CLOSER TO A THEQORY OF TENSE FOR CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS
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1.0. Imtroduction

Although most of this paper is devoted to criticism of Norbert Hornstein's
(1977) recent paper, “Towards a Theory of Tense”, my aim is to support and
strengthen that theory, since I believe it can provide a valuable tool for the
analysis of time and tense relations on a cross-linguistic basis within an auto-
nomous syntax framework.* Hornstein provides a language-independent
framework (the SRE framework), which means that tense phenomena in one
language do not have to be defined in terms of another or in terms of ad hoc
construects; furthermore, its predictive power enables it to characterise the
excoptional features of some systems of time relations, independently of
considerations from other languages {(cf. discussion of finite have in 2.2. and
of since in 3.0. These considerations make it ideal as an independent tertium
comparationis for contrastive time-tense deseriptions.

“Powards a Theory of Tense” is an attempt to delineate a constrained
theory of tense from which the facts concerning the interaction of tense forms
and adverbials will follow. In addition to aceounting for possible combinations
within simplex clauses, H. iz able to predict the grammaticality of possible
tense sequences in clauses linked by temporal connectives (ie. the relations
holding between the tense of adverbial clauses of time and their superordinate
clause), to state the possible sequential relationship of events in main clause
and when-clause, and to state whether a before-clause has a time-sequential, a

* (arlota Bmith’s “The syntax and interpretation of temporal expressious in English™
appeared in, Linguistics and Philosophy after this paper was completed. SBhe works within
a similar framework but makes no reference to Hornstein. While there are inevisably
differences, Smith’s analysis supports the proposals made here.
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counterfactual or an ambiguous reading. His paper falls into two distinet parts:
the first treating of relations holding hetween tenses and adverbials in simplex
clanses, and the second concerning clauses linked by temporal connectives.

H. argues that his theory is of relevance to language aecquisition in that
it provides a framewaork for the development of “semantic competence of tenge
and time”. Section T'wo of my paper will be devoted to showing how extensive
revision of the proposals made in the first part of H.’s paper will lead to a
very considerable strengthening of this claim; Section Two will also show that
the revisions I propose are necessary to deal with a large number of sentences
without having to resort to H.’s ad Aoc interpretative rules and without having
to rely on his untenable dichotomy between the epistemic modal will (together
with all other epistemic modals) and his unmotivated future will. Section Three
surveys briefly the claims made by H. in, the second part of his paper concerning
relations between claunses linked by a temporal connective, showing that my
revisions do not detract in any way from tho substantial claims made for the
theory as a whole. Section Three will also indicate the place that such a theory
of tense could have within the field of contrastive analysis. Finally, an appendix
surnmarises my proposals for revision. The major burden of this paper is
undoubtedly Section Two, where I propose a revision of H.’s representation
of bagic and derived tense structures. H.'s research on temporal connectives,
although. obviously preliminary, holds promise of interesting results, and thus
it is essential that it be based on & correct theory. In its present state his theory
i8 Inadequate, occasionally on observational grounds, always on descriptive
grounds wherever modals or modal pasts are involved, and, in view of its
unnecessary complexity, on psycholinguistic or explanatory grounds.

In order for readers to appreciate the significance of the revisions proposed,
the remainder of Section One will be devoted to a short summary of the section
Tense and Adverb from H.s paper. Those familiar with this should pass
directly to Section Two.

1.}. Hornstein’s theory of tense:

"H. represents tense structures “in terms of three theoretical entities. S,E,
and R, which are the moment of speech, the moment of the event, and a
reference point, respectively... [R] is simply a theoretical entity that will help
us explicate concepts like “more past than normal past’ and. "past in the future,”
i.c. the past perfect and future perfect tenses. The idea of representing tenges in
this way is Reichenbach’s’” (1977 : 522). It should be evident from these remarks
that H. uses the term ‘tense’ in the language teacher’s sense rather than the
more restricted linguistic sense. He distinguishes progressive tense in his nota-
tion by a superscript arrow over the E; however, the system can be understood
without paying attention to the progressive, so it will be ignored in this outline.
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He also distinguishes a future tense, whose marker is will. Where will is clearly
not referring to a future event, it is re-analysed as modal 2ill.

The three theoretical entities are sequentially placed along a horizontal axis,
representing the progress from past to future (left to right). When entities are
separated by a line, the one on the left is prior in time; when entities are sepa-
rated by a comma, they are seen as contemporanecus, however, their order
relative to each other is still of theoretical significance. Each tense has a basic
tense structure associated with it as follows:

Simple past: ER____ 5
Past perfect: E_ R B
Simple present: 8, R, E
Present perfect: E__ 8, R
Simple future: 8. R, E
Future perfect: S ) R

These configurations, known as basic tenge structures, are assigned to clauses
on the bagis of the tenge form of the verbs; in order for a clause to roceive a
time infterpretation, time adverbials in the clause must be associated either
with E or with R. A time interpretation is possible if the time adverbials and
the 8 are In a sequential relation of anteriority and posteriority on the time
axis, with a line separating earlier and later points. In his discussion, H. uses
the adverbials yesterday. now, and lomerrow; he is concerned with what we
will call punctual time adverbials rather than boundary time adverbials, and
is not concerned with adverbials referring to times embedded, within a larger
adwverbial reference point (e.g. not with af one o’clock today as two adverbials).
If it is not possible to read off a time interpretation once adverbials have been
mapped onto E and R, certain movements of SRE are possible to produce a
derived tensc structure which will be consonant with a time imterpretation if
(i) such movements do not destroy the original linear order of SRE and (ii)
such movements do not result in the association or coming together of any of
the theoretical entities (SRE) which were previously separated by a line. In
practice, these constraints mean that where two entities are already associated,
the one at the extremity may move away and become separated by a line.
As a simple illustration of how this works, consider the basic structure of (1),
with the adverbial mapped onto E (Hornstein offers no criteria as to whether
it should be mapped onto E or R in such a case):

I: John is coming tomorrow.
S, R, K
tomorrow

Such a basic structure eannot receive a time interpretation since fomorrow
denotes a point in time ahead of the present, but is here represented as cotern-
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poraneous with S, the moment of speech. The constraints allow E to move
out of its present association, resulting in the derived structure (2), which
shows that the combination of tense and time adverbial is consonant with a
time interpretation:

2:8,R__..E
LOmOYTOW

In contrast, {3) is rejected as & sentence having a time interpretation, since
there is na way, given the constraints, in which E or R can move to the right
of 8.

3: *John came tomorrow
E R_ =

tomorrow

H. finds it necessary to posit a special interpretative rule for the fact that (4)
is acceptable, a matter which will be taken up in Section Two:

4: John was coming tomorrow.

Ambiguities in the past perfect are accounted for by the fact that the time
adverbial may be attached to E or to R. When attached to R, the interprefation
is that the eating tock place before three, but when attached to E, the interpre-
tation is that it took place at three in (5):

~ 5: The secretary had eaten at three.

E R 5
at three

E R S

at three

No such ambiguity is possible with (6), because no matter whether we attach
the adverbial to E or to R, there is no reason for a movement rule to apply
and the event must have taken place at three:

b: The secretary ate at three.
ER )
at three

The system handles clauses with two adverbials, as (7), where one of the
adverbials may be fronted. The adverbial which is or could be fronted is
always mapped onto R:

7. Yesterday, John had left a week ago.
E R_ 3

a week ago yesterday
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Note that the time axis is maintained here, whereas it could never be main-
tained in the ungrammadtical {8): |

8: *A week ago John had left yesterday.

Scntences with will as a future marker and all sentences without a modal
receive a pure time interpretation or are rejected {although the past progres-
give also has an alternative interpretation); however, the system does not work
with modal verbs in general, and H. presents a further set of basic structures
to deal with these: guch sentences do not receive a pure time interpretation in
his system, and will be incorporated into the total system in my proposed
revisions.

The system, as presented by H., provides a method for specifying whether
time adverbials fit their accompanying tenses; the fact that it is able to account
for ambiguities in the past perfect, to cops with instances of two time adverbials
in one clause, and indeed to predict whether any combination of tenses and
adverbials is aceeptable makes it an impressive step towards an explicit
account of time-tense relations. As H. say, the fact that it can aeccount for
tense relations between clauses linked by temporal connectives and can disam-
biguate factual and counterfactual instances of before constitutes further plus
points. This brief account of how the system works has avoided, as far as
possible, all eritical remarks. [t does not replace H.’s own account, but pro-
vides a framework for the following Section in which substantial revisions are

proposed.

2.0. Revisions to the theory:

2.1. Acquisitional Considerations:

Hornstein’s system provides a semantic representation of time relations within
a framework related to the Extended Standard Theory in that the semantic
reading is clearly derived from the surface structure representation, e.g. past
perfect forms are all given identical configurations of 8, R and E irrespecfive of
whether they are derived from a combinatioon of two pasts in remote structure
or a past and a perfeet; furthermore the surface structure position of adverbials
iz shown to play a crucial role in the determination of the temporal reading,
resolving possible ambiguities. My critique of H.’s proposals will agsume without
further discussion an identical framework. Of more immediate concern is the
fact that H. claims that his theory of tense interpretation is of explanatory
or psycholinguistic relevance {1977: 522):
The small number of initial configurations, in conjunction with these conditions on
derived tonse structures, provides the child with a rather tight system with which
.. to work in deciphering the tense phenomena and their corresponding temporal

_interpretations. It is precisely this “tightness” that offers to provide an explana-
tion of how the semantic competence of tense and time arises.
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This is a significant claim and will provide a starting point for our critique
of H.’s theory. His account may be secn as explanatory in that it makes use
of a linear time axis, the left side denoting anteriority to the speech event,
the right side posteriority; sentences with a strict time interpretation will
preserve, within strict and motivated constraints, the original configuration
of points E, R and 8, as determined by the basic tense structure, The preserva-
tion of the form of the linear axis, or, alternatively, its destruction provide a
motivated reason for aceepting or rejecting time interpretations with adyver-
bials. In order for the system to be convincingly relevant to language learning,
it would seem desirable to have the most basic set of primitives possible, and
for their basic ordering to be related to the verbal form of the tense structures
in the most natural way possible. In taking over the three basic elements from
Reichenbach, H. has taken the minimuwn number of elements possible to
account for the fact that two punctual adverbials can in faet occur within
one simple sentence, cf. {7), repeated here:

T: Yesterday, John had left a week ago.

However, H.’s proposals for basic structures are not convineing in terms of
Jearnability considerations since his system requires learners to select and learn
four out of the six possible ordering relations of the abstract elements SRE;
our proposed revision only requires them to select two ordering relations, and
it is arguable that the [earner in our system would first of all select these two
ardering relations while aware of only two elements, I and S, and thus there
would be only two possible positions, go the learner would only zctually have
to deduce that there were two elements in a sequential relation to each other.
R would be inferred at a later stage of learning as an clement that is always
on the left of 8. Thus it will be claimed that my proposals (heuceforth I.’s
proposals) relate to a system that could be acquired by a language learner,
while it is completely unclear how a learner would come to associate a large
number of relatively complex patterns, as proposed by I., with the tense
forms. The table below shows H.’s four ordering reiations and P.’s two. In
addition to the ordering relation there is also the spatial relation. H’s groups
1 and 2 both have alternative spatial patterns, as does P.’s group 2. We do
not consider progressives because their patterns are identical to their non-pro-
gressive equivalents; P.’s system does not include the so-called future tense,
since within the P system all clauses with modals receive identical tense struc-
ture to their equivalents without modals. It should also be noted that H.'s
hypothetical learner will have to learn still more patterns for sentences with
modal verbs.?

tandl have arrived in John will have arrived home yesterday receivos the structiwe:
() B, B____8, which is unrelated to other instances of will and to other instances of
Fuave, snd thue cannot be deduved on the basia of previous learning.
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- H.’s four ordering relations P s two ordering relations

— s amer e St S e g —— g

Simple present: SR, E Simple present: R,8 E

Simple future: S R, E -
Simpié"paat: E,R___S Simple past: E,R_ 8

Past, perfect: E._ R _ 5 Past perfect: E R _S

Present perfect: E__ R, 8

Present perféét: E__S R !

Future Perfect: S ___E R 1

For the time being, the reader must accept the fact that P.’s system is capable
of accounting for all the data that H.’s accounts for. It will subsequently be
shown. that if accounts for more, and does so in a more satisfactory manner.
For the present we will assume that they are both equally satisfactory on a
descriptive level and consider the desirability of these two sets of basic tense
structures from the point of view of the role that they might play in the acquisi-
tion of tense competence.

Some ides of the learnability of a system may be perceived from the number
of bagic steps required to learn it. We shall look upon. the acquisition of basic
tense structures as a two stage process (logically rather than temporally), where
the first stage involves ordering and the second stage association or separation.
Here is how the two systems might work:

Pankhurst Stage One: {ed,} morpheme or aux heve: E R 3

(Ordering) otherwise: RS E
Stage Two: {ed,} morpheme: separate: R S
(Spacing) aux have: separate: R

These four steps are sufficient to generate all basic structures.

Hornstein Stage One; will4-aux kave

(Ordering) {ed,} morpheme or other 5 E R
groups with aux have E S
otherwise: 5 E
{ed,} morpheme: R 8
otherwise; S R
Hornstein Stage Two: {ed,;} morpheme: R._8
(Spacing) aux have: E R
G B
witl: {R

H. can accomplish stage one is five steps rather than two, however even, this
degree of simplicity is achieved by treating the so-called future. perfect idio-
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syneratically, in a way that it obviously could not be treated by a learner
Stage two does not differ significantly in the two models; the additional strel;
cafn be seen as a direct result of the treatment of will in terms of basic tense
?.t-ructure rather than as we do.? However, the amount the learner has to learn
in the two systems varies even more than is suggested by the counting of
steps. It can be argued that the learner would learn will have at a late stage

but in H.’s system he would straight away have to acquire it before the Ut-helt
s?:—epa of stage one could be accomplished, otherwise countless false generalisa-
tions would ensue. In my proposed system, all the learner has to do for stage
one mitially 1s to hypothesise that when there is a marker of pastness ({ed,}
or fm*ﬂe)? I precedes S, and in other cases it follows S. Then, as he diﬂ'erentiat;s
th:c various ways of signalling pastness, he will hypothesise that there is a
third theoretical clement, R, which always immediately precedes S. Contrast
t?ﬁs with the learning task in H.’s system: R follows S for simple prosent

simple future and present perfect, but follows B for the simple past, the past,:
perfect and the future perfect. We cannot escape from the ecnnclusi;n that if
both fs}*stems were of equal value on the deseriptive level, P.’s is undoubtedly
superior in terms of its possible significance for acquisition. '

2.2, Non-modal sentences:

lHa.ving considered the psycholinguistic viability of the two proposals for
busic tense structures, we now turn to a consideration of the mapping of
adverbials and the relative merits of H.’s systems. H. simply says (1977: 524):
“Adverbs can modify R or E’. However, when there are two adverbials, he
has a procedure, described above in Section One, which amounts to attaching
the most internal of the two adverbials to E (which I have claimed to be more

. _= It is noteworthy that Hornstein treats the future perfect as normally future
3.6, n unmarked cages he seos it as having future reference. Following our renognitim;
of the formal tenso identity of will have with have, we see the unmarked case as having
past ;gferencﬁ. Clearly, tho construetion refers to past, present and future with equal
ease. Hornstein's position follows from his very questionable recognition of a future
tenge, ours follows from recognising all epistemic modals as verbs with possible future
referemce. ﬂnmt&in does not provide a single argument for the recognition of a future
tonse and.ls forced to assign totally different structures to the following two sentences:
1: John will be there now. -
11: John will be thore in half an hour.
T would suggoest that the superiority of my own proposalg stems largely from the fﬁct
tha.t _I do not recognise a future tense. If we get a significantly better theory without
positing such & tense, then it seems that thero can be no such tense. Thus sn explicit
theory of tense may well lead to a solution of the apparently still unsettled question
a8 to whether we can properly talk about a future tense. We need no longer debate

whethﬁrlor not tense is a morphological phenomenon: a tense is simply a verbal struc-
ture which has a distinctive basic SRE structure.
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basic than R, at least from an acquisitional viewpoint), and attaching the
other {frontable) one to R. I adopt H.’s procedure with two adverbials, seeing
the attachment of the prominent adverbial to E as consonant with my assump-
tions about tense acquisition. However, in cases where there is only one
adverbial, I find it impossible to accept H.’s random treatment of R and E,
In my system a single adverbial atways associates with I if the verbs in the
clause manifest a simple tense structure,® a consequence of the learner’s
initial perception of E prior to R. Naturally, if there are two adverbials with,
a simple tense form (as can happen), both 1% and R will have adverbials mapped
onto them. Only in the casc of complex tenses is there the possibility of a
single adverbial associating with R. In the case of the present perfect, R is
sought out as the only position that would result in a time interpretation for
adverbials such as now. The choice of E or R is determined by the particular
reading selected, since there is the possibility of two readings with the past
parfect, cf. {5).* Thus, I consider my own account of adverbial mapping to be
superior in that it is never random, whereas it is random in half of H.’s basic
structures, and because my account continues to make use of the hypothesis
that T has acquisitional priority over R, a hypothesis which would lead to an
explanation of how the learner is able to develap the basic tense structures

proposed by P.
After the mapping of adverbials, we compare constraints on movement

.3 By simple tense structure I mean instances of the simple present and the simple
past (the latter being distinguished in English by an inflectional suffix in regular verbs),
and s complex tense structure would involve instances of the present perfect or paat
perfect (where two verbs will be required to signal the tense of a clause); my distinction
is bagsed on a recognition of the perfect as a secondary tenso in view of its function
of deictically loeating an event prior to the speech act or prior to R, the point of
reference. In this respect have contrasts with will, whicli need not neceasarily distance
the B from 8 or R. The progressive aspeet does not make a tense structure complox
hore because it is not itself a tense, not being responsible for any change in eonfiguration
of the theoretical entities ESR; the same goes for modals. Thus {i) is a sinple tense,
and {ii) a complex tense in this paper:

1: John will be working.
ii: John hag arrived.

2500 M. A. Sharwood Smith’s (1876) “More on time reference and the analysis of
tense’” for a detailed account of factors affecting the seloction of one reading rathor than
the other. Sharwood Smith’s approach iz based on an analysis of underlying predicates,
thus presenting an entirely different approach to time-tense relations. However, he comes
%0 similar conclugions to those of Hornstein and mywelf with respect to the fact that
the auxiliary have is part of the tense gystem. On the other hand, Homstein’s work any
my Own revision of it suggest that the following claim of Sharwood Smith can be strongls
contended with regpect to the tense system: *For the purposcs of contrastive analysid
translation theory and pedagogicsl grammar, analyses that are not founded on a belief
in autbonomous syntax are needed’’. Hornstein’s theory clearly assumes an autenomous
syntax theory, but provides a basis for comparison between languages.
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and the relative psycholinguistic validity of the two sets of proposals. H.’s
pmpﬂsals with respect to constraints on derived structure are discussed in
Section One, and repeated here verbatim from his own paper (1977: 523):

None of BRE are associated in derived TS [tense structure] that were not assoeiatoed
in bagic TS.
The linear order of the SRE in basic TS iz maintained in derived T8,

Thus the only permitted change is that any lateral element may move out of
& group, but may not move into another group. My own constraints are cven
more severe in that they only allow thig dissociation from E, and not from R
or 8. In practice this means that K, RS may become E___ B 8 and
R, 8, E may become R, S E. There are no other possibilites of derivations
from basic structure. The effect of this severe constraint on derivations is to
simplify the learning load, at no loss of descriptive accuracy, given the system
of basic tense structure I am proposing. By way of illustration of the nectessity
of movement rules, consider {(9), which is treated identically in both systems:

9: Yesterday, he left a week ago.
EER.._ 8

Yesterday is associated with R, o week ago with E, according to adverbial
mapping rules, which guarantee a Jeft-right temporal sequence for grammatical
sentences. However, the sentence cannot yet reccive a time interpretation,
since K and R are associafed, but refer to different points on the time axis.
E, however, is permitted to move leftwards, and it is possible to give a time

interpmta.tinn to (10), since different points of time are separated in correct
gequence:

10: K . R =
a week ago yesterday

A further illustration was given for Jokn is coming fomorrow in Section Oue.
Note that my system also requires the operation of a movement rule for Jokn
will come tomorrow, while H.’s does not.

Thus far I have summarised, the differences between H.’s system and my
own for sentences with what H. calls a strictly temporal interpretation. Both
systems are descriptively adequate for the sect of sentences that falls within
this category, a category set up by H., but which I claim to he arbitrary in
view of its inclusion of oniy some instances of will; thus far [ claim that my
system is more adequate because it presents a more viable approach to the
acquisition of the tensc and time reference system. We will now eonsider
sentences with modal verbs and modal past tense, and it will hecome evident
that my system is more descriptively adequate in that it does not have to
employ any ad hoe solutions for individual cases.
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2.3. Tense in modal sentences:

Horastein has a number of exceptions to his rules for temporal interpretation.
Notably, there iz his Past Progressive Interpretation rule: “NP was Ving Z
can have the intorpretation "NP was supposed to V Z™’; furthermore, his tense
rufes only apply to the modal verl will with fulure time adverbials (11a), or
without adverbials; with present time adverbials or past time adverbials, (11h)
and (11c), H. is forced to say that will is no longer a future tense marker, but
is instead, an ordinary modal, a distinction now rejected by almost everyone.

Ha: John will be shaving soon.
b: John will be shaving right now.
¢: John will have been shaving then.

Thus, an alternative reading is provided for sentences with modal verbs: (m)
S, R, E for adverbial modifiers of present time and (m) 15, R___ S for adverbial
modifiers of past time. Presumably (m)S, R, E will also be assigned to John
iy come {omorrow, since S R, 1 is reserved for will, although it 18 difficult
to gec why this sentenoce should receive a different basic structure from Jokn
wiﬂ come tomorrow. Incidentally, the first clause of the preceding sentence
provides an excellent example of timcless will, to which H.’s rules will coun-
terintnitively assign the structure S, _ R, E. In itself this may seem of little
practical consequence, but it demonstrates an inherent weakness in H.'s
sygtem, He cannot assign basic tense structures on the basis of the verbal
structure alone, but has to take into account the adverbial¢ at the stage of
basic structure assignment. The whole point of his theory 18 to accept of reject
adverbial-tense relations according to a system of rules relating the two. The
necessity of looking at adverbials for the agsignation of basic structures reduces
a potentially predictive system to a set of observations about possible combina-
tions.

These facts about modals, together with the special interpretation rule for
the past progressive, mean that numerous ad koc interpretations are provided,
to keep 1n the language a set of perfectly normal sentences, and consequently
to reduce the generality of the theory. Unfortunately, even these points do
not exhaust the number of problems: H. provides no explanation for the fact
that the conditional elause of (12) and object clause of (13} are well formed:

12: If we left tomorrow, we would get there on Friday.
13: T wish I knew the answer now.

Instead of a number of unrelated exceptions, as invoked by H., I propose
the following general exception to the constraints on movement from basic
structure to derived structure, which, together with my basic tense structures,
will account for all of H.’s difficulties, and those others I have drawn attention
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to in (12) and (13):

14: If either E or R is to the left of S and requires to move to the right on
account of an attached adverbial, it may do so, even if it crosses another

symbol, but the clause minus the first verbal element will be assigned
the urrealis reading with respect to the moment of speech.

Here are some examples of how rule (14) applies: contrast (15) and (16):

15: If John comes tomorrow, ...

Basic structure: R, 5, K

(tomorrow)
Derived structure; R, S FE
tomorrow

16: If John came tomorrow, ...

Basic structure: E R S

(tomorrow)
Derived strueture: R S K

tomorrow

In (18), following rule (14), E has moved to the right, destroying the realis
reading; it has had to move to the extreme right of 8 in order for a time inter-
pretation to be possible. The tense element is normally considered the first
verbal element of a finite clause, thus in (16) Jokn comes fomorrow is specified
as trreglis, or simply “not on”, in contrast to (15), where Jokn comes tomorrow
remains a real possibility. Consider (17), where the verbal structure ynami-

fests a complex tense {cf. note 3), and thus the adverbial may be associated
with E or R: _

17: John will have arrived tomorrow.
Basic structure: E RS
(tomorrow)
Derived structure: RS E

We assume here that it is associated with E; rule {14) then produces the trans-
formation to derived structure indicated and the irrealis meaning is assigned
to John has come tomorrow, which clearly contrasts with the realis meaning
of John will come tomorrow, where the event is a real possibility at the time
of speaking. John has come tomorrow is not a real possibility at the time or
moment of speech, since its question transform can never receive an affirmative

answer. A final example of the operation of rule (14) will involve a sentence
with two adverbials, (18):

18: Tomorrow, John will be leaving in a week.

The fronted adverbial is attached to R and in o week to E. By rule (14) R
travels through S, pushing B further to the right, resulting in the derived
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gtructure illustrated in (19):

19: Bagic structure: R, S, E
Derived structure: S R E

tomorrow in a weak

The irrealis interpretation, is attached to John is leaving in a week, which indeed
is an unrcal plan at the moment of speaking. The prediction in (18) is that
John’s leaving wiil take place a week from tomorrow, not from the moment
of speech. Contrast this state of affairs with (20), where it is predicted that
John’s leaving will take place in a week, and where rule (14) has had no reason
to operate and assign an trrealis reading.

- 20: John will be leaving in a week.,
Bagic structure: RS E———
Derived structure: R, S B ——

It might seem that after constraining derived structure even more severely
than H., I am guilty here of abusing all constraints in order to account for
some sentences with modal verbs and other sentences with modal past tenses.
A number of points have to be made in support of my proposal: firstly, the
fact that when a time relation constraint is violated by the crossing of any
two elements of SRE, it seems an inherently natural state of affairs that it
should cause us to move out of the real world; secondly, the proposal has the effect
of dividing into precisoly two sets those clauses with modal verbs where the
speaker considers the proposition expressed by the rest of the clause as pos-
sible at the moment of speaking and those where he considers the proposition
expressed to be impossible at the moment of speaking (the question form of
the proposition can only receive a negative reply in impossible cases, as de-
monstrated for (17));% thirdly, although giving a temporal interpretation,
it accounts convinecingly for the ungrammaticality of sentences like (21):

21: ¥*John came tomorrow.

It interprets them in derived structure as
R’ S Etomurmw

as a result of rule (14)) and labels them as érrealis or inherently uniikely. The
point is that the rules of language use tell us that main clauses are normally
interpreted as statements of fact, and something which is inherently unlikely
simply cannot be stated positively in & main clause. Thus an drrealis non-
progressive main clause is always rejected as ungrammatical. Progressive
irrealis main clauses are possible because the progressive signifies incomple-
tion, whereas its absence signifies completion. The incomplete nature of

s We do not consider here the additional complexity introduced by negation, since
it involves no problems, but simply makes the computations more involved.
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trrealia is reasonable; the completion is absurd. Fourthly, besides avoiding
the ad hoc naturc of H.’s multifarious ways of dealing with modal pasts and
combinations of modal verbs (and perfectives) with adverbials of present and
past reference, requiring special rules of interpretation and a whole supple-
mentary set of basic tense siructures, our basic rules and contraints, with
this one special exception to the constraints, account uniformly for all cases
which H. cannot account for.

22: *John will come yesterday.

Hornstein is unable to systematically exclude (22), because if he sets up
an arbitrary structure for John will have come yesterday of the form (m)E, R—S§,
there seems to be no reason why he should not also use it for (22). In fact,
this illustrates the erux of his problem: once a modal is wsed with any ad-
verbial other than a future adverbial, he has no system whatsoever — only
arbitrary solutions, which he constantly extends to achieve observational
adequacy, but which clearly fall short of descriptive adequacy. In contrast,
cven our exception to the general constraint, rule (14), can be seen as having
explanatory value with respect to learning: by travelling through another
abstract entity, the E or R can no longer claim to have currency in the world
of the speech act, and thus becomes irrealis.

23: Tomorrow, he will arrive in a week.

Qur gystem accepts double punctual adverbials as in (23), just as it accepts
all the grammatical examples of double punctual adverbials in Hornstein
(632). Our system also accepts (24a) - (26a) and rejects (27a). Hornstein’s
wystem would first of all need a further basic structure, namely (m) E—R—§,
which would allow it to accept {25), but it would still incorrectly reject (24).
But (24) is clearly interpretable and could mean something like: ‘Judging
by the way he was acting a week ago, John would have left at the earliest
opportunity, namely yesterday, but he is still here, so things must have
changed’.

245 John would have left yesterday a week ago.
b: A week ago, John would have left yesterday.

25a: John would have left a week ago yesterday.
b: Yesterday, John would have left a week aga.®

* Doubts may exist about whether yesierday can bo fronted in (25). In fact it can,
with appropriate intonation, whereas it nover can in (26). The distinction iz even clearer
in the following examples:

ia (=25): John would have been gone a week yesterday.
b : Yestorday, John would have boen gone a week.
liw (=26): John will have been gone a week yesterday.

b : *Yeaterday, John will have been gone a week.
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26a; John will have left a weck ago yesterday,
b: *Yesterday, John will have lelt & week ago.
27a:  *John will have loft yesterday a week ago.
b: **A week ago, John will have left yesterduy.

Perhaps (25) is not obvious in its moaning out of context, It could mem}:
My prediction is that John left a week ago from yesterday (8 days ago)’.
Consider the analyses of (24) and (25), which arc formally past perfects, the
past marker being attached to the modal. In P.s system the basie structure
of (24} is (28a):

28 B R g
(yesterday) (a week ago)

a week ago is attached to R, being the frontable adverbial. By (14) 12 moves
throngh R and the clause minus the first element ({ed,}) is assigned the un}'eal
interpretation, which is precisely what (24), but not (25) must mean, since
John will have left yesterday simply is not the case. P.’s derived structure of
{24) is thus (28b):

28b: R_ E S
a weck ago yesterday

In H.s system thore is no way that the correet ordering can be achieved for
(29), which must be his basic structure for {24), thus he is forced to reject this
grammatical sentence, in spite of his special modal basie structure.

29:  {m) I& R’ g
yesterday  a week ago

In P.’s system and in H.s there is no problem with the analysis of (25b),
since the bagic structure, regardless of whether there is an initial (m}), 1s also
the final structure in both cases:

300 E R )

a weck ago yesterday

However, another analysis is possible for (25a): it is arguable thz?,t a weck
ago westerday is one adverbial rather than two, the four words }.36111% repla-
ceable by then. Tn this case, this one adverbial could associate with either E
or R, in&ic&ting that the leaving either {a) took place a week ago yestf?rrduy,
or (b) had alrcady taken place then. It seems that (254) is genuinely ;Lmh]gumfs
in this respect. Under the original two adverbial analysis, the (a) I‘E'-El.diﬂ.g I8
forced, which is confirmed by our speaker intuitions about the frented variant
where two adverbials must be involved. None of the other sentences demon-
strate this ambiguity. In (24), yesterday a week ago cannot be replaced by
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then and must only be two adverbials; (26) must he interpreted as having
only one adverbial since fronting is not possible, and the basic structure only
allows this to be placed in one position. No judgement is pessible for (27)
since it ig clearly an unacceptable sentence,

(26) presents no difficulty in the P. system: a week ago yesterday is one
adverbial and it will be assigned to E, association with 1 being impossible
since my system does not have the option of moving 8 rigchtwards in the
derivational rules:

31: K R, S
a week ago vesterday

H., however, can associate @ week ago yesterday with R, given his special modal
will have structure: (m) B, R___ 8. Aithough this option is without practical
consequence here since E and I3 arc cotemporaneouns, it leads H. into trouble
with his theory because it is an established fact that when will have or any
other modal +Aave, refers to the past with only one punctual adverbial, that
adverbial refers to I, not to R. Thus (32) can only mean “John, according
to the prediction, saw her last Sunday’. The already means “hefore now’ in
(32), not before last Sunday:

32:  John will have already seen her last Sunday.
33:  John will have alrcady secn her on Sunday next.

Thus H. would provide a theorctically unsatisfactory rcading by associating
the adverbial with R. In contrast, (33) may be a prediction either that John
sees her on Sunday or by Sunday. This future refercnee is catered for in H.’s
system and follows automatically in P.’s from the fact that the érrealis use
of the perfect for a future event may arise from cither I or R travelling right-
wards. ” Thus, this is a further plug point for the I’ analysis, that it correctly
and systematically predicts the ambiguity of will have with present or future
reference, and the unique reading of will have for past reference. In contrast,
would have, with its distinet basie structure, is correctly predicted as being
ambiguous in both past and non-past readings,?®

T John will have seen her on Sunday next has the following basic steucture: B R, 8.
If attachment of the advorbial is to the R, giving a meaning synonymous to by Sunday
next, then K travels rightwards, as in (1); otherwise, attachinent is to K and the prediction
18 that John sees her on Sunday, as in (11):

1t K S R on Sunday next
ii: R, 8__ E on Sunday noxt

¥ Interesting evidence of tho inability of past time adverbianls to associate with R
m will Agee constructions is to be found in considering alternatives to He will have finished
tast Sundoy, This, sccording to Parnklurst’s analysis of tense structure and our intuitions
gbout meaning, can only mean that the day he finished was Sunday. How can we expross
the meunirg that it is hkery that he had finislied Leforo SBunday, using a punctual ad-
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In H.’s system (27} i completely ruled out for the sume reasons as (24)
was wrongly ruled out. In ¥ we would have a basic stiucture with adverbial
attachment as in (34):

31 H ]S
yesterday 4 weal ago

According to rule (14), B could travel to a position betsveen R and 8, which
would give an irrealis reading and have entitics in the correet order, but they
would also require separating from each other. There is no mechunism in
the rules for separating items out, for R cannot move leftwards, nor can 3
move rightwards. Thus {27) will be rejected if it is interpreted as having two
separate adverbials. There would be no probloms with only one adverbial,
however, yesterday a week ggo itself has no meaning, in other words, the rules
of English have no provision for giving these words a semontic reading as
one phrase.

We now consider the special case of finite instances of the auxiliury have
in English. H., surprisingly, recognises John has come home yesterduy as gram-
matical, if not cntirely felicitous. The sentence has the structure in the P.
system of B__ R, 8. Justification for setting the E anterior to S comes from
out intuitions about the relation of the event to the moment of specch and the
fact that certain indefinite past adverbials such as in the past, bofore toduy
could rephkice westerday. Language teachers are well aware ol the unique
sbatus of Knglish among European languages in not ailowing punctual ad-
verbials with Aeve. However, the restrietion is not absolute for as an infinitive
it accopts punetual adverbials frecly, as well as in ity past tense forms, cf. (3a8):

35a: o have gone yesterday would have becn silly.
b I would have come yesterday.
¢: He had scen her vesterday.

verbinl (tltus not by Sundaf)? One way is with a modal adverbial; another the past per-
feeb with modal voerb:

He had probably finished on Sunday.

Hea wonld have already finished on Sundsy.
Both wonuld have thoe busie tense structure B Ii N, roaking it possible to jon
the adverbial to R, Anovhor intoresting way would be to chango tho ewnstruction into
. stutive one:

He will have been finished last Sunday.
Jompare also the following pair, noting that the second docs not necessarily nnply that
Jolm didws do the pamtog:

Jobhn may have painted the house lagt Simduy.

Jordt may have liad tho houso painted lost Sunday.
In the firet cage the painting took place on Bunday, in the sceond 1t may have beent om
Sunday or before Sunday. The relation of stadive clauses to timo adverbials in the con-
toxt of this theory of lense awalts investigallon.
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In view of the fact that non-finitc have can aceur with past adverhials, super-
ficially the rejection by finite present have appcoars arbilrary, especially in
view of the evidence from other langnages. In actual fact, the non-oceurrence
of past time adverbials with non-finite gve, even if arbitrary, is not as point-
less as it might appear. Hawve is normally assumed to be a marker of perfect
aspeet, 1.e. a way of showing that something has been completod at 4 cortain
point. To indicate completion at a certain point and to indicate the actual
pomnt of performance is pragmatically rather too much of a good thing. Other
European languages, where both possibilities exist, rarely make use of both
at the same time, but of. (36) below. However, in view of morphological inad-
equacics in the system, have is sometimes forced into doing duty as a marker
of pastness: e.g. the past morpheme can only be attached to finite verbs and
thus pastness can only be indicated in non-finite clauses and afier some
modal verbs by have, and in such cases there is no alternative but for a past
time adverbial to co-occur with have. Thus, by force of necessity, heve has
taken on full past tense adverbial carrying capacity in its non-finite forms.
There seems absolutely no reason at all in principle why it could not do so in
its finite present form as well, retaining its ability to carry adverbials referring
to the present, The rather artificial Dutch example in (36) illustrates that
hebben 13 not sometimes past and sometimes perfeet, but is both at the same
time (the context is that the speaker, an enthusinstic birdwaleher, realises
to his delight that he saw three rare bird species yosterday, not two as he had
originally thought):

36: Nu heb ik dus gisteren drie soorten vogels gezien.
(Now have [ thus yesterday 3 kinds of birds seen)

Thns, all the evidence argues that we should, in & universal theory of tense,
treat the finite form of Aeve in the present perfect as an cxeeption; conse-
quently, I propose the following superficial solution (37):

37. Basic structure of present perfect: I R. B

If have is finite, circle If: !E|

The function of the circle will be to prevent any punetual adverbial attaching
itself. Attachment to B will thus be forced, and will be ruled ungrammatical
by the ordinary rules. Such an arbitrary system would be required by H. as
well. Cases like this where arbitrary soluticns are inescapable point to
genuinely idiosyneratic features within a language system. This comment
on fave completes my proposed revisions to H.s system; Appendix One
summnarises my revision proposals for basic and derived tense structure and
time interpretation.
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3.0. Tense relations in complex sentences:

In the second part of his paper, H. provides a rule for guaranteeing the gram-
maticality of tenses in sentences with adverbials of time linked by temporal
connectives (1977 : 538);

Line up the 8 points of Py and I’ [where Pj 1s the adverbial clause and 1 indexes
the elements of that elause]!; that is, write the TA of 1) and P, lining up tho 8s.
Move R; to under R, placing B; accordingly (preserving linearity and associativity
relations of basic TS).

If it is possible 1o perform this operation, sentences have grammatica! tense
relations. H. investigates some 50 sentences and the system works perfectly
for all sentences with a striet temporal interpretation. My own system also
provides identical results for all sentences, bearing in mind that my system
docs not allow the lining up of Rs {only Es can undergo dissocialion), itself
a useful simplification. Furthermore, while H. is able to exclude instunces of
will in temporal clauses by means of his theory of tense, I rely on a meore
general rule which excindes epistemic modals in conditional and temporal
clauses. H.'s system would also need to make use of this general rule for
epistemic modals other than wsll in clavses of future refercnec. My system,
like Hornstein’s, rejects his (74) and (94}

had arrived

arrived
had come
Cantc

74:  t John will have eome when, we {
94: 2 John will have left after Harry {

It is impossible to align the Rs, as can be sven in (38) for H.'s approach and
{39) for mingc:

35 P; s E__R
Pi! ER_S

=t L E__ RS
P1: E R =

While it initially secms as if such sentences should be rejected as ungrammati-
cal, introspection will reveal that these are possible sentences with respect
to the past, although they would be ungrammatical if the adverbial were
fronted, of. {40). However, (41), which both systems predict as grammatical,
can undergo adverbial fronting without loss of grammaticalityl

40a: *FWhen we had arrived, John will have comae,
b: *Afler Ilarry came, John will have left.

41a; Jchn will have called his mother before Bill has phoned.
b: Before Bill has phoned, John will have called his mother.
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Thus it seems to be the ease that my system is certainly as satisfactory as H.'g
for predicting the grammar of temporal connectives in that it works in the
same way as his does for all his examples, undor his pure time interpretation,
in addition it wiil work under all possible interpretations to specify the gram-
maticality of tense relations for sentences where the adverbials ;.rc fronted.
Nevertheless, there is a small set of grammatical sentences with adverbial
clauses in final position which are rejected as ungrammatical and thus are
apparently not covered by the theory. They cunsist of preciscly those where
have functions with pust time reference. I have not presented here more
detailed applications of the rule discussed above sineo I belicve that at this
stage there are unresolved problems in both H.’s and my own gyatem; how-
ever, 1t should be clear that the revisions nroposed in Seetion Two extend
rather than reduce tho ability to predict the grammaticality of tense relations
between clauses,

One area where this system of acceptance or rejection doos break down
for H. and myself is in the analysis of the temporal connective since. We hoth
wrongly predict that (42) is ungrammatical:

42: Bill has played ball since he came back.

H.s analysis: P: B 8, R
Pii 1‘14_., R ___S
Prs analysis: P E RS

PiI E,. R __,_S

In H.'s system it is impossible to align the Rs becanse it would involve cros-
sing 8; in my system one is not allowed to move the R, so the zentence ig
rejected. H. recognises that since must be idiosyneratie in this respect In,
English. Other languages do not follow the same pattern, but normaily take
& present or perfect aftor the equivalent of sinee with a proceding present:
perfect (Dutch however is like English in this respect). The case of since
constitulos an important example of how an explicit theory can help us to
cstablish whether we are treating of genuine difforences in languages or whether
we are treating cfa loss tmportant idicsyneraey of one language, which zlthough,
a contrastive difference, does not rank as a systematic one in 3 commparison of
the two languages as a whale. )

The above rule for aligning the SR points of two propositions also allows
us to interpret which event happencd first, according to whether the E of P
or P is further to the left, There is no difference in the results obtained by H
or by myself. However, it should Le noted that some of H.s claims are of
dubious aceurncy, especially with respect 1o his (122¢)

122¢ If E, and K, are coincident, then either the events in P, and I, are
contemporancous or li; precedes K, or E, precedes B,
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Examination of H.s {110) will show that in fact the events are coincident or
B, precedes E,;, but the third pogsibility docs not exist:

110: John built his saiiboat when Bill wrote his novel.

Perhaps the most immediately fascinating aspeet of H.’s whole paper ig the
fact that one can predict whether before is fuctual, counterfactual or ambiguous
according to the position of one E relative to ancther:

If E, is prior to E,, a time scquentinl reading is forced.,
I, ia prior , 4 counterfactual reading is forced.
If I, or to E,, a counterfactual reading is forced
If E, and E, are in the same position either rcading is possible and will
usually bo resolved by the context.

Thus the theory of tense can provide a uniform semantic interpretation of
before, rather than nccessitating the positing of two befores (as Lakoff has
proposed). It is possibilities of this kind that show the inherent worth of H.'s
theory and have led me to propose the revisions described here. Hornstein's
work on temporal conneclives is fragmentary, but is sufficient to snggest that
the theory would provide a precige framework for cross language characterisa-
tions of temporal conneetives, in addition to crosslanguage studies on tenge
and adverbial restrictions. Howewver, the most significant contribution which
it can make is to provide o justified theoretical framework for a language-in-
dependent definition of tense. The notional approach to tense has been replaced
by a morphological approach, and that is giving way to a more adequate
semantic approach, but confused notions of a future tense survive, at least in
Ernglish studres. If there 1s no hasis within the thecry of tense for positing a
distinct basic tense structure for a supposed tense, then there can be no such
tense. The perfect in English has far more respectable elaims to being called
a tense in English, although these were overshadowed by the morphological
approach to tense; this theory of tense indeed shows that the perfeet has tense
status. Finally, I believe T have shown that it is possible to incorporate modal
pasts and ¢rreafis verb forme into a general theory of tense, rather than making
such verbal structures into an awkward appendage to the so-called proper
uses ol the tenses,

APPENDIX

Summary of rufes in the Pankhurst revision of Hornstein

Stage One: Assipm basic tense structure as follows disregarding modals and progressives,
tut rocogrusing that the past tense morpheme may appear on a modal verb:
i; Biraple present: R, 8, E
ii: Sirople past E.R__ 3
i: Present perfect T _R, 3 Cirgle the I if have 15 finiteo
1v: puast porfoct E___R__S
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Stage Two: Attach punctual adverbiasls to I and IR as follows: For sentenecs with ono
adverbial only:
If tonse form s stroplo (no Torm of aux kave) attach to B,
If aux have is present, attach to E oe R, uncless cirelod.
For sentences with two punctual advorbials:
Attach the fronted adverbial to R, IF neither iz fronted, attach the second to R.
Attach the other to H.

Stage Three: Proceed to derived tense structure: in order for a tense structure to he
acceptable, adverbials must have been attached 1n such a way that they follow the
temporal axig on a right left basis, thus future time adverbinla must follow 5 and be
gepurated by a lime from it. Past time adverbinls must precede 8, prosent time advorhials
must only be separatod from 8 by s comma, In the case of two past or future adverbiala,
the earher must precede the lattor. Certain transformations of basie tonso structure
are allowed in order to bring 8, R and E mto tho propor terpporal relations required by
adverbial attachment. We will now refer to the two transforinations as the reafis and
irrealis rules:

Bealis: Whoen E ig on an extremity and 1z assoclated with another entity, R or 8 by a
comms, It may move out of thiz association.

Irrealis: {14) Any element to the leit of 8 may mowve rightwards for the proper posi-
tioning of an attached adovrebial, The rosult of such movemont is that tho clause minus
tho first verbal element receives an drreafis interpretation at the time of the speech act.
Tnt all respects the full temporal interpretation is maintained.

Stage Four: Accoptl sontences as having a time orientation 1t points of time are separsted
from each cthor, carlier ones preceding later ones. (Otherwize reject.
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