms 
exemplified in (4ûX53). However, many of the verbs that select these f m s  aiso 
seled what appear to be 'progressive' counterparts of BIS. These are illustrated below, 
grouped into the semantic classes given in Quirk et aL 1985: 5 1653: 

(55) a. 'PERCEPTUAL': feel, hear, notice, observe, overhear, perceive, see, s m d ,  

spot, spy, watch 
a'. Seth noticed Joe carrying a suspicious-looking bmwn bag. 

b. 'ENCOUNTER': catch, discover, find, l a v e  
b'. Trish caught Joe carrying a suspicious-looking brown bag. 

c. 'COERC~VE': have, get 

c'. Joe has his fnends doing strange favours for him. 

The question that arises when we consider these 'progressive' BIS more carefully is 
wheîher are they bear a closer resernblance to 'object + gaund' structures or to 'simple' 
BIS. As it happens, there is substantial evidence that these should be treated as 
'progressive' BIS. 

Among this evidence are two marked clifferences between these forms and 
gerundial complement constructions (ibid). One is that the NP following the main verb 
(which in each case functions as the subjecî of the wmplement) can take the genitive 
form in the latter constmctions but not the former constructions, as demonstrated in 

(56): 

him 
b. I ciisiike ilus } ciriving my car. 

(ibid.) 

(ibid., 5 16.42) 

Another is that the v d  form 'can n o d y  be omitted without radically altering the 
meaning' of the former but not the latter construction, as demonstrated in (57):19 

l9 Note, in addition, that there is no 'progressive' BI construction corresponding to the 
monoûansitive geniodiPIconsauctioa: 

(i) a. 9 Soe ~ P W  going. [= 'saw hiniself ] 
b. Joe renie- going. 



(57) a. 1 saw him lying on the beach. [entails: '1 saw him.'] 
b. 1 hate my friends leaving early. [does not entail: '1 hate my fnmds.'] 

(ibid., 8 16.53) 

Even more compelling evidence for treating these complements as 'progressive' 
counterparts of BIS is that they display just the sorts of contrasts with BIS that are 
attributable to a difference between 'simple* and 'progressive' foms. For example, the 

ability of the sentence in (5th) but not that in (58b) to accept a continuation that 
indicates a 'situation' of drowning 'in progress' can be readily explained if the BI 
complement in the former sentence is 'progressive', and thus describes an 'unbounded 
situation', while that in the latta sentence is 'simple', and thus (given the absence of 
elements that have an 'unbounding' effect)20 describes a 'bounded situation' (see 
Decierck 1982: 93ff.): 

(58) a. 1 saw her drowning, but 1 rescued hm. 
b. * 1 saw her drown, but 1 rescued ha= (ibid, ( 2 4 ~ 4 ) )  

On the basis of considerations like thesqzl we shall be assuming that these are the 
'progressive' variant of 'simple* BI complements, whose propertres foiiow from this 
diffaence alone; and shaii not pursue this distinction in BI types any further, treating 
the two types together. 

2. TOWARD AN ANALYSIS OF TEMPORAL DIFFERENCES IN NON-FiNïïE 

COMPLEMENTS 

In $1, we examined the temporal (and other) properties of TI, BI, and gemndial 
complements, and observed certain significant sirnilarities and differences between 

them. In particular, we found that al1 three types of complements were temporally 
dependent on their matrix clauses, but that the nature of the temporal relation between 
matrix and complement differed from type to type. Accordingly, the 'situation' 
descnbed by a givm TI could be either posterior to or simultaneous with that describai 
by the matrix (with the 'perfed' infinitive additionally making an 'anterior' reading 

Howver, sioce it is unclear wbether the absence of this construction is rehted to the nature of BI 
complements. or simply to the thematic and Case-assigning properties of the verts thnt take these 
complements, it cannot be considered very strong evidence for the distinction between them and 
geninds. 

20 Declerck (1982: 101) notes that 'simple' BIS may be assigned an 'unbounded' intepration if 
they occur, f a  example, with iodefinite plural objects We saw the sanie effets in senteoces with 
'simple pesent perfect' iixms in chapter 2. 

21 Far friaher discussion, see Declerck 1982 



available); that described by a given genind could be anterior to, posterior to, or 
simuitaneous with that described by the matrix (with some gerunds permi#ing botb 
'postdor' and 'simultaneous' readings); and that described by a given BI could 
generally be only simultaneous with that described by the matrix (although we saw that 

adverbial modification could, in some instances, permit a 'posteaior' reading). The 
question that we shall be addressing in this section is how these observations might be 
accounted for. Since we also observed certain structurai ciifferaces between these 
cornplment types, a promising possibility, which has already beeu explored by a 
number of researchers, is that a structural basis exists for the sidarities and 
ditferences in question. In what foiiows, we shall be examining some of the proposais 
offered in the literature f a  relating temparal inteqretation to syntadic structure, More 
preseriting a new proposal, which develops the insights of these &er ones. 

Let us begin with one fiequently cited 'stmctural' analysis, Stoweil 1982, which seeks 
to relate the temporal ciifferaices h e m  TI and gerundial complements to the piesence 
of a Comp node in the former but not the latter structure. The relevance of this 
difference, açcording to Stoweil, is that Comp is the site of a tense operator, which in 
TIs specifies a 'possible future' with respect to the time of the matrix clause (and in 
finite clauses specifies a 'past' or 'present' value for the clause) (ibid, 562). Stowell 
argues that g m d s  do not possess this node, on the basis of the contrasts illustrated in 
(591, which ail show the impossibility of wh-movement in gerund sbudures: 

(59) a. 1 don't remember who to visit. 
a'. * 1 don? remember who (our) visiting. 

b . The table on which to put your coat is in the next room. 
b'. * The table on which putting your coat is in the next m m .  

c. The city to visit is Paris. 
c'. * The city (his) visiting is Paris. 

Given the absence of this node, and in turn of a tense operator, in the structure of 
geninds, their temporal interpretation is, as Stoweii puts it, 'completely malleable to the 

semantics of the governing verb' (ibid., 563). The attested temporal differences 
behveen Th and gerunds thus follow direaly from this stnrcturai difference. 

Unfortunately, while Stowell's claim about the temporal 'maiieability' of geninds 
is confirmeci by our observations in #g1.2.1-2, his daims about the temporal 



interpretation of TIs is at odds both with Our own observations in 8 1.1.1 and 9 1.2.2 
and with those of other studies. It would be useful, then, to examine the rather 

controversial claims that he d e s  about the latter sûucture in greater detail. 
These claims pertain to the contrast in the temporal interpretation of the TI and 

g m d i a l  complements in these two pairs of sentaices: 

(60) a. Jenny remembered [PRO to bring the wine] 
b . Jenny remembered bringing the wine] 

(61) a. Jim tned [PRO to lock the door] 
b. Jim aied [PRO locking the &or] (ibid., 563, (8H9)) 

Stoweli's claim about the TIs in these sentaices is rhat the 'situation* that each describes 
'is understood as being unrealized' with respect to that describeci by the ma& clause, 
following his general claim that such complements 'have a uniform intemally 
detennined tense, just as finite t e n d  clauses do' (ibid.). Thus, in (60a), 'Jenny has 
not yet brought the wine at the point at which she rmembers to do so*; while in (dia), 

'Jim does not succeed in Iocking the door when he  tries to do so' (ibid). In contrast, 
the gerundial complements in these sentences - which 'ha[ve] no intemally determined 
tense[s]*, but rather 'understood tmse[s]', which are 'determineci externally by the 
semantics of the control verb' - are understood as describing 'situations' that are 
respectively pnor to and sirndtaneous with or unrealized with respect to the 'situations' 
desaibed by their matrix clauses. 

Although Stowell is certainly amxt in pointing out a contrast between the TI and 
gerundial complements in these sentences, his description of the former is consistent 
neither with the descriptions given in Quirk et al. 1985, which we examineci in 8 1.2.2, 
nor with the diagnostics that we offered in 81.1.1 for determinhg the temporal 
specifications of TI complements. Recali that Quirk et al. (1985: 816.42) gloss the 
'remember + TI' and ny + TI' sentences repeated below as '1 remembered that 1 was to 
fil1 out the form and then did so' and 'Sheila attempted an a d  of bribery, but did not 
manage it', mpecîively: 

(62) a. 1 remernbered to N1 out the fom. 
b. Sheila tried to bribe the jailor. 

The latter gloss is consistent with Stoweii's remarks, indicating an 'unrealized' act of 
bnbery. The former, however, is clearly not: Stowell's remarks suggest that this 
sentence should describe 'an ordered set of events', in which a 'remembering event' 



precedes a ' fom-mg event ' ; but this suggestion is oontradicted by the unacceptability 
of the continuation of this sentence given in (63): 

(63) * 1 remembered to fil1 out the form, but my pen broke, so 1 couldn't. 

If, as suggested earlier, 'remember + TI' constructions do not describe 'events' in 
which the subject remembers what he or she 'is supposeci to do', but ratha ones that 
presuppose such 'remembering events', then the unacceptability of (63) is readily 
accounted for. 

Recail that this conclusion is also supporteû by the results of the 'adverbid 
diagnostic' that we applied to TI complements in 4 1.1.1 : 

(64) a. * Yester&y, Seth rernembered to leave tomorrow. 

b . * Yesterday, Seth tried to leave tomorrow. 

Interestingly, these two sentences are similarly unacceptable with future-timedenoting 
adverbids, despite the rather different 'situations' that they describe. This gives us 
good reason to believe that their TI mmplements Q &are many syntactic pr0pertie.s - 
even if these do not appear to be the ones suggesced by Stowell. 

As it happens, si- empiricai difficulties siurwnd Stowell's efforts to relate the 

temporal interpretation of other TI structures tu the presaice or absence of a Comp 
position. Obseme that the structures described so fàr have al1 been instances of 'wntml' 

structures, which take the form a CP with a PRO subject, as schematized in (65a). 
However, one class of TI complements - namely, 'exceptional-case-marking' 
structures - & not have this maure, but rather the IP structure schematized in (6%) 
(in wfuch the indicated NP is overt): 

(65) a. L [, e E, PRO to VP]]] 

b. LF&~toVPIII 

(based on ibid, 564, (10)) 

Given the rôle that Stowell claims for Comp in temporal intupretation, sentences with 
CP complemaits, like those in (66), should have temporal intapretations different iiom 
those with IP complements, like those in (6392 

22 Stowell's clnim opplies gimilariy to passive and 'nising* structures like those given in (i), since 
these are uoderstood to contain iF complementp. and M d  thus dispiay the same temporai bebnvioirr 
as îhe senteoces given in (67). 



(66) a. John convinced his fiends [, e [, PRO to leave]. 
b . Sally persuadai her son [, e LPRO to buy the c a m d .  
c. Frank advised the teacher [, e [,PRO to *te the grades]. 

d. Jim reminded Jenny I, e LPRO to lock the door]. 
(based on ibid, 564, (1 1)) 

(67) a. Bill considers [, himself to be the smartest]. 
b . The boys found them to be amusingl. 
c. Jane showed [,the solution to be trivial]. (based on ibid, 565, (12)) 

At fint blush, the predicîed diffezences in interpretation are conhed: the complements 
in the former set of sentences appear to describe 'situations' unrealized at the time of 
those described by their matrix clauses, and those in the former sd of sentences to 
describe 'situations' simultaneous with the time of those described by their matrix 
clauses. Since the structural ciifference that StowelI daims for these two sets of 
sentences is weU supporteci (see ibid., 5 6 4 4 ,  his case for the diffaence in question 
seems to be a persuasive one. 

However, closer examination of the data reveais significant problems for the 

analysis. One pertains to the diffaence in interpretation between the sentences in (66a- 
b) and thme in ( 6 0 ,  as demonstrated in (68): 

(68) a. * John convinced his friends to leave, but they ended up staying after all. 
b. * Sally persuaded her son to buy the camera, but he was mugged on the way 

to the camera shop and couldn't buy it aiter aii. 
c. Frank advised the teacher to inflate the grades, but the teacher didn't listai. 
d. Jim reminde. Jenny to lock the door, but she forgot anybw. 

What these contrasts suggest is that Ti complement constructions with convince and 
persuade behave much U e  those with remember, describing not only an intention to 
perform the action described by the complement but also its actual performance. 
Howeva, those with advise and remind describe the embedded 'situation' only as 
unrealized at the time of the 'situation' desaibed by the matrix dause, and thus remain 
acceptable whai this 'situation' is indicated not to have taken place." 

23 Notice, though, that modification of the TI complements in (67a-b) by fuhae-time&noting 
adverbials is passible, aithough the requirement ohxved in (68) that the embedded 'situation' be 
realizedappareotly still *plies: 

(0 0 John connoced his friends to lave tomanwr (* but they erded up siaying after di). 
b. W y  persuadecl ber son b buy tbe camera tomorrow (* but he couidn't buy it after ail). 

This apparea contradiction can be zecoociled if the sentences in (69) iue understood to suggesî n fixed cr 
scheciuled 'situation'. just as we saw eariisr with similady modified BIS. As such, each of &ese 



Another signifiant problem pertains ta the temporal interpretations of the 
following sentences, whme cmrnplements each have IP stnram: 

(69) a. 1 expeu John to win the race]. 
b . I remember John to be the smartesî]. (ibid, 566, (13)) 

Amding to Stowell, the mmplemmts in these sentences describe 'situations' that are 
respectively posterior to and anterior to those d e s d e c i  by their ma& clauses. Since 
neither complement structure contains a Comp node, Stowell attributes these 
iaterpretations to 'understood tenses... determined largely by the meaning of the 

goveniing verb'. Thus, the complemeot of the former sentence contains an 'understaxl 
future tense', and that of the latter an 'understood past tense' (ibid, 566). His chims 
about each sentence, however, are open to question. The difficulty with the former 
sentence is that the interpretation of its complement, mntrary to prediction, is entirdy 
paraiiel to that of TI complements with CP structures, leadhg Stowell to r w r t  to the 

stipulation that the interpretation in question has a different source The difficulty with 

the latter sentence is that it does not have the 'anterior' interpretation that Stowell 
attributes to it, being more naturalIy paraphiased by the sentence in (7ûa') than by the 
sentence in (70b'). (This is supportai by the pattern of accqtability that results from the 
continuation given in each of the sentences in (70)): 

(70) a. 1 remember John to be the smartest (* but he isn't any more). 
a'. 1 rememba that John is the srnartest (* but he isn't anymore). 
b. 1 remanber John to have been the smartest (but he isn't any more). 
b'. 1 remember that John was the smartest (but he isn't anymore). 

These empirical difficulties are repeated in the final source of evidence that 
Stowell presents for his daims about tense operators and Comp, This is the contrast 

between the s a t a c e s  in (71a) and (71b), whose subjects, by hypothesis, respectively 
do and do not have a CP struaure and thus a tense operator: 

(7 1) a. ? [,For John to krll his goldfish] is wrong. 
b. To kili animals] is wrong. (based on ibid, 569, (20a), (22a)) 

Stoweli daims that the conhast indicated in (71) arises because 'the unrealized tmse of 
the infinitive' in (7la) 'is perceiveci to clash with the tense of the predicate' (ibid, 569), 
w h m  no tense is present in (71b) to create such a clash. However, the contrast that 

conslrwtions cm be seen to represent mn-finite counterpnrts of the '-' consûuctions which we 
xi  in ch* 2. (We shaii have mme to my obwt tkw in 93 below.) 



Stowd daims here is hardly a robust one; and the relative acceptabitity of the sentences 
in this pair seems to Vary fiom speaker to speaker. The same o n  be said of ocber 
preâicted contrasis, such as that dispiayed in the foiiowing set of sentences: 

(72) a. LTo lock the door] was stupid (of me). (ibid, (20b)) 
b. ? LFor me to lock the door] was stupid. 
c. It was stupid [,for me to lock the door]. 
c'. It was stupid of me [, PRO to lock the door]. 

Since, by hypothesis, the first sentence does not contain a tense operator in its 
infinitival clause, while the other three do, it should be significantiy more acceptable 
than them. Yet the variability of judgements that these sentences elicit gives little 
support to this prediction. Note, however, that there are reasons to doubt that even the 
degraded acceptability of the sentence in (72b), which many speakers do report, should 
be attributed to 'tense clash'. ûnc is that its acceptability is noticeably greater than ciear 
instances of 'taise clash', like that in (73). as discussed in chapter 3: 

(73) * It seemed that the new Resident is a CIA agent. (Costa 1972-46 (32)) 

Andha reason is that there are many plausible sources for the degraded acceptability of 
the sentence in (72b) - in particular, the sentence-initial position of the infinitive and 
its 'present' rather than 'perfect' form, neither of which provides any cue to the clause's 
'past' reading. The plausibility of these explanations is supported by the increased 
acceptability of the sentence in (72c), in which the order of chuses is reversai, and of 
the sentence in (74), in which the 'present' infinitive form has been repiaced by a 
'peafea': 

(74) For me to have locked the door was stupid 

Our examination of Stowell's analysis suggests, then, that he has located the syntactic 
source of the temporal properties of TIs, and in tum of the temporal diffaences 
between TIs and geninds, in the wrong place. In other words, the connedion that he 

claims between the presence of Comp and the availability of a 'posterior' interpretation 
in non-finite constructions is a spurbus one% 

24 Th, criticisms apply simiîariy to such aoaiyses of TIs as given in van Gelderen 1993: ch. 5, 
W h  folows Stowil1982 in rxacing tempofal d i h n c e s  between ïI compiements to the preseace or 
obseiice of C o q .  Van Gelderen's pedictions regardins tbese temporaï clifferences are coasiderPMy more 
rccurate than Stoweii's, because she taLes a greater range of îï compbmenû to have a CP s#mcture. 
Nevertheless. the TI coqlement of u leaa one verb, namely eqecr, appears to pattern in dl relevant 
respects lihe the ECM ver4 believe, and should &us, according to van Gelderen's afguments, desaibe a 
'situation' simultaneous with rbat demibed by the matrix clause, rather  th^ posterior to îhe latter 

376 



2.2. GERUNDIAL COMPLEMENTS AND THE 'DP HYPOTHESIS' 

Stowell's analysis nevertheless serves to highlight significant temporal pr0pext.k of TIs 
and gemds, and intriguing ciifferences between them - both of which have been 
largely neglected in the generative literature. Yet because of the intractable problems of 
his analysis, we are still lefi with the question of how the respective temporal properties 
of these constnic&ims stiould be charaderized 

In 81.2.3, we noted a promïsing possibility in Homstein's (1990: 226, n. 40) 
observation that ' g m d s  are NP-like in a way that infinitival clauses am't.' This 
observation has been given syntactic f m  in Abney's (1987) 'Detgmuier Phrase' (DP) 
analysis. According to this analysis, the gerund has a DP sbructure, in which the VP is 
dominated by DP, the nominal correlate of IP; in such a structure, then, the VP is the 
locus of the genind's verbal properties and the DP of its nominal properties (see ibid, 
20). This suggests a labeiiing of the gerundial complement as indicated in (79 ,  in 
which it is nominai rather than clausal: 

(75) 1 remember I, PRO leavhg] 

Such an analysis of gerundial complements not only offers a straightforward 
account of their 'NP-like' properties, but also suggests a likely source for their varied 
temporal interpretations. The suggestion, then, is that they receive their temporal 
interpretations in much the same way that N P  complements do - namely, in virtue of 
the lexical pperties of their ma& verbs and the tense features associated with these 
verbs, as StoweU (1982: 563) has argued. This possibility meives strong support from 
the following pairs of sentences, in which the 'situations' respedively described by the 

genind and the NP are each located anterior to, posterior to, or simultanwus with the 
'situation' described by the matrix clause: 

(76) 'ANTERJOR': 

a. Joe cecalled king humiliated in fiont of Trish. 
a'. Joe recalled his humiliation. 

b. Joe admitted lying to Trish. 
b . Joe admitted his lie. 

-- - - 

'situation', as it in foct does. Note that this association between the presence of Comp and the 
avaiiability of a 'posterior' teading i s  even more difficuit to sustain if Comp is present in ECM 
consaucÉioiis, as Prgued by Ommmbd (in prepiuation, cited in remilr 1995: 622-23. n. 10). 



(77) L ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ' :  

a. Joe dreaded having to lave tomorrow. 
a'. Joe dreaded the prospect. 

b . She considered murderkg her husband 
b'. She considered murder. 

(78) 'SIMULTANW~US' OR 'POSTERIOR': 

a. Joe couidn't bear sitting near F d e .  
a'. Joe couiàn't bear Frankie's company. 

dusting ai i  the furniture 
b. 

getting up early the next morning 

the housework 
b'. SMdidnltmind{ an early morning 

In addition, this analysis can help us to account for the absence of a consistent 
contrast between the genindial and TI complements of verbs that select both, as we 
discussed in 8 1.2.2. Recall that cornparison of these complement types gave little 
support to the daim of Quirk et al. (1985: 816.40) that TIs give 'a sense of mere 
'potentiality" for action' and geninds 'a sense of adual "performance" of the action 
itself. If we take gerundial morphology to serve a 'nominaliWng' fundion, rather than 
to provide any temporal information of its own, as infinitival forms appear to do, we 

can understand the behaviour of g m d i a l  complements as simply following that of 
their NP counterparts. As such, this behaviour will sometimes resemble that of TIs and 
someîimes n d ,  dependhg on the Iexical properties of the ma& verb and the temporal 
properties of the TI forms themsdves. As we noted earlier, the gemdial and NP 
complements of certain verbs, like try, remember, and forger, have interpretations quite 
different fiom their Ti counterparts: 

(79) a. She tried bniing the jaiior. 
a'. She tried bnbery. 
b. She tried to bribe the jailm. 

remembered 
(80) a- forgot (about) 



remembered 
a'. ,ester { 1 his drun.k. 

forgot (about) 

b. Chester temembered to get drunk. 

However, the various complements of other verbs, such as prefer and continue, have 
little or no dBerence in interpretation: 

(8 1) a. Do you prefer eating at home or in a restaurant? 

a'. Do you prefer your own food or restaurant food? 
b. Do you prefer to eat at home in a restaurant? 

(82) a. Lucy continued writing whiie in hospitaL 
a'. Lucy amtinued her work while in hospital. 
b . Lucy continued to write whiie in hospital. 

The key to this range of effects, then, is to be found in ciifferences in the seledional 
properties of particular v d s ,  rather than in ciifferences between gaundial and TI forms 
themselves. 

A 'DP analysis' of genindial complements also suggests a solution to a puzzle, 
described in 9 1.2.1, that pertains to the identity of their covert subjects. Recall that this 
subject was most commonly coeeferential with the matrix subject, as in the sentence in 

(83a); although some verbs did permit an 'arbitrary' reading in which the two were 
disjoint in reference, as in the sentence in (83b). In both cases, though, the subject had 
the thematic rôle of 'agent'. Neither of these two possibilities, however, raises any 
special prablems, since they can be readily describeci in terms of çontrolled and 
arbitrary PRO, respective1y:U 

(83) a. Trish had considered PRO leaving home. 
u 

b. Trish recommended PROd seekllig professional help. 

The puzzle lies instead with one smaU class of verbs, whose complements, we nded, 
had subjeds that were coreferential with the rnatrk subject, but had the thematic rôle of 
'patient', the 'agent' in this case king 'arbitrary'. This case is illustrated in (84): 

- - 

2s 1 use 'linking' instead of 'coindexing' in this and subsequent examples for the sake of 
methodological consistency. Of course. the relation behween the two NPs in question can be recast in 
terms of the latter device. 



(84) Your shoes need menâing. (= 23b)) 

The problem that these cases raise is that th& anaIysis appears to require the positing of 
a covert 'patient' that is basegenerated in an object position, and raises to subjea 
position, although the sentence's interpretaîion is the only obvious motivation for such 
abstract stmdwes and elernents. However, a 'DP analysis' of gerunds rnakes simpler 
solution available, givai that DP mmplements can be either gemnds or m e  NPs. We 
might speculate, then, that the DP cornplment in the above example has the Internai 
structure of an NP rather than a VP, and thus has no arguments. In other words, its 
structure would be entireiy parallel to tbat of the DP mmplement given in (85): 

(85) Yom shoes need repair. 

This analysis derives solid support from the fact that the complements of need, unlike 
clearly gerundial complements, can readily take determiners and adjectives, as 
demonstrated in the following examples: 

(86) a. These shoes need a good meriding. 
b. These shirts need a gmd ironing. 
c. This m m  needs a good painting. 

(87) a. Chester remembered (* a quick) eating. 
b. Joe continuai (* a careful) drawing. 
c. Seth avoided (* an ugly) arguing. 

A 'DP analysis' of genindial complements thus demonstrates itself to be a useful 
tool in explainhg the temporal, aspectual, and thematic dimensions of their behaviour. 
Consideration of their interna1 structure, moreover, suggests a way to account more 
directly for the differences between their temporal properties and those of TI 
complements. Given that the latter complements wnbin an lnfl node, which is wideIy 
assumed to the locus of temporal features in a fmite clause, it is a distinct possibility that 

the temporal differences between TIs and gerunds can be traced to the presence of this 
node, and in tum of particular temporal features, in the former but not the latter 

construction. The association of such features with untensed Infi (which wiU be 

describeci in more detail below) would go some way toward explainhg both the narrow 
range of temporal intexpretations that 'simple' TIs bear - describing 'situations' that 

are either simultaneous with or posteaior to that described by the matrix clause - and 
the sharp interpretative contrast that they rnay display with respect to other types of 
complements selecîeù by the same verb, as we have seeri. (Note that this account of TIs 



and genuids captures Stoweil's basic insight about the difference between hem, but 
locates this difference elswhere in their syntactic representationn) 

If it is the case that gaundial structures do not contain an Infl node, then one 
possibility for them that they sirnply contain a D that seleds a VP.26 AS it happas, the 
postulation of such a structure permits a very straightforward account of Case 
assignment to gemdiaI complernents, which were describexi briefly in 91-23, given 
certain assumptions about the subjeds of geninds. These assumptions are (i) that the 
subjects in question are basegmerated in the specifier of the VP; ci) that the subjeds of 
'accusative -hg' gerunds move to the specifier of DP; and (iii) that the subjezt of both 
'possessive -hg' gerunds and those without overt subjects is PRO, which in the former 
case is 'linked' to a genitive NP adjoined to iY. These three types of geninds, and the 
structures posited for them, are given in (88): 

(88) a. ' ACCUSATIVE -AG': 

1 remember [, John [, e [g l e av ina  

b. 'POSSESSIVE 4NG' : 
1 rememba Lp [D' John's [, PRO leavingllu 
u 

C. NON-ûVERT SUBIUJI*: 

1 remember [, Lj lvp PRO [g leavinglU] 

These assumptions about these three types of gemds appear to yield the correct results: 
the verb govems the specifier of DP psition and thus assigns Case to John in (88a), 
but does not govm the genitive Np27 in (88b), which receives its Case inherently; or 
PRO in (88b) or (m), which does not receive Case. 

It should be noted, of course, that the fabelled brackeîings given in (88) leave 
important details of the internai structure of these DPs unspecified - in particular, the 
identity of DO and the structure of the verb fom itself. h Abney's original analysis of 
the first two of these (he does not treat the last), DO is null, and the gemndial 

26 Notice thai it aiso suggests o way of genindial complemeots from 'progressive* BI 
complements: the former, but not the latter. have DP smrbres. We shalll be returning to this matter 
briefl in s3. 7 At k t  according to &finitions iike thai of Bafss (1995: 6û4), which was given in chapter 3 and 
is repeated hm: 

(0 A head u gweaus iff a c-commands B, m otber Z exists Uiat c£ommnds and Qes mt 
c<ommand a, mi m maximai projection separates a and $ other tban the camplement of a. 

In the case that me pre considering, a, the verb remmber, Qes mt gwem p. the NP John's. since $ 
but mt a is cammanded by the D' that is sistw to $. 



morphology is reptesented a distinct 'nominalizer . - -hg', which attaches to the verb in a 
process of 'syntactic affixatioa' (see Abney 1987: 139-44). Abney (ibid, 139) also 
posits that one genind coastnicîion - that of 'accusative -ing' - contains an IP, 
although its head is not associated with any temporal features. The motivation for such 
a structure appears to be largely to permit a 'sape' account of the three gemnd 
constructions that Abney considers - tbis one, 'possessive -ing', and '-hg of (as 
exemplified in John's singing of the Marseillaise) -, according to which the 
ciifferences between them lie only in their 'nominalization' by -in8 at IP, VP, and VO, 
respedively (ibid.). Whetha the d t s  that Abnq achieves can be duplicated by the 
techniai means suggested here - in particuiar, a 'D VP' structure and the assumption 
of a 'VP-internai' subject - is an open question, and one which must await further 
study. 

2.3. TOWARD AN ANALYSIS OF Tb: B ACK TO REICHENBACH 

In the previous section, we canvassed a 'DP analysis' of geninds, which seemed able 
to capture a range of salient differences Wween them and TIs. We return now to a 
consideration of the latter complement type, to which we have not yet given any 
satisfj4ng analysis. The one analysis that we did examine in 52.1 - that of Stoweli 
(1982) - turned out to have empincal problems serious enough to cal1 its viability into 
question. Equally serious, however, was its failure to clarify the nature of the two 
'terises' that it posited for non-finite constructions - those that were 'tense operators' 
in Cornp and those that were simply 'understood' - and how these differed fiom the 
tenses of finite chuses; and more basically, how the form and function of either these or 
'finite' tenses were related.28 A more promising syntactic approach to tense and time 
reference, as our discussion throughout this study has suggested, is one that seeks to 
relate the syntactic structure of temporal expressions to Reichenbach's temporal 
primitives 'S., 'R', and 'E'. in the foliowing sections, we shall be examining two such 
'Reichenbachian' treatments of TIs, those of Rigter and Hornstein, which each fonn 
part of studies that we have examined in considerable detail in previous chapters. While 
neither analysis, as we shall see, will provide a definitive answer to the analysis of TIs, 
each wilI serve to bring important issues into sharper relief, and thus will be 
instrumental in the datelopment of a more satisQing account of these constructions, 
which we shall be examining in 43. 

** StoweU's c lah  thne infinitivai te- are 'operptas' might be a a o b r  serious difiulty with his 
~ c c w n i ,  given tbe wesknesses of this approsch to tense as outlined in chapter 1. However, since it is 
oot clear w i m  semantic weight Stowell's operators are meant to bear, tba point remains a moot O-. 



Perhaps the most important task for an 'Fkichenbachian' analysis of Tls is to desabe 
how th& ternparai dependence ai matnx clauses is reflected, if at aü, in their temporal 
stnrchue. The analyses that we shall be I.ramining both describe this structure as m e r  
than that of finite clauses, although they do not agree on the nature of this 
impoverishment - Homstein (1990) takhg it to consist in the absence of 'S', and 
Rigter (1986) in the absence of 'R*. What we shall see is that both descriptions capture 
signifiant differences between TIs and h i t e  clauses, which any analysis of the former 
must take into account. At the same time, both descriptions appear to overstate these 
differences - an observation which suggests that the differences in question are ber 
than either analysis bas assumed, and demand a description in terms other than a simple 
absence of one or the other 'Reichenbachian* element. Let us consider the two analyses 
in tum, starting with Rigter's, in order to see the relevant issues clearly. 

Rigter's analysis draws a parailel beîween the temporal behaviour of TIs and that 
of embedded 'past* tenses, taking each to exhibit the loss of 'precisely those 
oppositional possibilities' that are associateci with the presence of 'R' (Rigter 1986: 
107). In other words, TI complerneats, like embedded 'past'tensed clauses, are able to 
establish only relations of simultaneity or anteriority with their matrix clauses - a fact 
which, by hypothesis, is directly reflected in th& 'Reichenbachian* structures. These 
structures indicate only relations between 'S' md 'E', as the representations in (89) and 
(90) show (recall once more that '=' and '>' are equivalent to ',* and '-', respectively; 
and that subsaipts indicate level of embedding): 

(89) a. 
a'. 

b. 
b'. 

(90) a. 
a'. 

b. 

b'. 

Jane seems to be angry. 
S a = & = E a = S p a = b  

Jane seems to have been angry. 
S , = & = E , = S , > E ,  

He thought that Jane was angry . 
s , > R , = E , = s , = E ,  

He thought that Jane had been angry, 
S P > % = E a = S m > E m  (ibid., 1 6 7 ,  (SI), (22), (27)' (28)) 

As such, the TI in (89a) and the 'pastP-tensed clause in (90a) are the 'R-tess' 

counterparts of the embedded 'present9-tensed clause in (91a); and the TI in (89b) and 



the 'past'-tensed clause in (90b) are the 'R-les' munterparts of the three embedded 
clauses in (9 l k ] :  

c. It seems W Jane bas bee~  angry. 
S , = R , = E , = S , = R , > E ,  

While the absence of 'R' in the embedded clauses in (89a) and (90a) creates no obvious 
tempocd contrast berween them and the embedded 'presed-tensed clause in (9 la), it is 
its absence in the embedded chuses in (89b) and (90b) that leaves their temporal 
interpretations indeterminate between those of the embedded ciauses in (9 Lw. This 
permits the speaker to locate the 'R' of the former clauses at the time simuitaneous with 
the embedded 'S', yielding a 'present perfed'reading; simdtaneous with 'E', yielding 
a 'past' reading, or at same interval between them, yielding a 'past &kt* reading 
(ibid., 1 15). 

Rigter attributes the absence of 'R' in the temporal structure of TIs and ernbedded 
'pasts' to the absence in their syntactic structures of what he calls a '&main tense'. 

Such a tense, as we saw in chapter 3, serves precisely to introduce an 'R' into the 
'discourse dornain', and to relate it to 'S* of this domain (ibid, 107). Accordingly, the 

embedded 'past' tenses in (90) are not associated with 'R' because they are not 

'domain tenses'; and the TIs in (89) are not associated with 'R* because they do not 
contain tenses (ibid, 1 14-15). 

Now, while Rigter's analysis of TIs and embedded 'past' tenses is certainIy 

consistent with the data just presented, it appears not to be the most plausible one. In 
the iatter case, which we examine. in chapter 3, this is because the analysis amibutes 
substantial lexical diffaences to 'pst' tense f m  in different syntaaic positions when 
the intqreîative differences that this is intended to capture may be traced to the 

syntadic ciiftaences themselves. in the former case, this is because the analysis cIaims 
similatities and differences between tensed and non-tensed ckuses to which the data 
themselves give little wanant, More specifieaiiy, Rigter ties the ciifference between 
these forms, as we have just seen, to their respective abilities to introduce 'R' into an 



embedded 'discourse domain', rather than to their abiiities to esiablish the domain itself 
- in other words, to propeaties related to 'R' rather than to 'S. La doing so, however, 
he is lefi with no reai explanation for a basic fad about TI complements: namely, that 

their 'temporal interpfetation.. is always dependent on the temporal interpreîation of the 
matrix clause under which [they are] ernbedded' (Horastein 1990: 146). This faa 
suggests that it is in the respective 'S-related' properties of TIs and finite clauses that 
they are truly distinguished. Adding further support to this contention is the 
observation, which we made in chapter 3, that a more likely source of the temporal 
indeteminacy that Rigter daims for the clauses in (89b) and (Wb) is that they fail to 
specify the location of 'E', rather than 'R'. This becomes clear from considecation of 
the interpretations of these sentences: if we utter the sentace in (89b), for example, we 
are asserting that the 'situation' of Jane's being angry is located at some time in the 
past, although we do not know (or are simply not indicating) when in the past 
preciseiy. 

What also casts doubt on Rigter's account of the temporal properties of TIs and 
embedded 'past' tenses is that it assigns a temporal representation to the 'perfed' forms 
of each, as in (89b) and (Wb), respectively, that is different fiom th& 'domain tend  
counterparts in (91c-d). More specifically, it assigns the former cases 'E-S' and the 
latter 'E-R'. Such a non-unitary analysis of finite 'perîect' forms is at odds with the 
results of our own investigation of these forms in chapter 2, according to which they 
could al1 be assigned the latta representation. Further consideration of the 'perfect' TI 
suggests that it, too, can be givea the same analysis once we p d t  its temporal 
representation to contain 'R'.29 This is because it likewise serves, as we just suggested, 
to place 'E' before 'R' - the only difference from its finite counterparts being in its 

dependence on the matrix clause far the detamination of a value for 'R' itself. 
Interestingly, however, there do seem to be instances in which the 'R' of a 

'perfect' TI rnay be detennined independently of the matrix clause. These are instances 

like the foilowing one, in which the same possibility of 'E' and 'R' readings that we 
have found with finite 'perfects' is available to the TI: 

29 Rigter himself suggeàs dm Th may be specified for ' R  at least in certain haances, such those 
in which tbe Ti is 4 e d  by two temporal adverbiais, as in (i): 

(i) The coojurw seems, at that point, to bave placed the pigeon in the box before he closed it. 
But it is mt in the box, of course. (Rigter 1986: 1 16. (43)) 

Rigter observes thai the adverbial at that point must be serving to specify an embedded 'R', since the 
beforeciause is cleariy specifying the embedded 'E', uxi  the interval specified by the adverbial in 
question is distinct h m  that of the embedded 'S', which is the time of speech. The onty problem with 
the case ihat Rigter has made fa the presewe of 'R' hefe (which would give ntrthet support to the 
ciaim made in the teirt) is that the sentence in (i) is quite unacceptabIe: as we saw in chapter 2, 'perfect' 
fams cannot b e ~ r  determinate values fix both 'R' ami 'E', and tùe two adverbiais in this sentence appear 
to do jwt that. 



(92) They seem to have arrived yesterday. 
a. [= 'It seerns that they were already here yesterday': 'R' reading] 
b . [= 'It seems that they arrived yesterday': 'E' readingJ 

We shall be canvassing an analysis of these two readings in 53. 
The foregoing msiderations, then, clearly tell against Rigter's treatmeat of TIs, 

just as analogous ones offered in chapter 3 told against his treatment of embedded 'past' 
tenses. Despite its difficufties, Rigter's analysis nevertheIess offers an important 
insight: this is that TIs establish their own 'disoourse domain', and must establish their 

own 'S', the 'present* of this domain, in order to & so. Clearly, they do not do so in 
the same fashion that a tensed clause does, since their 'S' is dependent on that of a 
higher tensed clause In fad, Rigter does not suggest that they do, but rather that the 'S' 
associated with a TI may be determined on the basis of the seledonal propaties of 
clauHakhg verbs, or perfraps only by in fmce  (see ibid, 114-1 15). W e  it is thus 
a syntactic fact about TIs that they cannot estabtish an 'S' indepeadently , it does not 

follow fiom this that 'S' is simply absent from the temporal representation of TIs. On 
the contrary, cIoser inspection of the range of the readings that TIs License leads 
inevitably to the conclusion that 'S' is present in their temporal representations. This we 
shall see in the next section, where we shall be reviewing Hornstein's (1990) analysis 
of TIs. 

Hornstein's view of TIs, as we have already noted, contrasts sharply with Rigter's in 
taking the 'key charaderistic of infinitival clauses [to be] the absence of an S point.' For 
Hornstein, this follows from his c h  that 'it is the tense morpheme that goes sunogate 
for the S point and provides the information about the relationship between S and R' 
Given that such a morpheme is absent fiom syntactic representation of TLs, 'it is natuTal 
to suppose' that 'S' is absent fiom their corresponding temporal representations, which 
accordingly specify only a relation between 'R' and 'E' (ibid., 146). These 
considerations offer Hornstein a simple means to distinguish TIs from tensed clauses, 
on the one hand, and BIs, on the other: namely, that the temporal representation of the 
farmer contains 'S', 'R', and 'E', and that of the latter contains ody 'E' (ibid, 156). 

Yet if it is true, as we have just suggested, that an adequate analysis of TIs 
requires them to have an 'S', then Hornstein's claim about the difference between finite 
and non-finite clauses cannot be c o w .  Now, we have already seen in chapter 3 that 
Hornstein's analysis of tensed clauses is a deeply problematic one, which rests on an 
untenable claim a bout the correspondence between 'Reichenbachian' and syntactic 
dements. Inasmuch as his analysis of both TIs and BIs rests on the same claim, it is 



also problematic. We shall not, however, be appealing to these arguments hem. 
Iosîead, we SM be considering his analysis of the temporal representations of ï ï s  and 
BIS themselves, and more specifically his claim that these representations are 
'impovaished' munteqmts of those associateci with t e n d  clauses. What we shail see 
is that this claim, in fa& overstates the temporal differences between finite and non- 
finite verbal forms, and is inconsistent with the &ta of both TIs and Bis. The 
mnclusion that will thus emerge is that Hornstein's analysis of these forms presents an 
problematic interpretation of Reichenbach's (1947) temporal system itself, in addition 
to a problematic syntacîic implementation of this system, as our discussion in chapter 3 
has already shown. 

Let us begin with Hornstein's discussion of TIs, which is quite deîailed. His 
basic daim about these clauses is that in their basic form they always express the 
relation 'R,E', and obligatorily undergo the 'SOT  le' that serves to associate th& 'R' 
with the 'E' of the matrix clause. Thus, for example, both of the 'past'-tensed sentences 

given in (93) have the temporal structure given in (93c), with 'R2' aSSOciated with 'El': 

(93) a. John wanted to leave. (ibid, 148, (54~)) 
b. John remembered to take his medicine. @as& on ibid, 149, (56)) 

(ibid, 148, (55c)) 

In other words, the structure in (93c) indicates that both 'John's desired departure' and 
John's taking his medicine are located pnor to the moment of speech (see ibid., 148- 
49). 

Since TIs are always specified 'R,E' and are always subject to the 'SOT mie', 

th& 'E' wilI always bear the same relation to the matrix clause in the absmce of further 
operations on their temporal structure. An operation that does serve, however, to alter 
the position of 'E' is that of modification by a temporal adverbial (ibid, 15 1). Thus, 
Th - just like finite clauses, as we saw in chapta 2 - may have their 'Es' 'shifted' 
by a nile of adverbial modification, as illustrateci below: 

(94) a. John expeaed to win tomorrow. 

b. E l ,R-S  El, R- S 

I ' 1  
R2, E2 R2- Ez 

I 
tomomw (based on ibid, 153, (65a), (66a)) 



Another element that induces a diffetent 'RE' relation is the auxiliary form have, 
which, as Hornstein notes, has the same effea in TIs that it does in finite clauses: 
narnely, to place 'E' before 'R' (ibid). Accordingly, the 'situation' of John's winning 
in the following sentences is Iocated pnor to those of John's wanting and hoping, 
respectively : 

(95) a. John will want to have won. 
b. John is hoping to have won. (ibid, (6 1a-b)) 

Because the 'E-shifting' effeds of 'perfed' forms and temporial adverbials may or may 
not be compatible with the basic 'ER' relation dictated by the matrix tense form (as 
implemaited by the 'SOT mie'), the presence of these 'E-shfting ' elements may or may 
not lead to acceptable 'derived taise structures'. This is illustrateci by the sentences in 
(96); the temporal structures mespondhg to the two unacceptable sentences in this set 

are given in (97): 

(96) a. John expeded to win tomorrow. 
a'. * John expecied to have won tomormw. 
b. John will expea to have won yesterday. 
b'. * John will expect to win yestmdiiy. 

(97) a. * John expeded to have won tomorrow. 
El, R-S 

I 
E2 - R2 

b. * John will exped to win yesterday. 

S-R,E1 
I 

R29 b 

(ibid, 153, (65)) 

(ibid, 152 (63ef)) 

What the temporal structure in (97a) shows is that modification of the embedded 'E' by 

a future-time-denoting adverbial like tamorrow, which places it after 'R', is 
incompatible with the effect of a 'perfect' form, which places this 'E* before 'R*. 



Contrariwise, what the temporal structure in (97b) shows is that modification of the 

embedded 'Et by a past-timedenoting adverbial like yesterdny, which phces it before 
'Ri, is incompatible with the effect of a 'future' tense fonn, which (in concert with the 

'SOT de') places this 'E' after 'R'. 
Homstein's analysis thus appears to capture many of the basic patterns that TIs 

display. Yet closer inspection reveals that it suffers from very serious ernpirical 
problems. Pertiaps the most damaging is related to his claim that al1 TIs encode the 
same relation of 'R,E' in their basic form. As it h a p s ,  such a daim is at dds with 
the results of OUT earlier examination, which revealed two different classes of Tls: 
namely, those that descfibe 'situations' as simultaneous with the 'situations' d d b e d  
by matrix clauses and those that describe the former as postaior to the latter. These two 
classes are exemplifieci below: 

(98) a. 'SIMULTANEOUS': 

i. They said that they regretmi to cancel Joe's policy. 
. . (= (W) 
il. 1 remembered to fiU out the form. (= (42a)) 

b. 'POSTERIOR': 

1. Joe meant to meet with Trish. 
ii. Joe promised to tell the whole story. 

Now, the empirical consequences of Homstein's confiation of these two classes of Tis 
- and his attempt to capture their various readings by means of rules that manipulate 
their basic 'R,E' structure - are considerable. Among them is his incorrect prediction 
of a contrast between the sentences in (99) but not between those in (101) in the 'RE' 
relations expressed by th& TIs: 

(99) a. Joe expected to leave. 
b. Joe expected to leave tomomw. 

(10) a. Joe expected to take his medicine. 
b. Joe rernembered to take his medicine. 

Inspection of the sentences in (99) clearly reveals that both phce the embedded 'E' after 
the matrix 'E'; and thus that theY 'posterior' reading is more piausibly attributed to the 

properties of the TI itself (and of the verb that selects it) than to the effect of a temporal 



adverbia1.m Inspection of the sentences in (100) thus reveals a clear wntrast, only the 

latter king satisfactorily analyseci as expressing the relation 'W'. 
A further difficulty with Homstein's attempt to dmve the 'posterior' reading of 

Tls like that in (Wb) from adverbial modification alone pertains to the 'R-E' structure 

which this derivation yields. The difficulîy is that the assignment of such a structure to 
Tls results in the creation of a significant asymmeûy between them and their finite 
clause wunterparts, which have an 'R,E7 structure, even though there is no 
independent evidence for such an asyrnrnetry. In fact, comprison of the finite and non- 
f i t e  complemmts in question, as exemplified in (101), suggests that they both express 
'RE', and that the ciifferences in their temporal structures lie dsewhere: 

(101) a. Joe expeds to l ave  tomorrow. 
b. Joe expects that he will leave tomormw. 

In other words, the asymrnetry that Homstein purports to find in the 'RE' relations that 
these sentences respectively express seems to be merely an artefact of his daim that TIs 
ai i  have the same 'RE' structure. (Notice that these remarks also serve to cast doubt on 
the plausibility of admitting 'R-E' into the temporal system as a second basic structure 
for TIs, as a way of comecting some of the ernpirical weaknesses that we have just 

observed) 

A finai, and even greater, difficulty for Hornstein's analysis of TIs pertains to the 

'postaior perfect' reading associated with Tk like that in the following seritence: 

(102) 1 exped them to have finished tomorrow night (before they Ieave the 

office).31 

The TI in this sentence describes a 'situaiioïi' absequent to my expecting, by virtue of 

its future-time-denoting adverbial (or more accurately, of the 'posterior' residing of the 

TI complement of expect); but prior to 'R', by virtue of its 'perfed' form. Given 
Hornstein's assumptions, this should give nse to conflicting vaIues for the 'RE' 
relation: the adverbial should establish 'R-E', while the 'perfi '  form should establish 

30 Honistein also claims tbat adverbial modification of 'E' in ï ï s  may yield senteoces l i k ~  the 
following O=: 

(0 a. At 6 o'clock, John remembered to take his medicine oi 7 o'clock 
b. At 6 o'clock, 1 w3i remember to take my medicine at 7 o'clock. 

(Homstein 1990: 150. (59)) 

Hovaver, mne of the many native sperikers whose judgements on these sentences 1 bave elicited has 
fOUOd them to be acceptable. 

3L Such 'perfect' TI sentences, which are anaiogous to 'future peffect' sentences, ue much more 
acceptable when, as in this case, they indicare a future time to which tbe 'future situation' is prior. 



'E-R'. Since the sentence is acceptable, the temporal Stnidirre that Hornstein claims for 
TIs cannot be the correct one. On the contrary, the TI in this sentence appears to 
express both 'S-R' and 'E-R', just as its 'future perfect' counterpart does - a 
possibility which Hornstein's system bas simply no means to accommodate. Such 
'posterior perfed' TIs thus deal a decisive blow to Hornstein's claim that TIs can be 

described in terms of an 'RE' relation alone 
Similar comments apply to Hornstein's analysis of BIS, which involves the ciaim 

that the temporal structures of these complements contain neither 'R' nor 'S', as we 
noted above; and that BIS, Iike Th, obligatorily undergo the 'SOT d e '  (ibid, 155). 
Homstein intends this analysis to account for the highly restrided temporal relation that 

appears to hold between rnatrix verbs and ttieir BI complements, givem patterns me the 
one displayed in (103): 

(103) a. John } Bili lave. 
made 

(based on ibid., (67a-b)) 

b. * John {"" } Bill Ieavc tomomw. 
made 

It is this pattern that Hornstein takes to be definitive of the temporal relations that hold 
between matrix verbs and BIS, which he accordingly takes to include only that of 
simultaneity. However, consideration of a greater range of &ta, as we  found in 8 1.3, 
reveals that the temporal intqretation of BIS is not nearly so restrided as Hornstein has 
supposed. In fact, only the BI complements of 'perceptual' verbs exhibit the degree of 
restridedness that H m t e i n  attributes to aii BIS, as these examples suggest: 

(104) a. 'PERCEPTUAL' : 
* John saw Bill Ieave tomorrow. 

b . 'COERCIVE': 

i. ? John made Bill leave tomorrow. 
ii. John let Biii l ave  tomorrow. 

c. [RESIDuALcLAs]: 
John helped Bill leave tomorrow. 

We also found that the temporal restrictedness that Hornstein claims for BIS is not 
unique to them, but is also associated with TI and other constructions that describe 
simiiar 'situations': 



(105) a. * John saw Bili have left. 
b . * John will see BiU as he has lefi. 
c. * John caused Bill to have lefi. 
d. * John helped Bill to have l e t  

Since Hornstein's analysis of BIS assigns them a temporal structure that p d t s  hem to 

deSQibe 'situations' oniy as simultanwus with those described by their maûix clauses, 
it has no means to account for the data that we have just adduced. Once again, we see 
that Homstein's analysis of tenses, which attempts to account for their form and 
rneaning by positing a direct relation between syntactic and 'Reichenbachian' structure, 
simply does not achieve empirical adequacy, and rnust be rejeded on these grounds. 

3. A LINKING ANALYSIS OF NON-FINITE COMPLEMENTS 

in the previous section, we  examined two 'Reichenbachian' analyses of non-finite 

constructions, those of Homstein (1990) and Rigter (1986); and concluded that each 
account solved only part of the puzzle that TIs posed. Hornstein's analysis revealed, on 
the one hand, that TIs are temporally dependent on a higher finite clause - in his 
tenns, that they undergo the 'SOT rule' obligatorily. Riger's analysis revealed, on the 
other han4 that TIs nevertheles establish their own 'discourse domain', and thus their 
own 'S', although they cannot do so independently of a finite clause. The task now 
before us, therefore, is to devise an analysis that can combine the insights of both 
Rigter's and Homstein's analyses. 

As it happens, the feature analysis and 'linking' mechanism developsd in the 

previous two chapters give us most of the tools that we need to built such an analysis. 
All that is required is a srnail addition to the inventory of temporal expressions, in orda 
to include the head of non-finite IP; and some minor adaptations of the 'linking 
conditions' already proposed for finite clauses, in orda to allow them to apply to the 
non-finite constructions that we have been examining. These modifications, in concert 
with weiiestablished assumptions about the structure of TLs and BIS, will thus permit a 
'linking' analysis of them, as we shall see in the following d o n s .  

3.1. ï ï s  

Our discussion of Tis has revealed two basic requirements for our analysis: it must 
capture the fact (i) that TIs are 'dependent' forms, and must be interpreCed relative to 
th& matrix clauses; and (ii) that they describe 'situations' that are either simultaneous 
with or posterior to those describexi by th& matrix clauses. We can fulfil b d h  of these 



requirements by associating the Infl nodes of TIs - and more spectfically, the elemmt 
w under non-fmite Infl - with 'impoverished' feature matrices, which contain a 
specification only for the feature [Postaior]. This provides for (at least) two classes of 
TI complements - namely, those whose heads are specified [+ Posterior] and those 
whose heads are specified [- Posterior132 - corresponding to the two that we have 
identified. We can capture the dependence of non-finite Infl elements on a higher tense 
by positing that Infl elements without a cornplde feature matrix must be 'linked'. As 
such, their 'linking' behaviour can be seen as analogous to that of verbs, as described 
in chapter 2. Unlike verbs, however, these elements must be 'linked' to a finite Idl in 

another clause; and in this respect display '!inking' behaviour analogous to that of 
tenses, as described in chapter 3. This hybrid 'linking' behaviour of non-fuiite infl 
might be expresseci in ternis of the foilowing condition: 

(106) C O N D ~ O N  ON NON-FNI'QIN'FL LINKING: 

If a and $ are the heads of two distinct IPs in a complex P, the maximal 
projection of a embeds the maximal projection of $, and a is IeJtically 
associated with the feature rnatrix [Anterior, Posterior], while $ is 
associated only with the feature [Posterior], then 8 must be linked to a. 

This condition serves, then, to ensure that non-finite Infi elernents are always 'linked*, 
and 'linked' only to finite in fl elements. Note that one of the signifiant consequences 
of this 'linking' is to permit certain Tïs - namely, those specified [+ Posterior] - to 
establish an 'SR' relation distinct h m  that of the matrix tense, although doing so only 
in collaboration with this tense. This appears to capture the insights of both Homstein 
and Rigter regardhg the availabiüty of 'S* in the temporal stnicture of a TL 

We must now consider the 'linking' properties of the verbs associated with TI 
complements. The simplest assumption would be that these propertres are identical to 
those of verbs whose maximal projections are seleded by finite Infl, and thus may be 
'linked' either to Infl or to an adverbial. This appears to be consistent with the 
interpretation of verbs selected by both [+ Posterior] and [- Posterior] Infi, as shown by 
the sentences in (107)-(108). Unfortunately, it is at odds with the range of adverbial 

modification that we find with the two classes of TI complements, as shown by the 
sentences in (109)-(1 IO), which is considgably more restncted than our assumption 
predids: 

32 Note that this haire system aiiows for a third c h  of Tls: namely, those that are simply 
unspecified for 'pteriority'. While we did oot identify mch a class of TI complements in our 
erpmiaption, it remPins possible rbat some TIs are more accurately chiuacterized in this way; another 
possbility for this specification is tbat it is ~ssociated with wn-cornplexnent Tïs. 'lbe investigation of 
tbese possibiüties musr, bwever* be left f a  fuhire research. 



They ex* to amve. 
They expeded to arrive. 
They wiii expea to arrive. 

They aIways remember to wriîe 
They remembered to w r k  
They will remember to &te. 

tomomw 
They exped to arrive 

tomorrow 
They expecîeâ to arrive 

They will exped to anive {* "z}. 
They always remember to d e  

the &y before 

~ h e y  remembaed to write {* bzmOW}. 

They will remember to write :::z}- 
Of course, the difficulty in assessing the reIevance of the pattern in (109)-(1 IO), as we 

saw with andogous examples in chapter 2, is that it is not obvious whether the 

unacceptability of some of the sentences that it contains should be traced to a 
grammatical or a non-grammatical soucce Here we shall appeal to the latter possibility, 
as we did in chapter 2, and daim that the unacceptable tmse-TI-adverbial combinations 
exhibited in (109)-(110) simply describe 'situations' in a fashion inconsistent with the 
meanings and functions of the TI constructions in question. For exampie, the use of 
past-timedenoting adverbials with 'present'- and 'future'-tensed versions of the expect 

+ TI wnstnicîion, much like their use with simple 'future'-tensed sentences, as we 
discussed in chapter 2, seems to ignore the fundion of this constnidion to describe a 
'situation' - the 'object' of an expecting 'situation' - that is not yet verified. 
Similarly, the use of futuretimedenoting adverbials with a 'pas'-tensed version of the 

remember + TI construction seems incompatible with the 'situation' that this 



construction describes - which, as we observed in 51.2.2, is one of both 
remembering and doing what one is supposed to do. While this non-grammatical 
account of the unacceptable sentences in (109)-(110) is hardly a precise one* it is 
arguably more plaugble than an account that appeais, say, to a more restrided stniciural 
relation between adverbials and TIs. One reason for believing this is that - 
notwithstanding the unacceptable combinaiions that we have just examineci - TI 
constructions do not appear to impose very strict requirements on the time of the 
'situation' described by the embedded VP. This can be seen in (1 lOa), for example, 
where both 'anterior* and 'posterior' adverbiais may occur acceptably with a 'present'- 
t e n d  version of the remember + TI amstruction. This should remind us of an obvious 
fact: namely, that the relation between the respective 'situations* described by matrix 
and embedded clauses is n d  exhaustively desdbed in temporal terms. Thus, while we 
have been exploring the possibility that many of the syntactic patterns displayed by TI 
constniaions can be desaibed in these ternis, it would be unlikeiy for these patterns to 

be traceable to a single source, syntactic or other. Such considerations do not. of 
course, nile out the possibility that the patterns in (109)-(110) will ultimately be 
revealed to have a grammatical source, but bey do cast some doubt on the Likelihood of 
this possibility. Granting this possibility, we rnight noneîheless suggest as a tentative 
proposai that the 'linking' behaviour of v&s in non-finite P s  may be assimilated to 
that of their finite counterparts. This can be done by means of the foiiowing conditions 
on verb ' linking' in TI complements, which closely parallel those proposed in chaptes 2 
for vtxb 'linking' in simple sentences: 

(1 1 1) CoNDlTIONS ON VERE UNKING IN NON-RNITE CONSTRUCTIONS: 

a. [+ V, - NJ elements must be in a linked to an element lexically 
associated with the feature (Posterior]. 

b. No chah may contain a, a head, and p, a maximal projection, each 
leKically associaîed with the feature matrix [Antena, Posterior]. 

Notice that the ' b g  conditions' that we have now given for non-finite Infl elements 
and for verbs in the clauses headed by them reflect the same distinction between 
'intraciausal' and 'interclausal' temporal dependencies that we have seen with finite 
clauses - the former holding between the vmb and Infl or the verb and an adverbial, 
the latter betweai lower and higher Infl elements. Once more, then, our analysis has 
served to draw a paralle1 beîween the properties of the two clause types, whiie at the 

same tirne recognizing th& ciifferences, 

The parallels that we have thus observed between the 'linking' behaviour of verbs 
in finite and non-finite clauses rnight lead us posit a similar parallel between the 

behaviour of 'perfect' forms in these clauses. Inspection of the sentences in (1 12) 



suggests that 'perfect* Tis do, in là& permit the sarne range of readings that we have 
found with their finite countaparts: 

(1 12) a. They seem to have anived. 

b . They seem to have arrived yesterday . 
c. They exped to have arrived tomorrow. 

Observe that the advexbially uamodined senterice in (1 12a) has only a single reading, in 
which the TI'S 'R' is located at the time of speech and the 'situation* that it describes is 
located prior to this tirne, by virtue of the perfect] feature of its 'past' participk. The 
sentences in (112b-c), however, each have two readings: namely, those which 
comespond to the 'E' and 'R' readings of their temporal adverbials. R d  that these 
readings respectively identify the time of îhe 'situation' and 'R' as the intervals 
specified by the adverbial. Given these possibilities, we can say that the 'linking' 
configurations associated with 'perfect' TIs are the same as those associated with finite 
'peafect' constructions. Accordingiy, TXs without temporal adverbials have a 'linking* 
configuration in which both the a u x i h q  vab and the 'past' participle are 'linked' to 
I d ;  and Th with temporal adverbials have two possible configurations: one in which 
the verb is 'linked' to the adverbial and the auxilüiry to Infl, yielding the adverbial's 'E' 
reading; and one with the converse 'Iinking', yielding the adverbial's 'R' reading. 

The 'linking* analysis of Th that we have canvassed in this section thus seems to 
offer a straightforward account of various readings that we have observed for these 
clauses, both when they do and when they do not occur with temporal adverbials. A 
final question that our analysis raises, given our paralle1 analysis of tense relations in 

the previous chapter, is whether these two varieries of 'interclausal linking' interad. A 
clear answer to this question is available in the form of sentences like the following 
ones: 

(1 13) a. John prornised to say that he did nut know anything about the crime 
a'. John wiU promise to say that he did not know anything about the crime. 

(Ogihara 1989: 164, (1 105)) 
b. John regretted to say that he did not know anything about the crime 
b'. John will regrec to say that he did nd know anything about the crime. 

As Ogihara (ibid., 164) observes, the temporal interpretation of the lower finite clauses 
in these sentences is dependent on that of the higher finite clauses, ratha than on that of 
the intervening TI clauses, even though it is the verbs of the latta clauses that seiect the 
lower clauses. These data provide g d  evidence, then, that the tense-tense interactions 



described in chapter 3 are independent of the intaactions between non-fmite Infl 
elements and tenses that we have described here 

In this section we can tum finally to BIS, to which we can offer a very simple andysis, 
based on the framework that we have already constmcted. Since BIS, like TIs, are 
dependent on matrïx clauses for th& temporal intapretation, we might posit that they, 
too, are obligatorily 'Iinked' to their matrix hfl. As for their particular 'linkiag' 
properties, we might sa these as foilowing from the absence of infiedional marking on 
BIS, which has been taken to signal th& status as VPs (see cg. Li 1990: 402-3). Such 
a status is consistent with the inability of BIS to establish an 'SR' relation distinct h m  

that of the matrix clause; unlike TIs, they have no Infl node, and thus cannot be 
associateci with the temporal feature posterior] - which, we have suggested, is the 
source of the ability to TIs to establish such a relation. In k t ,  consideration of the data 
of BIS, as illustrated in (1 14) (repeated from above), suggests that their temporal 
behaviour is essentialIy parailel to that of v d s  in other clause types. In other words, 
BIS are temporally dependent on Infl when they contain no temporal adverbial, and 
accordingly locate their 'situations' at the same time as the 'R' decermined by this InfI. 
However, they are able to locate 'situations' at a time distinct from this 'R' when they 

do contain such adverbials (notwithstanding certain 'gaps' in the acceptability of 
advdial modification, which likely have a pragmatic source): 

(1  14) a. John saw Bill lave. 
a. * John saw Bill leave tomorrow. 

ii.  oh BU lave tomomw. 

c. John helped Bill lave tornorrow. (based on (53), (104)) 

Since BIS thus exhibit the same two 'linking' possibilities as other v d s ,  and may be 
'linked' to a tense, jus as v&s in h i t e  clauses may, the 'iinking conditions' on the 
latter verbs, as given in chapter 2 and repeated below, can be applied to them without 
furîher stipulation: 



(1 15) CONDITIONS ON iNTRACL4USAL TENSE LINKING: 

a. [+ V, - NJ elements must be in a chah linked to an element lexically 
associated with the feature matrix [Anterior, Posterior]. 

b. No chah may contain a, a head, and $, a maximai projection, each 
IeJricaiiy associated with the feature rnatrix [Anîerior, Posterior]. 

Notice, too, that the 'linking' of Bk is accurately assimiiated to 'intraclausal linking', 
giva that these constructions are not asSOciated with their own P. 

In this chapter, we have examineci three types of non-finite complements - to- 

infinitives, gemnds, and bare infinitives - with the aim of describing the temporal 
properties of each. Wh& we found was that a description of gerunds as DPs captured 
th& distinctive propates, temporal and other; and that a description of TIs and BIS in 
tams of the 'linking' analysis developed in the previous chapters was similarly 
successful in capuring their respective temporai propaties. 



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

In this study, we have examined both a gaiexal appmach to the investigation of meaning 
in natural language and a specific analysis of tense and time reference. The general 
approach, following the work of McGdvmy, has been to take the meaning of a sentence 
(as opposed to its 'meaningfulness') to be determined largely by its syntax, the latter 
term king understood to indude botb lexical and structural praperties of a sentence's 
anstituents. Given such an approach, the compositionality of meaning is '[qn effed ... 
the compositionality of syntax* (McGilvray 1994: IIL4). The specific analysis of tense 
and tirne reference pursued here has accordhgly been syntactic in orientation. However, 
its basic form has derivai as much fiom the temporal schemata proposeci by 
Reichenbach (1947) as b r n  the devices made available by current syntaaic t h q .  

In accordance with the study's 'Reichenbachian' assumptions, then, it has 
described tenses as combinations of two morphosyntactic features, [Anterior] and 
[Posterior], that serve to express relations between 'Sv and 'R'. Crucial to this 
description has beem the daim that tenses themselves express no more than an 'SR' 
relation, and thus significantly underdetermine temporal interpretations. What this 
means is that the range of readings that tensed sentences receive is due not to the 
ambiguity of tenses themselves, but to the contribution of other syntactic elements - 
specifically, verbs and their arguments, temporai adverbials, complementizers, and 
other tenses - and context in determinhg these readings. Also crucial to this 
description of tenses has beer, the clah that the interpretative relations between verbs 
and adverbials, verbs and tenses, and tenses and tenses are subjed to conditions 
irnposed by a 'linking* mechanism that applies both intra- and interclausally. Such an 
analysis has been able to accuunt for a wide range of data related to the form and 
interpreiation of tenses. 

The discussion of tense and time reference has proceeded as follows. In chapter 
1, we examined many propods for characteriuig tense - in particular, those couched 
in 'notional', 'morphological', 'morphosyntactic', 'semantic', and 'syntactic' t m s  - 
in order to find the most advantagrnus point of departure for this study. What we found 
was that the fist three charadefizations did n d  provide the descriptive tools neçessary 
for a deep understanding of the form and function of tense; and that two of the 
'semantic* characterizations that we examined - the 'sentential operator' view and 
Vlach's (1993) view of taises as semantidy inert - were simply not sensitive enough 

to the propdes of natural language tenses to serve as a useful tool in investigating 
them. A third 'semantic' characterization of tense, however, that of Reichenbach 
(1947), turned out to offer a solid foudation for an analysis of tense. An examination 



of 'syntadc' charaderkations of taise provided us with further analytical structure - 
in particuiar, the hypothesis that tenses are syntacfically encoded as features associated 
with an hfl node. This examination also revealed many precedents for the translation of 
Reichenbach's temporal schemata into syntactic tams, whose strengths and weahesses 
we noted, by way of discovering promising approaches to this task. We concluded that 
the most promising was a feature analysis of tense, along the Lines proposed by Rigter 
(1986) and others. in the final sections of the chapter, we discussed the theory of 
meaning developed by McGilvray (cg. 1991)' as described above, which would guide 
our investigation of the relation between the fonn and meaning of tenses. We examined 
McGilvray 's distinction between 'rneaning*, which involves 'a speaker's ability to refer 

to or specify sentential contents', and 'meaningfulness' , which involves 'a speaker's 
ability to judge and make claims about the world' (McGilvray 1991: 145). We also 
examined the three different kinds of reference that his theory posits: 'picture- 
referace*, which is broadly 'syntactic' in nature, involving a speaker-hearer's abiiity to 
'se& the 'situation' 'displayed in a sentence-incontext' by recognizing its syntactic 
form and lexical content (ïbid, 165, 173, 184); 'idmtifying reference', which serves to 
make 'sornething not immediately present to the speaker salient' by means of abilities 
associated with ou.  perceptual systems (ibid., 33); and 'exempIificationa1 reference', 
which requires 'real-world' referents. 

Chapter 2 pursue. a 'Reichenbachian' approach to the analysis of tenses, 

focussing on the readings available to sentences with 'future', 'present', and 'perfect' 
forms. Here we saw that tenses could be described in t m s  of relations between 
Reichenbach's 'S' and 'R'; and that the relations between 'R' and 'E' that tensed 
sentences also specified were best seen to be detaminexi by other factors, including the 
'aspectual' morphology associated with 'progressive' forms; the 'telicity' and 
'boundedness' of the 'situation* described by the VP, the various properties of temporal 
adverbials; and context. Our examination of a number of approaches for capturing 
readings that we had observe., including those that made use of derivational d e s ,  

'hidden structure', and lexicai ambigu@, reveaied serious ernpiriml inadequacies. More 
than this, these approaches appeared to miss a crucial generalization about the temporal 

properties of tmses: namely, that these were 'underspecified', and that the temporal 
interpretation of tensed sentences was highiy dependent on other syntactic elements and 
context. The chapta ended with an attempt to cash out this observation. This involved a 
feature analysis of tenses and temporal adverbials, which posited two features, 
[Anterior] and posterior]; and a ' linking' mechanism (based on Higginbotham's (eg. 
1983) 'linking' alternative to standard binding theov), which served to associate verbs 

with adverbials or Infl. Together, these devices served to describe 'SR' and 'RE' 
relations in syntactic terms, and thus to mode1 the readings that tensed sentences 
receive 



In chapter 3, we explored the nature of dependencies between matrix and 
embedded tenses in relative and verb complement clause constructions; and exarnined a 
number of proposals for capturing them, which we divided into two categones: 
'derivational' and 'non-derivational*. In the former category were traditional 'SOT' 
accounts like those of Baker (1989) and Comrie (1986), the more syntacticallyaiented 
account of Hornstein (1990), and the 'interpretatively sensitive' account of Ogihara 
(1989). In the latter were Rigter's (1986) account in terms of lexicai ambiguity, Smith's 
(1978, 1981) account in terms of 'orientation' and 'sharing', Homstein's (1990) 
amunt in tams of government, and Enç's (1987) and Zagona's (1990) accounts in 
terms of binding theory. While aii of these studies providexi important insights into the 
nature of tense-tense interactions, none of them, on closa inspection, provided an 
account of these interactions that was either empirically adequate or conceptually 
satisfying. More specifically, the derivational amunts each posited an 'SOT nile' that 
altered the form of teuses for mysterious reasons, genetated unmotivated ambiguities, 
and applied within domains that defied syntactic description. Nonaerivational accounts 
removed this ernpirically suspect rule, but otherwise fared little better, likewise 
generating unmotivated ambiguities, and suffering from various other conceptual and 
methodological problems. The alternative that we explored was an extension of the 
'linking' analysis proposed in chapter 2, which treated the behaviour of tenses in 
relative clause and complement clause constructions as essentially the same, and 
attributed the differences betweeri them to independent fàctors. We also saw how this 
analysis couid be applied to a description of temporal clauses in En- - in particular, 
the restriction on the ocamaice of 'future' tenses in these clauses. 

Finally, in chapter 4, we exarnined the temporal properties of three non-finite 
complement constructions: those containhg 'ro-infinitives' ('ils), geninds, and 'bare 
infinitives' @Es). What we found was that gaunds had the greatest 'temporal freedorn', 
and could descnbe 'situations' that were either anterior to, postaior to, or simultaneous 
with the 'situation' desaibed by the matrix clause; that TIs had somewhat less 'temporal 
freedom', and g e n d y  described posterior or sirnultaneuus 'situations'; and that BIS 
had the least 'temporal fieedorn', and could generally describe only simultaneous 
'situations'. By way of embarking on an analysis of these wnstnidons, we reviewed 
one proposal, that of Stoweli (1982), for describing the differences between TIs and 
geninds. While we fond that this proposal was unable to account for the relevant data, 
it nevertheles revealed an important ciifference between T h  and gerunds: narnely, the 
much greater temporal dependence'of the latter on th& matrix clauses. This 
dependence, in tumed out, had a simple analysis in terms of Abney's (1987) 'DP 
hypothesis', which assigneci geninds the status of nornina1, rather than clausal, 
complements, As for the temporal properties of TIs and Bis, these were accounted for 
by means of an extension of the 'linking' analysis proposed in the previous chapters, 



which combined the insights of two 'Reichenbachian' analyses of non-finite 
complements, those of Rigter (1986) and Hornstein (1990). The basic claims of this 
analysis were (i) that TIs had an 'impoverished' feature specification, consisting only of 
Lposterior], which pemitted them to establish an 'SR* relation distinct fiom thai of their 
matrix clauses but still required th& heads to be 'linked' to higher tenses; and (fi) that 
BIS, which displayed essentially the same 'linking* behaviour as main v d s ,  could be 
analysed in the same fashion as them. 

A number of general conclusions about the analysis of tense have aIso emerged 
h m  this study. One is that the complex data of tense appear to be best andysed not in 
terms of complex devices or eiaborate abstract strudure, but rather in ternis of cornplex 
interactions between quite simple properties, grammatid and othex, of sentences in 
use. We found, in particular, that a close attention to the lexical properties of the verbs 
that figured in various constructions and to the rôle of context in making certain 
readings more salient provided the key to an explanation of otherwise mysterious 
patterns. We also found that the data of tense were more readily explained in terms of 
conditions on representations rather than in the derivational terms to which much of the 
research on tmse has appealed. 

A second conclusion is that the difference between acceptability and 
grammaticality plays a crucial r61e in understanding the nature of the phenomenon of 
temporal reference. ïndeed, a great deai of our discussion was spent 'problematizing* 
simple accciunts of the unacceptability of sentences that involved complex interactions 
bdween structural, semantic, and pragmatic factors; and seeking to determine a more 
plausible account of this unacceptability. Given that the diff=ence betwaen cornpethg 
analyses rests cruciaiiy on the intapretation of such data, it seems necessary to cast a 
wide net in considering explanations of them. 

A third conclusion is that the study of tense will require a gmd  deal more 
assessrnent and comparison of coexisting approaches if any real pmgress in this study 
is to be made. In an area that boasts such a burgeoning literature, the importance of 
determining the strengths and weaknesses of various approaches, and of distinguishing 
problems of conception from those of execution, is becoming increasingIy cIear. Much 
of our discussion was, in fact, devoted to precisely this task, the resuIt of which was 

the discovery of many promishg ideas that have so far gained M e  currency in the 
literature, and of many serious conceptual and empirical weaknesses in studies whose 
claims and assumptions have been readily adopted in others. 

In the course of this study, many issues have inevitably beea left unresokd. 
Two in particular stand out. One is the treatment of 'perfect* foms that we have 
canvassed. Although we have seen good evidence that the basic meaning of the 'ps t*  
participie in these forms is not a temporal one, the attempt to desaibe this meaning in 
tenns of an opposition beîween 'p* and '-p* remains too sketchy to represent more 



than a direction for future research. The second issue pertains to the 'temporal freedom' 
that the anaiysis has clairned for VPs. Given the poposeci 'linking conditions', a W 
may establish an 'E' by virtue of its relation to a temporal adverbial, and thus 
independently of the finite or non-finite Infi with wtiich it is associatd This ciaim, as 
we have sen,  yields good results for certain sentences, such as those with 'hturate* 
readings, in which the adverbial specifies an interval subsequent to the 'R' determined 
by the tensa Yet it fares rather p r l y  for sentences Ui which the adverbial specifies an 
interval pior to this 'R', such as those in which a 'futwe' taise oçcurs with a past-tirne 
denoting advabiaL These sentences it treats as syntactidy w d - f o d  evai though 
they are gmeraüy unacceptable. Because this asymmeay beîweai anteaior and posterior 
'Es' is rather a robust one, it strongly suggests that the analysis has overlooked an 
important generalization. We have, however, seen some support for attributing such 
'temporal î kxhm '  to VPs, in the f m  of 'narrative present' sentences in which pst- 
time-denoting advdia l s  could occur acceptably with 'present' tenses. Despite the 
apparent rarity of these sentences (which might even be overstated in linguistic 
discussions of them), their occurrence makes it preferable for an anaiysis of tense to 
inchde them among the structures licensed by the grammar, and to amibute their rarity 
to non-grammatical hctors. The alternative of nrling them out on syntactic grounds 
seems mnsiderabIy more problematic, since it offers no explanation of how or why 
such ungrammaticai sentences have managed to becorne part of ordinary language use. 
Of course, these mnsidaations hardiy guarantee the wrrectness of the accilunt that has 
been suggested; on the çontrary, they represent no more than hand-waving untiï further 
research succeeds in describing the unacçeptability of these sentences m m  precisely. 

FinalIy, it should be noted that many broader questions have also been left open. 
Perhaps the most important among them is the question of how readily this anaiysis of 
tense in English rnay be applied to the correspondhg data of d e r  languages. Given the 

paucity of aosshguistic data considered in this study, no 'universalist' cast has been 
given to the claims made here. It would, nevertheless, be reasonable to suggest that the 

general description of tenses that has been offered, according to which they 
significantly 'underspeçify' tirnes, and the 'linking' anaiysis in t m s  of which this 

description has been couched, could be hitfully applied to the study of other 
languages. Anotha important question concems the cornpatibiliîy of this approach with 

various curent theoretical devdopments in both syntax and semantics, including 
Chomsky's 'Minimalist ' programme and the theory of 'Optimality ' proposed by 
McCarthy, Prince, Smolensky and others; and such discourse+riented approaches as 
'Discouse Representation Theory' (DRT), as outlined in Kamp & ReyIe 1993. Since 
this study has not considueû in any daail  the theoretical concenis of the first two 
approaches, it rernains to be seen whether the claims made here can be translated into 
the t m s  proposed by either of them. The same remarks, however, do not appiy to the 



relation of this study to an approach such as DRT, many of whose çoncerns it shares, 
and whose resuits largdy complement those that have been reached here. 
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