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chapter 1

Introduction

Laura Baranzini and Louis de Saussure

If there’s a domain in linguistics which complexity calls for ever further
research, it’s clearly that of tense, aspect, modality and evidentiality, often
referred to as ‘tame’. The reason for which these domains of investigation have
been connected so tightly as to deserve a common label is that their actual
intertwining is so dense that one can hardly measure their effects purely indi-
vidually, without regard to the other notions of the spectrum. Scholars dif-
fer in numerous respects as for what comes first, or is primary with regard
to the other domains, and languages obviously differ in this respect across
types and evolution over time. What is more, the definitions, and the respect-
ive borderlines, of these domains themselves is subject to debates. When a
tense plays a role in inducing modal interpretations, as with epistemic futures
for example (see Escandell-Vidal’s chapter), shall we consider the modality
as a result of a time-bounded semantic representation combined with con-
textual cues, or shall we consider the type of Future tense essentially modal
with various applications from less to strong modality? And when modality
is expressed, by whichever means, a suspicion of inferential evidentiality is
legitimate; must, but certainly also epistemic Futures at least in many of its
forms, arguably communicates a non-demonstrative inference as source of the
knowledge. But modality is also connected to aspect in fascinating ways that
have been abundantly documented (examples of this connection are given
by can-sentences which read as sporadic aspect sentences). In a number of
languages, the disjunction between aktionsart and grammatical aspectual cat-
egories seems blurred in such a way that the two dimensions have some-
times been equated with one another, whereas in others, the division of tasks
between them is clearer. These domains are felt central to linguistics to a num-
ber of scholars also because tame connects inevitably with other classical
areas of linguistic investigation: deixis and anaphora, quantification, connect-
ives;moreover, as thedomainof tamecrosses theborderlinebetween sentence
and discourse, it brings us a step closer to broader pragmatic concerns relating
not only to the cognitive processes at work in comprehension at large but also
to text genres.

On the other hand, despite their imbrications, tense, aspect, modality and
evidentiality remain—needless to say—separate theoretical entities; other-
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wise the questions mentioned above would be nonsensical. There are enough
linguistic items that clearly belong to one dimension for these domains to
be constituted for their own sake. And when, as is often the case, some phe-
nomenon branch to other aspects of language, when one is not so surewhether
it is about time ormodality, or about evidentiality, key players in these domains
remain and keep us frommelting together these different aspects without cau-
tion. Still, modality and evidentiality have particularly close connections with
one another: the source of information bears an epistemic dimension, and epi-
stemic meanings have, arguably, an evidential dimension.

Keeping this inmind, we divided this volume in three general parts. The first
one is dedicated to tense, the second focuses on aspect, and the third gath-
ers papers onmodality and evidentiality. Nonetheless, inevitably, papers in the
volume pick up notions from other domains and often revolve around the four
dimensions.

The literature on tame is overwhelming not only across the disciplines of
linguistics, i.e. syntax, semantics and pragmatics, but also across schools of
thought and in crosslinguistic typological literature. What is more, tame is
of fascinating interest to neighbouring disciplines, typically in philosophy of
language, which traditionally provides crucial concepts in semantics: ‘possible
worlds’, theories of indexicality and of the structure of events, to name but a
few.With the continuously expanding knowledge in cognitive science, concep-
tions of time, of events structure, of possibility and necessity, and of the source
of knowledge are at the centre of interest for whoever has an interest of how
the mind processes such representations.

At the stage of scholarshipwe’re in right now, despite the disparities of opin-
ions, there is growing consensus on the basic aspects of these domains and the
demandof scholars is not somuch about novel global theorizations at large but
about actual, empirically sound, facts and about how these elements relate to
and enlighten our general, reasonablywell established, overall linguistic know-
ledge. This is what this volume aims at: producing fine-grained analyses that
enable the community of linguists to enrich their own picture of the domain,
bridge new gaps, and promote creative thinking about the missing links still
holding in linguistics.

Part 1 takes tenses as starting points. The first paper is exemplary of the
implications of one domain of investigation with the others. In her chapter,
Victoria Escandell-Vidal addresses the complexities of the Simple Future in
Romance and adopts a relevance-theoretic view for which tenses trigger infer-
ential procedures. Through this lens, she proposes that all Simple Future tenses
in Romance share a common core semantics, or instruction; that the situation
they refer to is to be construed as a representation of a situation which cannot
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introduction 3

be directly accessed by the speaker in the discourse situation. The specificit-
ies of the various Simple Futures across Romance languages are explained by
layers of secondary instructions she labels ‘parametric’ (for example that some
languages allow the Simple Future to be used as epistemic markers, and in dif-
ferent ways). Doing so, she brings about a proposal that delineates an account
of the diachronic evolution of this tense. Showing that epistemic uses of the
Simple Future in Romance languages is best explained by inferential evidenti-
ality, she sheds light on the controversial issue of whether or not evidentiality
can be subsumed under epistemic modality. As a follow-up on tense, in the
second chapter, Naoaki Wada adopts the point of view of the speaker, asking
which are the parameters at play in selecting tenses in narratives. Through a
systematic comparison between English narratives and Japanese narratives,
she remarks that the present tense is significantly more present in Japanese
texts than in English ones. Her explanation uses a theoretical frameworkwhere
a series of dimensions characterize the use of tenses and among them the
notion that tenses differ on a psychological axis as for the way they set their
‘deictic center’. Continuing on narration, in his chapter dedicated to the French
Imparfait in narrative uses, Jakob Egetenmeyer discusses the literature and
provides arguments against the prevalent view that there is one type of narrat-
ive, or ‘dynamic’ Imparfait, i.e. Imparfait that triggers a time update (forward
temporal ordering). Drawing upon classical works inDiscourse Representation
Semantics and in particular the works of Kamp and Rohrer, Egetenmeyer ana-
lyses five different types of narrative Imparfaits depending on the presence of
co-occurring adverbial expressions, temporal and contextual embeddedness,
that of several occurrences in a row, temporal overlap, and considering telicity.
The various cases bear properties that make them more fit for different text
genres.

In Part 2 of the volume, aspect takes the focus. Alicia Cipria investigates how
present progressive periphrases in some Spanish varieties select for ‘futurate’
readings. ‘Futurate’ readings are those where the situation is predicted from
the perspective of the present, conveyed by means other than the canonical
structures associatedwith the future. Looking at howpreparatory processes are
made accessible by the present progressive, she accounts for the cases where
progressive aspect combined with Present tense provides for futurate read-
ings; further comparing it with the canonical ‘futurate’ reading of the Simple
Present. Turning to a crucial issue in aspect, Jacqueline Guéron and Svetlana
Vogeleer look at howmorphosyntax, the lexicon and conceptual patterns com-
bine in providing non-culminating interpretations of accomplishments. They
show that in such cases, the interaction between syntax and the lexicon at
the level of the sentence structure triggers a specific conceptual configura-
tion that represents two simultaneous points of view: a goal-oriented trajectory
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4 baranzini and de saussure

that targets a change of state of an object, and the reverse perspective that
takes the observation of a change of state and traces it back to a cause. Their
demonstration is informed by a number of languages of different families and
concentrates mostly on sequences where the grammatical aspectual features
don’t obviously call for an automatic conversion of the type of the ‘imperfective
paradox’; in particular they develop an extensive discussion on how secondary
imperfective constructions in Russian (which are obtained by a transforma-
tion of a perfective radical, itself constructed by affixation on the basis of an
original imperfective verb) license non-culminative readings of accomplish-
ments.MyriamBras and Jean Sibille dedicate their chapter to proper grammat-
ical aspect in Romance through a cautious examination of the distribution of
the Preterit and Perfect aspect in theOccitan variety. They pursue a data-driven
analysis of a vast corpus and show that the Preterit and the Perfect, respectively
the Simple Past and the Composed Past, are in a complementary distribution.
They notice particularities such as the rare imperfective values with Simple
Past and their analysis of theComposedPast allows them toprovide an account
without the need of an hodiernal constraint, often suggested for this tense in a
number of Romance languages. They compare their findings on Lengadocian
with preterits and perfects in other Romance languages and in Germanic lan-
guages and show that they are of particular interest inasmuch as they are in a
middle position in the diachronic trend from perfect to aorist that drives the
evolution of aspect in Romance according to the literature; the Lengadocian
case is situated between Spanish and French in this respect and is thus of par-
ticular interest.

Part 3 of the book is dedicated to investigations centered on modality and
evidentiality. Cameron Morin investigates double modal sentences, i.e. cases
where a modal scopes over another one, a case easily found in some languages
families like Romance but not, or only under some formal constraints, in other
languages such as English, whichwill typically select specificmodals to achieve
such constructions (‘He must be able to’vs. ‘??He must can’, or ‘He may have to
come’vs. ‘??Hemaymust come’, etc., with regard to Romance ‘Il doit pouvoir’ or
‘Il peut devoir’). This well-known phenomenon is however not homogeneous
across variants of English and even though this topic has been investigated to
some extent, Scots (‘Scottish English’), as well as Scots-influenced pockets in
Northern England and Ulster, lack collected data and analysis. Morin shows
that double modals is an active morphosyntactic feature of Border Scots and
calls for a unified account of double modals in English that would break the
dividing line betweenAmerican and Scottish English and show the connection
between them. Still in the domain of Germanic languages, Thorstein Fretheim
looks at Norwegianmodal particle vel in interrogatives. He aims at demonstrat-
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ing that “while a Norwegian vel-modified positive tag question after a negative
declarative host codes a request for confirmation of the proposition associated
with the syntactic host, the speech act performed by means of a free interrog-
ative modified by vel is an assertion of the truth of the negative counterpart
proposition”. This very stimulating assumption is grounded not on superficial
linguistic description but on an influential approach to the meaning of gram-
matical items, namely Relevance theory, which since the seminal works by
Diane Blakemore postulates that such items are better conceived of as trig-
gering interpretive procedures, or ‘short-cuts’, that take the representational-
propositional dimension of the linguistic stimulus and return specific sorts of
inferences. In the case of vel, the particle triggers metarepresentational inter-
pretations by operating a selection on the contextual elements to be incorpor-
ated in the process. Fretheim’s demonstration shows that vel is loaded with a
specific modal, epistemic, meaning when they appear in free interrogatives,
which does not arise when the particle is used in positive-polarity tag ques-
tions.This leadshim to conclude that theremust be twodistinct, albeit formally
identical, vel particles in Norwegian. Taking a wide look onto two very central
notions crucial to modality, belief and performativity, Alda Mari reflects upon
the respective status, and relations of potential dependency, between asser-
tions and belief statements. Through a detailed semantic analysis, she shows
how linguistics can contribute to what is a vivid debate in neighbouring discip-
lines such as philosophy, where the issues of the interaction between the two
domains is not resolved. Her analysis surveysmood choice and other linguistic
parameters and shows that ‘believe statements’ differ from (sincere) assertions
only in the public dimension. Doing so, she accounts both for cases of mutual
entailments between the two and for cases where belief statements seem
weaker than assertions in the domain of epistemic modality. In their paper,
Corinne Rossari and Elena Smirnova look at French and German modal verbs
and more particularly at their textual argumentative environments. Through
a corpus study, they document an approach of modality across three layers
at which the modal element contributes: starting from a core semantics, the
modal takes either a proposition or an ‘enunciation’ (a speech act), and in that
latter case, it returns a ‘rhetorical purpose’ by either calling for strong support
or not. Finally, turning to evidentiality in a less documented language, Rebeka
Kubitsch investigates in this respect Udmurt, a Uralic language spoken in cent-
ral Russia. Udmurt has a pair of synthetic past tenses (sometimes analysed as a
preterit and a perfect), past 1 and past 2, which select specific evidential read-
ings; Udmurt has also four ‘pairs’ of analytic past tenses formed with a finite
verb form and an auxiliary bearing two possible forms. Udmurt appears to
select among the two synthetic tenses according to evidential parameters of
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particular complexity. Kubitsch conducts a quantitative and qualitative ana-
lysis to determine in particular the functions of the second synthetic past
tense, touching upon other constructions such as a quotative particle, combin-
ations with modal adverbials, with the necessitive participle and the imperat-
ive, presenting novel results that suggest that the semantic profile of that tense
seems to undergo a change in the evidentiality of Udmurt where an opposition
between an evidential and a non-evidential past form seems to arise.

All in all, the papers gathered in this volume cover a range of issues and a
variety of methods that help delineate, each in its way, new perspectives on
the broad domain of tense, aspect, modality and evidentiality.
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chapter ሜ

The Semantics of the Simple Fǀtǀre in Romanceᄘ
Core Meaning and Parametric Variation

Victoria EscandellᄵVidal

ᇳ Introdǀction

It is a well-known fact that future-tensed sentences can receive a wide variety
of interpretations. Cross-linguistic variation has been extensively described in
the literature (Smith 1978, 1983; Fleischman 1982; Comrie 1985; Dahl 1985; Dahl
& Velupillai 2008; Copley 2009; Jaszczolt & Saussure (eds.) 2013; De Brabanter
et al. (eds.) 2014; Baranzini (ed.) 2017). Even within a single family, like that
of Romance languagesሾ a high degree of variation in the possible interpreta-
tions is attested (Sp., Fernandez Ramirez 1940–1950; Rojo & Veiga 1999; Matte
Bon 2006; rae 2009; Escandell-Vidal 2010, 2014; Laca & Falaus 2014; Rodríguez
Rosique 2019. It., Bertinetto 1986, 1997; Squartini 1995, 2001, 2004, 2012; Rocci
2000; Mari 2009, 2010; Giannakidou &Mari 2018; Baranzini &Mari 2019. Port.,
Oliveira & Lopes 1995; Cunha & Cintra 1992; Mateus et al. 2006. Fr., Dendale
2001; Saussure & Morency 2012; Mari 2015; Baranzini & Saussure 2017. Cat.,
Pérez Saldanya 2002).

All Romance languages have temporal readings (ex. (1)). In contrast, they do
not all allow conjectural interpretations, which are prevalent in Spanish and
Portuguese, possible in Italian, infrequent and very restricted in French, and
totally impossible in Catalan (ex. (2)). Concessive readings are possible only in
Spanish, Italian and Portuguese, but not in French and Catalan (ex. (3)).

(ᇽ) The parcel will arrive tomorrow.
a. El paquete llegará mañana. (Sp.)
b. Il pacco arriverà domani. (It.)
c. A encomenda chegará amanhã. (Port.)
d. Le colis arrivera demain. (Fr.)
e. El paquet arribarà demà. (Cat.)

ᇽ I will consider main Western and Central varieties only given that Romanian represents a
separate case, in part because of its contact with Balkan languages (see Laca & Falaus 2014;
Rossari et al. 2017; and others).
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(ᇾ) [Bell ringing] It must be the postman.
a. Será el cartero. (Sp.)
b. Sarà il postino. (It.)
c. Será o carteiro. (Port.)
d. ነCe sera le facteur. (Fr.)
e. *Serà el carter. (Cat.)

(ᇿ) He may be lazy, but he is not stupid.
a. Será perezosoძ pero no es estúpido. (Sp.)
b. Sarà pigroძ ma non è stupido. (It.)
c. Ele será preguiçosoძ mas não é estúpido. (Port.)
d. ᄰIl sera paresseuxძ mais il nᅍest pas stupide. (Fr.)
e. ᄰSerà gandulძ però no és estúpid. (Cat.)

Yet, despite this attested diversity, a strong feeling remains that there is a com-
mon core of meaning and the various interpretations must be related to each
other in a systematic way. These facts require a principled explanation.

In this paper I will address two sets of questions regarding the simple future
in Romance languages:
ᇽ. Is there a common meaning for all simple futures? If so, how can it be

described?
ᇾ. What is the source of cross-linguistic variation? To what extent can these

languages differ? Are there limits to possible variation?
I assume that the meaning of verbal tenses is procedural in the relevance-
theoretic sense (Blakemore 1987; Wilson & Sperber 1993; Nicolle 1997, 2007;
Moeschler et al. 1998; Saussure 2003, 2011; Escandell-Vidal & Leonetti 2011;
Escandell-Vidal 2017).Tense expresses a set of processing instructions to build a
representation of the eventuality described. These instructions consist of con-
ditions and requirements for the development of the encoded propositional
schema, and also for the integration of linguistic and extralinguistic inform-
ation at a higher illocutionary and discourse level, in order to obtain a full-
fledged representation.

Myhypothesis is that themeaning encodedby the simple future inRomance
languages has two layers: i) a core meaning, shared by all these languages, and
ii) a set of parameters, according towhich each languagemakes its own specific
selection of values. It is this particular selection that determines and constrains
the kind of inferential development allowed in a given language. The differ-
ences attested among Romance languages result from different settings in the
parameters.

The paper is organised as follows. After a general discussion of the major
views on the future time (sect. 2), I will introduce the basic assumptions of
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my account (sect. 3). Next, I will put forward a proposal for the semantics of
the simple future, considering its core meaning (sect. 4) and the parameters of
variation (sect. 5). I will then present an overview of the system of distinctions
active in Romance languages (sect. 6). The main conclusions are gathered in
the last section.

ᇴ Modelling the Fǀtǀre

The semantic contribution of future-tense morphemes in inflectional verbal
paradigms has been accounted for in terms of three different sets of primitive
categories and relations.

ᇴᄙᇳ The TeƴƷƶƹaƳ AƷƷƹƶach
When characterising the contribution of tense morphology, the most straight-
forward approach that comes tomind is that tenses encode temporal relations.
The best known system in this spirit is that of Reichenbach (1947). The prim-
itive notions are a set of three points (the speech time S, the event time E and
a reference time R) and a set of two binary relations (simultaneity and pre-
cedence). The future is defined by the formula S,R-E, which indicates that S is
simultaneous to R, while E is located at a time posterior to both. In this system,
the past, the present and the future are presented as symmetric to each other—
the only difference being the temporal location of the event with respect to the
speech time.

This view is closely related to a certain ontology and topology where time is
conceived as a straight, non-branching, continuous arrow that extendswithout
end in each of its two directions. Time is like an empty container in which
things and events can be placed. This container exists independently of what is
placed in it. The events posterior to speech time are actually located in time, as
if they had actual existence. In this sense, past and future events are symmetric.

This idea is reminiscent of theproposals about theontology of timeput forth
byPlato andNewton, and is also found inMcTaggart’sA-series and theEinstein-
Minkowski space-time (Markosian 2014; Le Poidevin 2015). In linguistics, the
temporal approach has also been adopted by Bertinetto (1991) andRojo&Veiga
(1999), among others. In this proposal, there is no room for non-temporal inter-
pretations, which must be regarded as metaphorical uses.

ᇴᄙᇴ TheMƶdaƳ AƷƷƹƶach
A different way to understand the future is to see it as an array of open possib-
ilities with varying degrees of probability. John Perry puts it very clearly:
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At each time there is a future which is characterized by a number of con-
tingent possibilities or propositions, none of which have been made true
at that time, and all of which might still be made true, but only one of
which will be made factual: a garden of forking paths, as Borges puts it.
Then, at a later time, some of those possibilities will be eliminated or
made false.

perry 2006: 13

Time can be modelled as an arrow forking at the present towards several pos-
sible futures. The past is fixed; the present is immediate and tangible; the future
is open and undecided.

In this view, time is part of a set of empty containers (i.e., possible worlds)
into which things and events may be placed. The passage of time will show
which one of the alternatives comes true and so adds to the set of present
events. The world and the universe are always expanding, and more and more
events are added to them. With the passage of time, new pieces of space-
time are continually brought into being, and the number of possible situations
shrinks. The growth of the universe is independent from the observer (Marko-
sian 2016; Le Poidevin 2015).

These ideas prepared the ground for modal theories of the future tense (see
Kratzer 1991; Enç 1996; vonFintel 2006; vonFintel&Gillies 2007; Jazczsolt 2009;
Jaszczolt & Saussure (eds.) 2013), where future events are located in possible,
alternativeworlds. Notions such as ordering sources and accessibility of worlds
become central. Crucially, only past and present events have existence, so the
past and the future are asymmetric. In many respects, we can choose our own
path and act so as to try to make come true the things we want. This is why the
modal approach seems to fit in well with contemporary ideas of agency and
free will.

ᇴᄙᇵ The EƽideƵƻiaƳ AƷƷƹƶach
There is still another way to view the future that places the speakers and their
perceptual space at the very centre. This approach is based on the notion of the
Speaker’s Perceptual Field (spf), “the set of locations l that (s)he has percep-
tual access to at the time t, where perception may involve any sense, not just
sight” (Faller 2004: 69; see also Aikhenvald 2004, 2018).

All eventualities canbe sorted out according to their relation to the spf: each
speaker has her/his own present and her/his own past, which contain all the
events that fall insideher/his spf. Past andpresent events that a certain speaker
has not witnessed can be part of other speakers’ experience. The future, in con-
trast, necessarily falls out of the perceptual sphere of anyone, since no-one has
had direct experience of future events.
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table ሜ.ማ Models of time and the future

Primitiǁe
notions

Statǀs of fǀtǀre
eǁentǀalities

OntologǄ of time TopologǄ of time

Temporal Temporal
points

Factual Block universe
(Eternalism)

Linear
Straight arrow

Modal Sets of
worlds

Non-factual
Possible

Growing block
Independent of observer

Linear
Branching arrow

Evidential Situations Non-factual
Non-experiential

Growing block
Linked to observer

Spatial
Perceptual space

The world and the universe are always growing, with more and more facts
coming into existence. This growth, however, is not independent from the
observer (who is the one experiencing situations), nor does it exist independ-
ently from the events that occur in time (Aristotle, Leibniz, McTaggart’s B-
series). Only the present is experienced; the past and the future, in contrast,
exist only in the mind (Augustine of Hippo). There is, however, a significant
difference between the latter two: we cannot perceive the future, but we can
still keep track of what happened within our perceptual field (the Speaker’s
Perceptual Trace, spt). This is why in various languages, such as Akkadian
and Sumerian (Maul 2008) and Aymara (Nuñez & Sweetser 2006), the past is
metaphorically located in the space in front of the speaker, whereas the future
occupies the space behind.

This approach is the basis of the evidential proposals for the semantics of
the future tense discussed inwork by Squartini (2001, 2004, 2012), Rocci (2000),
Kronning 2002, Escandell-Vidal (2010, 2014) and others.

ᇴᄙᇶ KiƵdƺ ƶf FƼƻƼƹe
The relation between tense and time is multifaceted. Though I cannot dwell
on this issue at length here, I assume that the three aforementioned views
are not merely alternative theoretical approaches but represent three differ-
ent ways in which the human mind can conceive time and, particularly, the
future (Escandell-Vidal forthcoming). The resultingmodels are summarized in
Table 2.1.

Languages seem tomake their basic choice from among these three options.
Classical languages, for instance, such as ancient Greek and Latin, conceive
forthcoming events as factual, so they can be modelled in temporal terms.
Germanic languages, in contrast, typically resort to modal strategies and view
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the future as a mere possibility, which favours an approach in modal terms.
Romance languages seem to favour the view of the future as not experienced,
hence modelled using evidential notions. This is the line that I will pursue in
what follows.

ᇵ The Semantics of the Simple Fǀtǀre in Romanceᄘ Oǁerǁieǂ and
Main Assǀmptions

In a nutshell, my proposal is that the simple future in Romance languages
is non-experiential, and hence better accounted for in evidential terms. Its
encoded meaning has two layers:
– A core meaning, shared by all Romance languages. The simple future

encodes the instruction to build the eventuality described by the sentence
radical as the representation of a situation that cannot be directly accessed
by the speaker from the discourse situation.

– A set of parameters expressing further conditions on the development of the
abstract interpretive instruction encoded by the core layer. The values selec-
ted for the parameters are language-specific. These additional requirements
determine variation among languages.

Central to my account is the assumption that inflectional forms of verbal
paradigms are closed-class, grammatical morphemes consisting of sets of fea-
tures that occupy a functional projection in the Tense domain. Tense features
contribute to the interfaces at the level of both Phonetic Form (pf) and Logical
Form (lf) (i.e., they contain interpretable features [ናI], in the sense of Chom-
sky 1995).

As mentioned before, I also assume that the interpretable features of Tense
are procedural (in the sense of Relevance Theory: see Blakemore 1987; Wilson
& Sperber 1993; Nicolle 1997, 2007; Moeschler et al. 1998; Saussure 2003, 2011;
Escandell-Vidal & Leonetti 2011; Escandell-Vidal 2017). In other words, the
meaning of verbal tenses can be described as encoding a set of processing in-
structions to build a representation of the eventuality described. These instruc-
tions condition the development of the propositional schema, and also the
integration of linguistic and non-linguistic information at a higher illocution-
ary and discourse level, in order to obtain a full-fledged representation.

Someof these interpretable features are invariant; other, in contrast, are sub-
ject to parametric variation. The idea that procedural meaning can consist of
different layers of meaning is inspired by the analysis of the structure of pro-
cedural meaning in Saussure (2011). The idea of parametric variation is well
known from the literature in the generative framework: parameters are a finite
set of grammatical options to which different values can be assigned. Learn-
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ability, syntactic change and cross-linguistic variation can all be explained in
terms of setting the values for parameters (Chomsky 1981; Roberts 2001, 2003;
Brandner 2012; Picallo (ed.) 2016). First language acquisition is a matter of set-
ting the values for the parameters on the basis of the properties of the input
children are exposed to during the critical acquisition period: “When a given
datum expresses some parameter value, the learner will be under pressure
to set that parameter to the value expressed by the datum” (Clark & Roberts
1993: 317). Syntactic change can be explained along the same lines as the result
of changing the set values of one or more parameters. Finally, the difference
between two given languages is the consequence of each language having one
or more parameters set to a different value, which in turn offers the possibility
of restricting and motivating the range of possible linguistic systems.

ᇶ The Simple Fǀtǀre in Romanceᄘ The AntiᅟEǃperiential Present

My proposal for the simple future can be modelled along the lines developed
to account for evidentiality by Nikolaeva (1999), Speas (2008, 2010), Davis et al.
(2007) andKalsang et al. (2013) (see also Faller 2004; Aikhenvald 2004, 2018). In
this approach, evidential distinctions directly encode not the source of inform-
ation but rathermore abstract relations among situations, fromwhich the kind
of source can be inferred. The primitive notions in this model are three situ-
ations and two binary relations. The three situations are: 1) the Evaluation Situ-
ation (es), the situation of which p is true; 2) the Discourse Situation (ds), the
speech event; and 3) the Information Situation (is), the minimal situation in
which the speaker came to know that p. The two binary relations are those of
accessibility and inclusion. The proposal is reminiscent of the Reichenbachian
approach, with situations, instead of temporal points, as main relata. One of
the obvious advantages of this approach is that it provides a natural explana-
tion for the fact that the number of evidential categories (like the number of
temporal relations encoded in languages) is constrained by the types of situ-
ations and the possible relations among them.

Now, elaborating on this approach, I argue that the core meaning of the
future tense consists of an instruction to build i) an inclusion relation between
ds and is; and ii) a non-accessibility relation between is and es. These are rep-
resented in (4).

(ሀ) i. is ൭ ds
ii. is | es
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The inclusion relation of is in ds (clause i) entails that the source of inform-
ation is rooted in the situation defined by the discourse event. The future tense
is therefore a kind of present (see Matte Bon 2006; Caudal 2012 for a similar
approach). This means that the truth conditions and speaker commitments
associatedwith the use of the simple future donot require access to other times
or worlds to verify the event: a future-tensed utterance is true in the discourse
situation only if it is true that the speaker’s evidence is an internal mental pro-
cess. The fact that the event takes place at a subsequent time, or that it can be
verified elsewhere, does not affect truth conditions or speaker commitments
in any significant way.

The non-accessibility relation between is and es (clause ii) entails that “the
speaker can only have indirect evidence for an eventuality that unfolds out-
side his or her perceptual field” (Faller 2004: 69). Any category encoding a
non-accessibility relation between is and es is, therefore, anti-experiential by
definition. Of course, speakers can still have indirect evidence about a non-
experienced event, but this has to come under other forms, namely, report
and inference. When information is obtained from people who have had dir-
ect perceptual evidence for an eventuality, the evidence is reportative. When
the source of evidence is the speaker’s own mental processes, the evidence is
inferential.

The truth conditions and speaker commitments associated with the use of
the simple future require that the speaker has no perceptual evidence of the
eventuality. The spf must be conceived, of course, as both physical and psy-
chological.

[It] excludes locations in the surrounding physical space that are too far
away for the speaker to perceive, as well as locations of a microscopic
size. It also excludes locations that are within the perceptual reach of the
speaker but which (s)he is not attending to at time tኴ.

faller 2004: 70

In fact, the use of the future tense is not compatible with a clear and direct
perception—though it can be with degraded visual perception and equivocal
auditory perception. The anti-experiential requirement offers support for the
idea that evidentiality cannot be considered a sub-class of epistemic modality
(Caudal 2012).

To sumup, the twoclauses of the formula in (4) require that the esbeoutside
the spf and its source is be accessed at the ds. The only way tomeet these two
requirements is to build a representation of an event incompatible with dir-
ect perception, accessed as a thought in the discourse situation. The speaker’s
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mental processes include intentions, deductions, suppositions and gut feelings,
among others. In all cases, the speaker cannot have perceptual access to the
event itself. This, then, is the coremeaning of the simple future: a future-tensed
sentence represents an eventuality to which the speaker does not have direct
access.

Not surprisingly, the relations defined by the formula in (4) for the simple
future happen to be the same used to characterise the semantics of inferen-
tial evidentials (i.e., markers that indicate that the speaker’s source for her/his
assertion is inference. See Speas 2010; Kalsang et al. 2013;Murray 2017). It is pre-
cisely this similarity in the geometry of situations that explains why the simple
future canhave evidential readings of the inferential sort (Rocci 2000; Squartini
2001, 2004, 2012; Kronning 2002; Escandell-Vidal 2010, 2014). But the formula
in (4) is, of course, not restricted to what we usually call ‘evidential’ (conjec-
tural) uses of the simple future. On the contrary, in my proposal the formula is
intended to account for all the possible readings of future-tensed sentences.

To see how the proposal applies to the various readings, let us first consider
so-called “temporal”, forward-looking readings, such as those in (1). According
to the formula in (4), the semantics of the simple future encodes an instruction
to build the representation of a situation falling outside the spf, but accessed
as a thought in the discourse situation. In temporal readings, therefore, the
actual event is indeed not accessible to direct perception (clause ii), since it
is supposed to happen at a posterior time—one to which the speaker has no
perceptual access from the current discourse situation.The event canbe expec-
ted to take place on the basis of logical and causal necessity, such as a public
schedule or a private intention:ሿ these are the grounds on which the speaker
infers the represented thought at the discourse situation (clause i). Of course,
expectations about future events can come with various degrees of certainty,
depending on the speaker’s basis for her/his utterance. But, even in the most
favourable situation of causal necessity, what the future tense encodes is only
the speaker’s lack of perceptual evidence, not a kind of epistemic commitment
(see Squartini 2001, 2012).

ᇾ The Spanish examples in (i)–(iii) illustrate these possibilities. Parallel examples can be found
for other Romance languages.
(i) Si lo cargas demasiado se hundirá.

‘If you put too much weight on it, it will collapse.’
(ii) La reunión se celebrará el martes.

‘The meeting will be held next Tuesday.’
(iii) La llamaré mañana.

‘I’ll phone her tomorrow.’
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Conjectural readings (also called ‘evidential readings’), such as those in (2),
can be accounted for along the same lines. According to the formula, the future
tense indicates that the speaker is representing an eventuality s/he can only
infer, because s/he has no direct perceptual access to it. This is exactly what
conjectural readings convey: the representation of a thought in which the
speaker puts forward a hypothesis about a possible eventuality that explains
an observed state-of-affairs. Again, the inference can be sustained with vary-
ing degrees of plausibility or certainty, but this is a matter totally independent
from the meaning encoded by the future tense.

Finally, concessive readings, such as those in (3), also fit neatly into the
semantic formula in (4). In the examples in (3), the speaker claims that s/he
has no direct perceptual access to the eventuality represented in the future-
tensed sentence. In this case, crucially, other individuals in the context must
claim to have had it. It is precisely this contrast that the so-called concessive
interpretation bring to focus (cf. Baranzini & Mari 2019).

In its semantics, then, the simple future is an anti-experiential present. The
schema in (4) can thus account for the main readings of the future illustrated
in (1)–(3). A future-tensed utterance requires that in the discourse situation
the speaker has no direct access to the represented eventuality, but has some
grounds on which s/he has formed the represented thought. The formula is
abstract enough to capture the underlying similarities found for not only all
Romance languages but also all stages in their development, thus lending sup-
port to the idea that what we call ‘the simple future’ indeed forms a semantic
natural class, with a semantic invariant that survives both diachronic change
and cross-linguistic variation.

Of course, the formula in (4) cannot be claimed to represent the whole
meaning encoded by the future tense. It is meant to represent only the core
layer. In particular, it does not account for cross-linguistic variation, so it can-
not explain why French, but not Catalan, allows for conjectural readings, and
why concessive readings are impossible in both Catalan and French.

Hence, in order to have descriptive adequacy and gain explanatory power,
the formula needs to be fleshed out by adding specifications that further
restrict the way in which the instruction it encodes is to be developed. These
additional instructions are still part of the encodedmeaning, though their spe-
cific values are not necessarily common to all Romance languages. It is in these
specifications that cross-linguistic variation and diachronic change are to be
located; and it is here that the notion of parameter enters the picture.
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ᇷ Parametric Variation in the Semantics of the Simple Fǀtǀre in
Romance

The second part of my proposal is that the meaning encoded by the simple
future also contains a set of parameters, whose different values determine the
kind of inferential developments that are allowed in a language. Thus, all lan-
guages share the core meaning represented by the schema in (4), but each
language (or language stage)makes its own choice of values for the parameters.
It is therefore the specific values chosen for the parameters that determine the
interpretive properties of future-tensed sentences in a given language.

In order to limit the inventory of parameters, my proposal is that they can
only set constraints on the status of the three situations involved and on the
relations holding between them. This is the idea I will develop in what follows.

ᇷᄙᇳ The SƻaƻƼƺ ƶf ხ׶ר The ᄊቬfacƻƼaƳᄋ Paƹaƴeƻeƹ
The first parameter I want to propose determines the status of the es: it spe-
cifies whether the eventuality represented by the proposition belongs to the
actual world. I will call this the [ኖfactual] parameter. When its value is set as
[ናfactual], the spatiotemporal coordinates of the event are located within the
actual world. The proposition represents “a state of affairs in virtue of its pro-
positional form being true of that state of affairs” (Sperber &Wilson 1986/1995:
228): in relevance-theoretic terms, the representation is used descriptively.
Thus, in languages in which the future has the value [ናfactual], the es refers
to an event presented as having actual existence (i.e., in a fatalistic view, where
future events are decided and unavoidable). The future tense is realis.

When the value is set as [-factual], in contrast, the proposition represents
“some other representation which also has a propositional form—a thought,
for instance—in virtue of a resemblance between the two propositional forms”
(Sperber & Wilson 1986/1995: 229): it is used interpretively. Languages with
[-factual] futures conceive the proposition radical as the representation of an
eventuality; in otherwords, a potential eventuality. In these languages, an event
in the simple futuremust be interpreted as undecided. The value [-factual] rep-
resents the unmarked member of the opposition, not the negative one. There-
fore, [-factual] indicates that the event is not marked as [ናfactual], not that it
has to be obligatorily non-factual, though the non-factual reading is the most
straightforward interpretation.

The [ኖfactual] parameter determines the basic split between Latin and
Romance languages. Latin had a factual, realis future. The inflectional future
amabo was used to refer to eventualities happening in a time ahead of the
present, butwhere everythingwas alreadypre-established. In this vision, every-
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one’s destiny was irrevocably governed by fate (coming from fatum, the past
participle of the verb fari ‘speak’, hence meaning ‘that which has been
spoken’). In this fatalistic world, events to come are fully decided, though
unknown to most mortals. This is why prophets, sibyls and augurs were com-
mon in the Ancient World. By resorting to divination, the enquirers tried to
gain knowledge from sources that could know better. The answers obtained
were not mere probabilistic estimations, but reported facts. This view roughly
corresponds to Reichenbach’s picture about the future tense, which was actu-
ally influenced by his knowledge of Classical languages and cultures.ቀ Factual
futures convey, then, both temporal order (moving forward along the timeline)
and certainty.

The periphrastic form amare habeo represents the change from a [ናfac-
tual] future to a [-factual] future (see Coseriu 1957; Company 2006). The peri-
phrastic future was initially fully transparent. It combined two different func-
tional categories: a present form of have and an infinitive, thus indicating a
present state about a potential event (see Matte Bon 2006; Caudal 2012). The
present morphology indicated the inclusion relation between the ds and the
is; the infinitive presented the eventuality as possible (see Broekhuis &Verkuyl
2014 for a similar idea). The Latin periphrastic future thus conveys the repres-
entation of an eventuality that can possibly happen in a time that will come,
but is not fixed. It is compatible with temporal order (i.e., with moving for-
ward along the timeline), but it does not impose the factuality of future events.
If events are not factual and not fixed, the ideas of certainty and obligation
associated with the Latin inflectional future disappear. This represents a rad-
ical difference with respect to the status of the es. Factual future events entail
the idea of necessity, certainty and obligation; non-factual future events, in
contrast, convey intention and volition. Romance simple futures inherit the
[-factual] value from the periphrastic form from which they derive.

ᇷᄙᇴ The SƻaƻƼƺ ƶf ხ׶׬ The ᄊቬdeicƻicᄋ Paƹaƴeƻeƹ
The [ኖdeictic] parameter determines the status of the is, in particular whether
or not it is connected to the spf (Nikolaeva 1999; Faller 2004; Chung 2005).
This parameter relates to the way in which the flow of time is conceived: either
as independent from the observer, like the flow of a river, for which the exist-
ence of a passer-by is totally irrelevant; or as dependent on the existence of
an observer, like a journey, in which relevant events are those that happen to

ᇿ This fatalistic world is not unique to ancient civilizations. In the world depicted in Denis Vil-
leneuve’s 2016 film Arrival, the future is not only decided and unavoidable: it can be known
to all those who speak the language of the heptapods.
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the traveller. It is this difference that the [ኖdeictic] parameter seeks to cap-
ture. When the value is set as [ናdeictic], there are speaker-based constraints
on how the reference point (here, the is) is calculated; if the value is [-deictic],
in contrast, there are no such constraints (see Brisard 2013; Chilton 2013). This
parameter determines the basic split between languages that allow conjectural
readings of the future tense and those that can only have temporal, forward-
looking interpretations

When the [-deictic] value is selected, the real world is defined for all speak-
ers, in a generic way: the coordinates that determinewhether or not an eventu-
ality is part of the real world are objective, so the fact that a particular speaker
witnesses a certain event, or not, makes no difference to the status of the event
itself. A state-of-affairs that takesplace in the realworld is always real, nomatter
whether it falls inside or outside the spf. Eventualities located in the future, in
contrast, can never belong to the realworld, but only to a possibleworld. In lan-
guages with the [-deictic] value, the future tense is modal and can only be used
for eventualities that are generically part of a possible world. This excludes,
crucially, the existence of conjectural readings of the future tense, since a con-
jecture is an estimation about an event in the real world—though unknown to
the speaker.

When the [ናdeictic] value is selected, in contrast, the spf is the relevant
domain to determine the status of an eventuality: alternative worlds are those
that fall outside the current speaker’s experiential space, even if they are part
of the real world and can fall within the experiential space of other speakers.
There is no significant difference between non-experienced events belonging
to the real world, on the one hand, and non-experienced events belonging to a
time to come, on the other: both are out of the spf, hence they can be treated
alike. It is therefore in these languages that the future tense can have conjec-
tural readings. Thus, from the perspective of the speaker’s deictic space, both a
future event and a non-witnessed event can be referred to bymeans of a future
tense.

ᇷᄙᇵ The ׶רჿ׶׬ ReƳaƻiƶƵხ The ᄊቬ fƶƹƾaƹdᄋ Paƹaƴeƻeƹ
The non-accessibility relation between is and es defines the simple future in
Romance as an anti-experiential tense: the speaker cannot have direct access
to the represented event, only indirect evidence. And indirect evidence hap-
pens to be highly sensitive to the values selected for the parameters controlling
es (the [ኖfactual] parameter) and is (the [ኖdeictic] parameter).

Consider factual events first. Those that occurred within the spf in the past
can be accessed as memories: memories are not in the current spf, but still
belong in its perceptual trace (Pᄵtrace, i.e., the mapping of the spf for each
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(past) time t along her/his lifespan. See Faller 2004). Factual events that are not
contained in the spf or the P-trace can still be accessed, though in an indirect,
mediated way, through someone else’s report, including second-hand reports,
hearsay, rumour, folklore, etc.

In contrast, non-factual representations can never be directly perceived, so
they are necessarily out of the spf. They have a dedicatedmode of access: infer-
ence. In fact, the only possible source for a non-factual eventuality is a mental
process. There is a strong connection, then, between non-factual representa-
tions and inference. And it is this connection that is found in the configuration
of some future tenses. As a consequence, if a language selects the [-factual]
[ናdeictic] values, this choice entails that the represented es has to be located
out of the spf.

Now, the formula establishes that the es cannot be accessed from the is, but
doesnot specify the reasonof sucha limitation.The [ኖ forward]parameter con-
veys the acceptable conditions. The [ናforward] value indicates that the reason
for the non-accessibility of es from is is forward temporal distance: the rep-
resented eventuality is not accessible because it is out of the spf, in a time in
the future to which the speaker has no access. Or, put differently, the possible
worlds inwhich the representationes canbe located are restricted to those that
are a continuation of the actual world at a time posterior to the time of speech.
This configuration yields languages in which the future can only receive tem-
poral interpretations.

When the value selected is [-forward], in contrast, no specific constraints
are placed on the direction in which the es is to be located: all possible worlds
that are not accessible from the spf qualify as legitimate. This includes, of
course, those located at a posterior time (as in the previous case), but crucially
also those located in a different space, provided that they are out of the spf.
Thus, both time and space can be responsible for the non-accessibility relation
between is and es. As a consequence, in languages that select the [-forward]
value, the future can have both temporal and conjectural readings. The ‘else-
where’ interpretation can include other coordinates. Of course, the ‘forward’
interpretation is still allowed, though not obligatory.

ᇸ The SǄstem of Distinctions in Romance

According to my proposal, Romance languages share a semantic core meaning
and differ in the values taken by the parameters. Given a particular language at
a particular synchronic stage, the semantics of the future can be accounted for
by specifying the values chosen. The general picture is presented in Table 2.2:
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table ሜ.ሜ The semantics of the simple future: core meaning and parameters

Core meaning IS ᄩ ES
DS ൭ IS

Parameters Latin Catalan French Italian Spanish Portǀgǀese

es [ኖFactual] ና – – – – –
is [ኖDeictic] – – ና ና ና ና
is|es [ኖForward] ና ና ና – – –

Latin appears as a language where the future tense is [ናfactual], [-deictic] and
[ናforward]. This means that future-tensed sentences express factual eventu-
alities that will happen at a time posterior to the speech time, and that are
independent from the spf: future events are therefore fixed and necessary,
though unknown to the speaker. This factual nature explains why the answers
of oracles are treated as (factual) reports, not predictions (Maul 2008).

Catalan is characterized as [-factual], [-deictic] and [ናforward]. This config-
uration of values explains why Catalan allows temporal readings only. Future
eventualities are not fixed and necessary, as they were in Latin, but only pos-
sible, as in other Romance languages. However, unlike other Romance lan-
guages, the spf is not relevant to calculate the location of the eventuality—the
only condition being that it belongs to a posterior time. Therefore, due to the
[-deictic] value, conjectural readings are disallowed, since conjecture invokes
a state-of-affairs that belongs to the real world. Languages with modal futures
behave similarly in this respect.

The future tense in French is [-factual] [ናdeictic] [ናforward]. Future eventu-
alities are non-factual, related to the spf and situated ahead of the speech time.
The [ናdeictic] value of the future tense allows using it to refer to eventualities
falling outside the spf (either because they are located in a different time or
because they happen in a different space). However, the [ናforward] value still
restricts the interpretation to a routemoving forward along the timeline, indic-
ating that at some point the future event will fall within the perceptual field of
the speaker, or that of a relevant judge. This iswhy in French conjecture is inter-
preted as requiring deferred verification (Saussure &Morency 2012).

Finally, Italian, Spanish and Portuguese show the same configuration of
parameters. The simple future in these three languages is [-factual], [ናdeictic]
and [-forward]. Therefore, they refer to possible eventualities that must be
out of the current spf and that can be located either ahead in time or in
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a present, though non-accessible, parallel space. The [-forward] value places
no constraints on the verification route. This also explains why only Spanish,
Italian and Portuguese, but not French or Catalan, can have so-called con-
cessive readings (such as those in (3)). By using the future-tensed sentence,
the speaker explicitly indicates that s/he lacks direct evidence for an even-
tuality, in a context where it should be manifest that other individuals have
had access to it. The concessive reading comes from the fact that the speaker
does not contest that others can have direct evidence; s/he merely states that
s/he has no such evidence, hence the concessive flavour. Of course, there
is nothing inherently “concessive” in the future tense itself, concession thus
being a by-product of the general meaning encoded by the future and the con-
text.

The fact that Italian, Spanish andPortuguese show the sameparametric con-
figuration does not mean, of course, that the future in these three languages
behaves in exactly the same way; rather, what this suggests is that the differ-
ences are to be found not in the semantics of the temporal morphemes, but
rather in other features of the grammar, particularly in the structure of the
verbal paradigm. For instance, the simple future in Spanish is banned from
most types of subordinate clauses, whereas this restriction is not as strict in
Italian. Portuguesemaintains a simple future for the subjunctive mood, a form
that Italian and Spanish have lost; this fact determines its grammatical distri-
bution.

The various interpretations attested in a given language are all the result of a
configuration of values for the semantic parameters, on which pragmatic pro-
cesses operate, further modulating the semantic procedure encoded by taking
into account both local restrictions and contextual assumptions.

ᇹ Conclǀsions and Conseqǀences

I have put forth a proposal about the semantic import of the simple future in
Romance that seeks to capture the sharedmeaning and account for diachronic
change and linguistic variation. The core semantics of the future tense encodes
the instruction to build the representation of an eventuality that satisfies two
conditions: a relation of non-accessibility between is and es, and a relation of
inclusion betweends and is. The status of es, is and the relation between them
is subject to parametric variation.

The existence of a shared semantic core explains why the future tense is a
natural semantic class across languages. From a general perspective, the sug-
gested approach also shows thatmodelling procedural meaning in algorithmic
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terms can provide a useful tool to account for variability without abandoning a
monosemic hypothesis. Cross-linguistic diversity is the result of selecting dif-
ferent values for one ormore of a restricted set of parameters. Language change
involves going from one system to another, as happened in the passage from
Latin to Romance. Semantic parameters can offer a format to deal effectively
with variation and diachronic change.

The formula and the configuration of the parameters define a basic pro-
cedural semantics, but are not meant to encompass all the possible nuances
of interpretation that future-tensed sentences may receive across languages.
Themeaning encoded does not fully determine every aspect of utterance inter-
pretation. It establishes a precise set of relations, conditions and requirements
that must be satisfied at any cost but is still largely underspecified, in that it
leaves a number of aspects open to further elaboration by pragmatic processes
combining linguistic and contextual information (including verbal aspect and
Aktionsart, person, control, etc.) to obtain a full-fledged representation. Still
other grammatical considerations, such as the components and structure of
the verbal paradigm, also play a crucial role in determining the combinatorial
and interpretive properties.

Taking this stance also provides a convenient framework to account for
aspects of the acquisition process. Consider L1 acquisition again. In a para-
metric approach, children learn the semantic contribution of verbal tenses
by setting the parameters on the basis of the cues that the children receive
as input in their natural environment. That is, children are exposed to input
data that show how tenses are used and what interpretations are allowed for
them. Thus, for instance, Spanish children are frequently exposed to future-
tensed utterances that express conjectures and suppositions and, to a much
lesser extent, intentions and eventualities located in a time to come; children
are not exposed to future-tensed sentences in embedded positions. In con-
trast, Catalan children are exposed to prospective uses only, and do not receive
input data suggesting that the future can express conjecture or supposition.
In neither of these two languages, however, are children exposed to uses of
future-tensed sentences expressing necessity and obligation in their natural
environment: these readings are only learnt through formal instruction, with
severe register restrictions and at a much later stage, when presumably para-
meters have been already fixed. This explains why necessity and obligation
interpretations do not seem to belongwith the fully active uses: they are under-
stood, but not spontaneously produced. Interestingly, this situation is found in
other Romance languages. What this suggests is that the structure of meaning
defined by the parameters determines the grammar of productive uses only,
and leaves aside non-natural, non-productive uses, which are relics of a previ-
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ous system (Escandell-Vidal 2018).When this approach is adopted, L2 learning
can be seen as involving the readjustment of the values and features of exist-
ing, common parameters in the spirit of the ‘feature-reassembly hypothesis’
(Lardiere 2008).

An account in terms of parameter setting can likewise provide a principled
framework for explaining how languages change. For instance, conjectural uses
of the simple future in Spanish were quite limited in the early stages of the lan-
guage; however, starting in the 17th century they have steadily increased, and
have even overtaken temporal uses for most dialects in contemporary Spanish
(Sáez Godoy 1968; Sedano 2006; Escandell-Vidal 2014). Under the approach I
put forward here, this fact can find a natural explanation in terms of a gradual
readjustment of the values for one of the parameters.

As for cross-linguistic variation, the suggested approach not only provides a
framework to understand how and where languages differ, it also restricts pos-
sible variation. The range of possible languages is therefore limited to a few
predictable combinations.

The above considerations can also cast some light on a controversial issue,
namely, whether or not evidentiality can be subsumed under (epistemic)mod-
ality. In the case of the future tense, necessity and certainty are effects of the
factual status of future events in some parameter configurations, whereas pos-
sibility relates to non-factual futures. In both cases, the future tense does not
directly encode necessity, certainty or possibility, though these can be inferred
in certain contexts (Squartini 2004; Speas 2008; Caudal 2012). Similarly, the set
of parametric indications conveyed by the future morphology seem to behave
like inferential evidentials in the sense that they are not part of the at-issue con-
tent, whereas modal indications always fall on the side of the at-issue content
(Escandell-Vidal 2014; Murray 2017). All these are aspects that deserve future
investigation.
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chapter 3

Tense Choice and Interpretation in FirstᅟPerson
Storiesᄘ A Contrastiǁe StudǄ of English and
Japanese

NaƶaƲƩWada

ᇳ Introduction

In this paper, I provide a systematic analysis of tense choice and interpretation
in first-person stories (narratives) in English and Japanese within a framework
consisting of a general theory of tense and amodel for narrative interpretation,
and show that the framework is motivated by—and thus supports—a general
theory of language use intended to deal with certain differences between the
linguistic systems of the two languages.

There have been numerous linguistic studies on narratives (including fic-
tion) from various perspectives (Bache 1986, Banfield 1982, Benveniste 1971,
Chafe 1994, Dancygier 2011, Declerck 2003, Dry 1983, Fleischman 1990,
Fludernik 1993, 2009, Hinrichs 1986, Leech and Short 1981, McIntyre 2006), but
none of them have seriously considered differences in tense choice between
English and Japanese fiction. In English (and many other West European lan-
guages) the tense form traditionally used in narratives is past (Fludernik 2009:
51), as in (1) and (3), but in Japanese the “present” (tense) form, or the -ƹƼ
form, is often intermingled with the “past” (tense) form, or the -ƻa form,ሾ as
in (2) and (4), which are, respectively, the Japanese counterparts of (1) and
(3):ሿ

ᇽ Japanese present forms, also known as non-past forms, include predicates ending not only
with -ƹƼ or -Ƽ in the case of verbs, but also with -Ʃ in the case of adjectives (e.g. ƺhƩƹƶᄵƩ ‘be
white’) or -da in the case of nominal adjectives (e.g. ƻeƵƺaƩᄵda ‘be a genius’). Japanese past
forms include predicates ending with -da under certain conditions, as in ƺhƩƵᄵda ‘died’.

ᇾ The following abbreviations are used in the glosses of Japanese examples:
Acc: accusative case marker, Aux: auxiliary, Con: continuative marker, Cop: copula,

Gen: genitive case marker, Loc: locative case marker, nml: nominaliser, Nom: nominative
case marker, Past: past tense morpheme, Pres: present tense morpheme, Prog: progress-
ive aspect morpheme, Q: interrogative marker, Quot: quotative particle, sfp: sentence final
particle, Stat: stative marker, Top: topic marker.
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(ᇽ) On the morning of August 8, 1965, Robert Kincaid locked the door to
his small two-room apartment on the third floor of a rambling house
in Bellingham, Washington …, where his old Chevrolet pickup truck was
parked in a space reserved for residents of the building. (R.J. Waller, The
BƹƩdgeƺ ƶf MadƩƺƶƵ CƶƼƵƻǀ, pp. 1–2)

(ᇾ) SeƵƲǀˈhǀaƲƼƹƶƲƼƮˈgƶᄵƵeƵ
1965-year

hachƩgaƻƺƼᄵǀʁƲaᄵƵƶᄵaƺa
August-8-Gen-morning

Rƶbǎƻƶ KƩƵƲeƩdƶᄵƾa
Robert Kincaid-Top

ƮƩbƼƵᄵƵƶ
self-Gen

chƩƩƺaƵa
small

fƼƻaheǀaᄵƵƶ
two room-Gen

aƷǎƻƶᄵƵƶ
apartment-Gen

dƶaᄵƵƩ
door-Loc

ƲagƩƶƲaƲeᄵƻaჯ
lock-Past

WaƺhƩƵƻƶƵᄵƺhˈ
Washington-state

BeƹƩƵgƼhaƴƼძ
Bellingham

ǁʁchƩƲƼᄵƶ
extension-Acc

ƲaƺaƵeƻa
repeated

ƻaƻeƴƶƵƶᄵƵƶ
building-Gen

ƺaƵƲaƩᄵdeaᄵƹƼჯ
third floor-be-Pres

ჰ TaƻeƴƶƵƶᄵƵƶ
building-Gen

ƮˈƵƩƵ
resident

ƺeƵǀʁƵƶ
reserved

chˈƺha ƺƼƷȈƺƼᄵƵƩძ
parking space-Loc

fƼƹƼƩ
old

ƺhƩbƶƹȈᄵƵƶ
Chevrolet-Gen

ƷƩƲƲƼaƷƷƼ ƻƶƹaƲƲƼᄵga
pickup truck-Nom

ƻƶƴeƻeaᄵƹƼჯ
be parked-Pres

(MadeƩƺƶƵgƼƵ Ƶƶ HaƺhƩ, p. 1)

(ᇿ) On a mellow evening in September, I was coming from the garden with
a heavy basket of apples which I had been gathering. It had got dusk,
and the moon looked over the high wall of the court, causing undefined
shadows to lurk in the corners of the numerous projecting portions of the
building. (E. Brontë,WƼƻheƹƩƵg HeƩghƻƺ, p. 93)

(ሀ) KƼgaƻƺƼᄵƵƶ
September-Gen

ƲƩƴƶchƩƵƶƩƩ
confortable

aƹƼᄵǀƶƩᄵƵƶᄵƲƶƻƶძ
certain-evening-Gen-nml

aƻaƺhƩᄵƾa
I (female)-Top

ƻƺƼƵdaᄵbaƲaƹƩᄵƵƶ
pick-just after-Gen

ƹƩƵgƶᄵde
apples-with

ƶƴƶƲƼƵaƻᄵƻa
become.heavy-Past

Ʋagƶᄵƶ
basket-Acc

ƺageᄵƵagaƹaძ
hang-while

ƵƩƾaᄵƲaƹa
garden-from

ƴƶdƶƻᄵƻe
return-Con

ƲƩᄵƴaƺhƩᄵƻaჯ
come-polite-Past

ჰ bƶƵǀaƹƩƻƶ
undefined

ƼƺƼgƼƹaƩ
dim

Ʋageᄵƶ
shadow-Acc

ƻƺƼƲƼƻᄵƻeƩᄵƴaƺᄵƼჯ
form-Stat-polite-Pres

(AƹaƺhƩgaƶƲa, pp. 193–194)

(1) and (2) are excerpts from a third-person story; (3) and (4) are from a first-
person story. As the red parts show, the English texts consistently require
past forms, while the corresponding Japanese texts allow for present (non-
past) forms. Generally speaking, one can only narrate a story when it is over
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(Fludernik 2009: 51)—this style of story is referred to as apast tensenarrative—
so why Japanese does not conform to the consistent use of past forms in past
tense narratives can be an issue.

The “peculiar” behaviour of present forms in Japanese narratives itself is
well known. For example, Ikegami (1991: 2137) points out that Japanese present
forms occur much more freely than English present forms in past tense nar-
ratives, attributing the reason to the fact that in Japanese, stative predicates
are most likely to occur in the present tense.ቀ Ikegami’s (1991) findings may be
compatible with the behaviours of the present forms in (2) and (4), but a ques-
tion arises as to why Japanese present forms behave that way. To the best of
my knowledge, few studies have systematically analysed different behaviours
with respect to tense choice in English and Japanese narratives (including the
above observed behaviour) in terms of the typological characteristics of lan-
guages. Ikegami (2005)might be able to give an account of the above behaviour
of Japanese present forms. He characterises Japanese as a cognising subject-
oriented language based on the distinction between a locutionary subject (i.e.
a person who communicates with a hearer/addressee) and a cognising sub-
ject (i.e. a person who construes the situation to be encoded before doing a
locutionary act and is the subject of monologic cognitive activities).ቁ If we
apply this aspect of Japanese to the behaviour in question, we might explain
the behaviour—at least in third-person stories—by claiming the following: A
character (i.e. a different type of person from the narrator as a locutionary sub-
ject) can be regarded as a cognising subject because he/she can behave as the
origin of a cognising activity, and linguistic phenomena in Japanese tend to be
attributed to the cognising subject; the character’s perspective is located in the
narrative now (i.e. the present moment in the story) and can provide a refer-
ence point for describing situations or scenes (i.e. sets of situations in a partic-
ular context). Thus, in Japanese, present forms (representing non-anteriority)
can be chosen to refer to situations occurring in the narrative now (which are
typically described by stative predicates).

However, unlike third-person stories, suchas (1) and (2), thenarrator doubles
as a character in first-person stories—amonologic cognitive activity—and it is
not clear whether the above claim could apply to the behaviour of Japanese

ᇿ In this connection, Ikegami (2005: 148–149) points out that the Japanese present form occurs
more frequently and variously than the English historical present. For the way the English
historical present is used, see, for example, Wolfson (1979).

ሀ The term ƺƩƻƼaƻƩƶƵ covers whatever is described by a verb or predicate (phrase), or the clause
including it (e.g. an action, event, state of affairs).
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present forms in first-person stories, as illustrated in (4) above and (5) below
((6) is the English counterpart of (5)):

(ሁ) BƶƲƼᄵƾa
I (male)-Top

ƲƶƲƼbaƵᄵƵƩ
blackboard-Loc

ƲǀʁƺhƩᄵga
teacher-Nom

ƻaƩƺhƶƺhƩᄵƻa
signify-Past

ƹǀʁƺhƩƵƻeƲƩ
conscientious

ƻƶƩƼ
said

ƺaƵƴƶƮƩᄵƶ
three letters-Acc

Ƶagaƴeᄵƻaჯ
gaze-Past

DƶƲƶƲaƵƶ
somewhere

ƲǀʁƺhƩƻƺƼᄵde
classroom-Loc

ƲaƺƼƹeƻa
faint

ƶƹƼgaƵᄵƵƶ
organ-Gen

ƶƻƶᄵga
sound-Nom

ƲƩƲƶeᄵƹƼჯ
hear-Pres

OƵƵaƵƶƲƶƻachƩᄵga
girls-Nom

ƺhʁƲaᄵƶ
choir-Acc

ƼƻaƻᄵƻeƩᄵƹƼჯቂ
sing-Prog-Pres

(S. Endo, UƴƩ ƻƶ DƶƲƼǀaƲƼ, pp. 104–105)

(ሂ) I gazed at the three figures on the board which signified cƶƵƺcƩeƵƻƩƶƼƺ.
Froma classroom somewhere, the faint sound of an organ could be heard.
The girls’ choir was practising. (The Sea aƵd PƶƩƺƶƵ, p. 107)

Moreover, as far as I know, no previous studies have explained differences
in the choice of tense forms between English and Japanese narrative stories
(including the “peculiar” behaviour of Japanese present forms) in terms of
a unified model of tense choice and narrative interpretation. Neither has it
been theoretically discussed in the first place whether Japanese tense forms
are the same type as English tense forms when we speak of “present” or “past”
forms.

Finally, few studies have addressed, in a unifiedway, themechanismof inter-
preting tenses in both past scenes (those occurring in the narrative now, as
in (1)–(6)) and present scenes (those described at the time of narration, as
illustrated by the red parts in (7) and (8)) of English and Japanese first-person
stories.

(ሃ) WaƻaƺhƩᄵƾa
I (forml)-Top

ƺƶƵƶ
that

hƩƻƶᄵƶ
person-Acc

ƻƺƼƵeƵƩ
always

ƺeƵƺeƩ
teacher

ƻƶ
Quot

ǀƶƵᄵdeƩᄵƻaჯ
call-Prog-Past

DaƲaƹa
because

ƲƶƲƶᄵdeƴƶ
here-too

ƻada
simply

ƺeƵƺeƩ
teacher

ƻƶ
Quot

ሁ In Japanese, -ƻeᄂƩᄃ- in the -ƻeᄂƩᄃᄵƹƼ form is used as a progressive marker, but under certain
conditions, -deᄂƩᄃᄵ is used instead. This morpheme can also be used as a stative marker, as in
ƺhƩƻᄵƻeᄂƩᄃᄵƹƼ ‘know’.
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ƲaƲᄵƼ
write-Pres

daƲeᄵde
only

hƶƴƴǀʁᄵƾa
real name-Top

ƼchƩaƲeᄵƵaᄵƩჯ
confess-not-Pres

Kƶƹeᄵƾa
this-Top

ƺeƲeƵᄵƶ
public-Acc

habaƲaᄵƹƼ
hold back-Pres

eƵƹǀƶ
constraint

ƻƶƩƼǀƶƹƩƴƶძ
rather than

ƺƶƵƶhʁᄵga
that way-Nom

ƾaƻaƺhƩ
I

ƵƩƻƶƻƻe
for

ƺhƩǁeƵ
natural

daƲaƹa
because

deaᄵƹƼჯ
Cop-Pres

(N. Sōseki, KƶƲƶƹƶ, p. 7)

(ሄ) I always called him “Sensei”. I shall therefore refer to him simply as “Sen-
sei,” and not by his real name. It is not because I consider it more discreet,
but it is because I find it more natural that I do so. (KƶƲƶƹƶ, p. 1)

To address the above issues, in section 2 I first construct a theoretical frame-
work. It involves the general theory of tense developed by Wada (2001, 2013,
2017), which has provided a basis for explaining tense phenomena in Eng-
lish and Japanese with the help of certain differences between their typolo-
gical characteristics (i.e. those concerningwhere their basic “egocentricity” lies
relative to certain aspects of the speaker); this is an essential aspect for the
general theory of language use to be considered in section 4. The framework
also expands the narrative interpretation model proposed by Wada (2015)—
which was intended to deal with the tense phenomena of third-person stories
in English—into the first-person stories by dividing the text into five inter-
pretive environments in terms of certain sets of factors involved in narrative
interpretation, with the help of the differences about the basic egocentricity of
the two languages. In section 3, by using the constructed framework, I analyse
the mechanism of choosing tenses in the non-conversational parts (including
narrative/foregrounded and descriptive/backgrounded parts) of first-person
stories in the two languages. In section 4, I show that the analysis of the tense
phenomena of the first-person stories in section 3 can be motivated by—and
thus support—the general theory of language use proposed by Hirose (2013,
2015) and advanced in Hirose et al. (2017). Section 5 offers a brief conclu-
sion.

ᇴ Theoretical Frameǂork

ᇴᄙᇳ AGeneƹal Theoƹǀ of Tenƺe
The general theory of tense adopted here assumes English finite forms to be
absolute tense forms in that they have an A(bsolute tense)-morpheme, i.e. a
tense morpheme integrated with markers of other deictic categories such as
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person, number, and mood, although in present-day English, only the third-
person singular indicative morpheme -ƺ is morphologically realised with regu-
lar (weak) verbs in the present tense,ቃ as illustrated by (9):

(ህ) {I like/You like/Mary likes} music.

The presence of A-morphemes enables the tense structure of absolute tense
forms to involve a “cornerstone” (called the speaker’s t(emporal)-viewpoint)
which causes speech time to be the base point in relation to which the relev-
ant speaker chooses finite tense forms. Thus, it is usually the case that present
forms are chosen to refer to the present, and past forms to refer to the past,
irrespective of whether they occur in main or subordinate clauses, as in (10):

(ᇽᇼ) a. John {was/is} sick.
b. Mary said that John {was/is} sick.ቄ
c. The boy who {was/is} sick wants to go skiing.

On the other hand, Japanese finite forms are assumed to be relative tense forms
because they have anR(elative tense)-morpheme, i.e. a tensemorpheme that is
not integratedwithmarkers of personandnumber andwhich is not accompan-
ied by an exact equivalent of themood system of Western European languages
including English, as exemplified by (11):

(ᇽᇽ) ᄢWaƻaƺhƩჽAƵaƻaჽMeaƹƩᄣᄵƾa
{I (female)/You/Mary}-Top

ƶƵgaƲƼᄵga
music-Nom

ƺƼƲƩᄵdaჯ
fond of-Cop

‘{I am/You are/Mary is} fond of music.’

Not having A-morphemes, Japanese finite forms do not involve the speaker t-
viewpoint in their tense structure, and the base point for their choice is not
necessarily identified as speech time, but is rather determined based on the
characteristics of the linguistic environments inwhich they appear.This is illus-
trated by (12):

ሂ Regarding English regular verbs, it is assumed that other present-tense morphemes are mor-
phologically realised as “zero” morphemes, and all past-tensemorphemes as -(e)d.With Eng-
lish irregular (strong) verbs, a verb stem and tense morpheme are morphologically fused, as
in gaƽe (gƩƽe- ና -ed).

ሃ Although the present tense in the indirect speech complement can receive a double-access
reading, i.e. a reading in which the situation described by the present tense refers to both the
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(ᇽᇾ) a. TʁƹƼᄵƾa
Toru-Top

bǀʁƲƩᄵᄢdaჽdaƻᄵƻaᄣჯ
sick-{Cop.Pres/Cop-Past}

‘Toru {is/was} sick.’

b. YʁƲƶᄵƾa
Yoko-Top

TʁƹƼᄵƾa
Toru-Top

bǀʁƲƩᄵᄢdaჽdaƻᄵƻaᄣ
sick-{Cop.Pres/Cop-Past}

ƻƶ
Quot

Ʃƻᄵƻaჯ
say-Past

‘Yoko said that Toru {was/had been} sick.’

c. TƺƼgƩƵƩ
Next time

ƻaǁƼƵeƹƼᄵƻƶƲƩᄵƾa
visit-when-Top

bǀʁƲƩᄵᄢƵƶჽdaƻᄵƻaᄣ
sick-{Cop.Pres/Cop-Past}

hƩƻƶᄵƵƩ
person-to

aƩᄵƻaƩჯ
see-want
‘Next time we visit (the place), we want to see the person who {is/has
been} sick.’

The point here is that in subordinate clauses, such as those in (12b, c), the
present and past forms can refer, respectively, to the present and past relative
to the main-clause time. Because Japanese tense forms are different from Eng-
lish ones in terms of their tense structures, in what follows -ƹƼ forms and -ƻa
forms are reserved, respectively, for Japanese present forms (including -ƻeᄂƩᄃᄵƹƼ
forms) and past forms (including -ƻeᄂƩᄃᄵƻa forms).

The claim that English finite tense forms have the speaker’s t-viewpoint in
their tense structure, but Japanese ones do not, is motivated by the notions of
English as a public self-centred language and Japanese as a private self-centred
language, which are introduced and developed by Hirose (2000). As a premise
for this typological difference, the notion of “speaker” is decomposed into two
aspects: the “private self” and the “public self”. The private self is the subject
of thinking or consciousness and the public self is that of communicating. In
English, the basic “egocentricity” lies in the public self, in which sense English
is a public self-centred language; in Japanese, it lies in the private self, in which
sense Japanese is a private self-centred language.

One might say that the notions of the locutionary subject and cognising
subject used in Ikegami (2005) correspond, respectively, to the public self and
private self. However, the reference range of the cognising subject is wider than
that of the private self because, for example, the cognising subject can be lin-
guistically encoded as part of the scene to be described, and is not necessarily

main-clause time and the time of the report (i.e. speech time), the point here is that it refers
to the present moment.
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the subject of thinking/construal, as indicated by the ƴe in a sentence like
VaƵeƺƺa Ʃƺ ƺƩƻƻƩƵg acƹƶƺƺ ƻhe ƻabƳe fƹƶƴƴe. The private self is relevant only when
his/her thinking or consciousness is reflected or implied in the text or utterance
involved.ቅ (In section 4, I will clarify another crucial difference between the
cognising subject and private self with respect to the discussion about indirect
speech.)

Now, let us examine how the distinction between public self-centredness
and private self-centredness is related to the difference in tense structure
between English and Japanese. The public self is by definition situated at
speech time. Since English has tense forms with the speaker’s t-viewpoint (i.e.
a cornerstone causing speech time to be the base point for the choice of tense)
involved in their tense structure, it can also be characterised as a public self-
centred language in terms of its tense structure. In contrast, the private self is
not necessarily situated at speech time,which suggests that it canbemoved to a
timeother than speech time.Thus, the observation that Japanese does not have
tense forms involving the speaker’s t-viewpoint (i.e. the trigger for speech time
orientation) enables us to characterise it as a private self-centred language.

Given this typological characterisation, as well as the observations made
above, we can propose (13) as the default principle for the choice of tense in
English and Japanese (cf. Hirose 1995, 2000):

(ᇽᇿ) The choice of tense form is based on the time at which the public self is
located in English, but on the time at which the private self is located in
Japanese.

We will see in section 4 that this principle can be motivated by the differences
between the linguistic systems of the two languages.

ᇴᄙᇴ AModel foƹ Naƹƹaƻiƽe Inƻeƹpƹeƻaƻion
As another essential part of the framework, let us revise the interpretation
model for third-person stories in English to cover first-person stories in English
and Japanese by adjusting pairs of factors involved in narrative interpretation

ሄ The cognising subject also seems to serve as the viewpoint in the sense defined in section 2.2.
For example, the red parts in the English text (i) reflect the viewpoint of the men expressed
in the blue part.
(i) … She was very close now, close enough for the men to see every feature of her face.

She was all ovals—oval-shaped eyes, the bones of her face, the contour of her brow …
(M. Puzo, The Gƶdfaƻheƹ, pp. 333–334)

The viewpoint involved is themen’s and so they are cognising subjects, but their private selves
are not relevant here. SeeWada (2015: 314) for details.
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and introducing the distinction between public self-centred and private self-
centred languages. In the third-person story version of the model, I assumed
pairs of factors—suchas thenarrator’s perspective (i.e.wayof thinkingor view-
ing) vs. the character’s perspective,ቆ the viewpoint (i.e. a spatiotemporal point
from which to “see” situations) at the time of narration vs. the viewpoint in
the narrative now,ሾሽ and the outer-world description (i.e. description of the
situations or scenes surrounding the character) vs. the inner-world description
(i.e. description of the character’s mental world or thoughts)ሾሾ—to character-
ise interpretive environments reflecting different linguistic behaviours, such as
thepresence or absence of deictic adverbials, scene-setting expressions, or sub-
jective expressions.

However, we do not use the first pair mentioned above in the first-person
story version because, asmentioned in section 1, the narrator at the time of nar-
ration doubles as a character in the narrative now. Instead, we adopt the pair
of the public self and private self, two different aspects of one and the same
speaker (i.e. the narrator as a character).ሾሿ In addition, we need to introduce
the distinction between present and past scenes as another pair of factors to
deal with present scenes of first-person stories. Because the present and past
scenes are located on the same time line in the same world, the narrator as a
character can easily go back and forth between the two time zones and the ref-
erence to the present scenes is therefore more frequent in first-person stories
than in third-person stories.

Considering the relevant pairs of factorsmentioned above, I propose the fol-
lowing five interpretive environments for first-person stories:

(ᇽሀ) a. Environment i: The narrator describes the outer world of the present
scenes from the viewpoint at the time of narration; the private self is
located at the time of narration in both English and Japanese.

ህ The narrator’s and the character’s perspectives may correspond, respectively, to the ex-
ternal and the internal perspectives in the traditional narrative literature (Fludernik 2009:
37).

ᇽᇼ The notion of “viewpoint” here may correspond to Bal’s (1985: 104) “focalisor”, i.e. “the
point from which the elements are viewed”. Genette’s (1980) “focalisation” represents the
relationship between a focalisor and what is seen.

ᇽᇽ The outerworld and the innerworldmay correspond, respectively, towhat is “perceptible”
and what is “non-perceptible” in Bal (1985: 109).

ᇽᇾ In English first-person stories, the public self and the private self may functionally corres-
pond to Chafe’s (1994) “acknowledged fictional representing consciousness” and “repres-
ented consciousness”. The representing consciousness is the deictic centre for tense and
pronoun, while the represented consciousness is the deictic centre “expressed by spati-
otemporal adverbs” (p. 206).
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b. Environment ii: The narrator describes the inner world of the present
scenes from the viewpoint at the time of narration; the private self is
located at the time of narration in both English and Japanese.

c. Environment iii: The narrator describes the outer world of the past
scenes from the viewpoint at the time of narration; the private self is
located at the time of narration in both English and Japanese.

d. Environment iv: The narrator describes the outer world of the past
scenes from the viewpoint in the narrative now; the private self is loc-
ated at the time of narration in English, but in the narrative now in
Japanese.

e. Environment v: The narrator describes the inner world of the past
scenes from the viewpoint in the narrative now; the private self is loc-
ated in the narrative now in both English and Japanese.

These environments are cross-linguistically common and provide the same
mechanism for interpreting/construing the relevant situations or scenes in
English and Japanese except for thematter of public self-centredness vs. private
self-centredness, which underlies the differences in tense choice between the
two languages.

Some general comments are in order. There is no mention of the public self
in (14) because it is, by definition, always fixed at the time of narration. The
time of narration is the deictic centre of the present scenes, and the narrative
now is the deictic centre of the past scenes.ሾቀ Since the narrator doubles as a
character, his/her viewpoint can be located either at the time of narration or in
the narrative now. Both outer-world and inner-world descriptions are available
in both present and past scenes.

Let us now observe the characteristics of the environments in more detail.
Although both environments iii and iv refer to past outer-world scenes, envir-
onment iii constitutes the parts often following a break (cf. Ehrlich 1987:
371) and/or containing a scene-setting expression, such as a topic-changing or
topic-introducing marker (Van Dijk and Kintsch 1983: 204), whereas environ-
ment iv constitutes the parts following environment iii that do not include
other scene-setting expressions. Once a past scene is introduced, the viewpoint
of the narrator (as a character) is shifted to and fixed at a time in that scene
unless a new scene is established. Consider, for example, (15):

ᇽᇿ Strictly speaking, the narrative now can share the same time with the time of narration
in the case of present scenes, but for convenience’s sake I use the term “narrative now” to
refer only to the deictic centre of the past scenes.
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(ᇽሁ) a. AƹƼ
certain

aƺaᄵƵƶ
morning-Gen

ƲƼƮƩ
nine

ƺƼgƩᄵƵƩძ
past-at

ƴʁ
already

ƶƻƶƲƶᄵga
man-Nom

ƾaƻaƺhƩᄵƵƶᄵǀadƶᄵƵƩ
I-Gen-inn-Loc

ƻaǁƼƵeᄵƻeᄵƲƩᄵƻaჯ ჰ
visit-Con-come-Past

HƶƵƶƲƼƹaƩ
dim

ǀƼdƶƵƶᄵƵƶ
bathroom-Gen

ƶƲƼ
back

Ʋaƹaძ
from

ƻƶƻƺƼǁeƵ
suddenly

hadaƲaƵƶ
naked

ƶƵƵaᄵga
woman-Nom

haƺhƩƹƩdaƺhƩᄵƻeᄵƲƩᄵƻa
run out-Con-come-Past

Ʋa
Q

ƻƶ
Quot

ƶƴƶᄵƼ
think-Pres

ƻƶძ
Quot

daƻƺƼƩƮʁᄵƵƶ
dressing room-Gen

ƻƶƻƺƼbaƵaᄵƵƩ
edge-Loc

ƲaƾagƩƺhƩᄵe
riverbank-to

ƻƶbƩƶƹƩ
fly out

ƺʁƵa
as if

ƲaƲƲʁde
in the style

ƻachᄵƩძ
stand-Con

ƹǀʁƻeᄵƶ
both arms-Acc

ƩƷƷaƩƵƩᄵƵƶbaƺhƩᄵƻe
widespread-Con

ƵaƵƩƲa
something

ƺaƲeƵᄵdeƩᄵƹƼჯ
cry-Prog-Pres

TeƵƼgƼƩ
facecloth

ƴƶ
also

ƵaƩ
not

ƴahadaƲa
completely naked

daჯ
Cop.Pres

Sƶƹeᄵga
that-Nom

ƶdƶƹƩƲƶ
dancer

daƻᄵƻaჯ
Cop-Past

(Y. Kawabata, IǁƼ Ƶƶ OdƶƹƩƲƶ, p. 18)

b. The man came bymy inn at nine the next morning …One small figure
ran out into the sunlight and stood for a moment at the edge of the
platform calling something to us, arms raised as though for a plunge
into the river. It was the little dancer. (The IǁƼ DaƵceƹ, pp. 15–16)

The blue parts constitute environment iii because they follow a break and
include a scene-setting expression, i.e. aƹƼ aƺa Ƶƶ ƲƼƮƩ ƺƼgƩƵƩ or aƻ ƵƩƵe ƻhe Ƶeƿƻ
ƴƶƹƵƩƵg. The remaining parts of (15)—including the omitted parts—refer to
outer-world scenes that followenvironment iii anddonot contain other scene-
setting expressions, thus constituting environment iv.

In outer-world scenes, the narrator describes the situations surrounding
himself/herself and behaves as if conveying them to the (presumedor anonym-
ous) reader(s)/hearer(s) and so the aspect of the public self is foregrounded. In
inner-world scenes, also known as free indirect speech and thought or interior
monologue, the narrator represents his/her inner world or consciousness and
the aspect of the private self is foregrounded. Due to the characteristics of first-
person stories as a monologic cognitive activity, the narrator can easily switch
from an outer-world description to an inner-world description and vice versa.
Inner-world descriptions often contain emotional or exclamatory (i.e. subject-
ive) expressions, i.e. those implying the narrator’s mental world. To illustrate,
consider (16), where (16a) is a past scene taken from an original English text,
accompanied by (16b), its Japanese translation:
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(ᇽሂ) a. At dinner (the pastries turned out to be merely a snack) Phil tried to
have a serious talk with me about you-can-guess-what. For some crazy
reasonhe thought he could effect a rapprochement betweenOlivers iii
and iv. (E. Segal, Lƶƽe Sƻƶƹǀ, p. 91)

b. YˈƺhƶƲƼᄵƵƶᄵƻƶƲƩ ᄂჰᄃძ
dinner-Gen-when

FƼƩƹƼᄵƾa
Phil-Top

bƶƲƼᄵƻƶ
I-with

ƴaƮƩƴeƵaᄵhaƵaƺhƩᄵƶ
serious-talk-Acc

ƺhƩǀʁƻƶ
try

ƺhƩᄵƻaჯ
do-Past

MaƻƻaƲƼ
oh

dʁǀˈƾaƲeƲaძ
for some reason

Ʋaƹeᄵƾa
he-Top

OƹƩbǎ SaƵƺeƩᄵƻƶ
Oliver iii-with

YƶƵƺeƩᄵƻƶᄵƶ
iv-with-Acc

ƾaƲaƩƺaƺeƹƼᄵƲƶƻƶᄵgaᄵdeƲƩƹƼ
compromise-nml-Nom-can

ƻƶ
Quot

ƶƴƶƻᄵƻeƩᄵƹƼ
think-Stat-Pres

Ƶƶdaჯ
Aux[explanation].Pres
(AƹƼ AƩ Ƶƶ Uƻa, p. 99)

The red parts follow a break and contain aƻ dƩƵƵeƹ or ǀˈƺhƶƲƼᄵƵƶᄵƻƶƲƩ as a
scene-setting expression, constituting environment iii. The blue parts, which
follow environment iii, do not include another scene-setting expression. In the
English text, the presence of an emotional expression fƶƹ ƺƶƴe cƹaǁǀ ƹeaƺƶƵ in
the relevant part enables us to interpret it as environment v; the Japanese text
includes a self-orientated, emotional expressionƴaƻƻaƲƼ dʁǀˈƾaƲeƲa and the
situation-orientated auxiliary of explanation Ƶƶda, i.e. the one used in mental
utterances or interior monologues (Miyazaki et al. 2002: 232), so the relevant
part constitutes environment v.

Last but not least, the public self-centredness of English causes the private
self to stick to the public self at the time of narration in the English text as
much as possible, but the private self-centredness of Japanese may dissociate
them in the Japanese text more easily. This difference appears in environment
iv. To illustrate, consider again the Japanese (15a) and its English translation
(15b). In the parts other than the blue ones, the Japanese text contains the green
part ƻƶ ƶƴƶƼ ƻƶ ‘as soon as’ (i.e. a grammaticalised expression with the verb of
thinking ƶƴƶƼ ‘think’), which reflects the speaker’s subjective observationwith
the intention of conveying fear, surprise, and the like (Tanaka 2010: 265). This
indicates the presence of the subject of thinking/construal, i.e. the private self.
In contrast, the corresponding part in the English text does not include such a
private self-evoking expression. In the present framework, the difference as to
the presence of such an expression is attributed to the difference in the locus
of the private self between English and Japanese. In English, the private self
is located at the time of narration (i.e. outside the relevant past scene) even
in environment iv and expressions indicating the presence of the private self
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do not appear. In Japanese, the private self is located in the narrative now (i.e.
inside the relevant past scene) and is “spotlighted” in that it occupies a different
time position from the public self. Hence, such expressions can appear.

ᇵ AnalǄsis

Having constructed the framework, we can now consider the tense choice and
interpretation in the five interpretive environments of first-person stories. I
start with environment i. In the red parts of (7) and (8) above, which exemplify
this environment, the narrator describes the situations in the outer world from
the viewpoint at the time of narration. Because both the public and private
self are located at the time of narration, principle (13)—introduced in section
2.1—correctly predicts that the choice of tense form is based on the timeof nar-
ration in both languages, requiring present forms (e.g. ƺhaƳƳ ƹefeƹძ Ʃƺძ cƶƵƺƩdeƹ)
in English and -ƹƼ forms (e.g. ƼchƩaƲeᄵƵaᄵƩძ deaᄵƹƼ) in Japanese to refer to the
situations at the time of narration in the present outer-world scenes.ሾቁ

Let us next consider environment ii, illustrated by the red parts of (17) and
(18).

(ᇽሃ) How different they seem to be now. And how foolish I was ever to have
thought that professors were intellectual giants. They’re people—and
afraid the rest of the world will find out. (D. Keyes, FƳƶƾeƹƺ fƶƹ AƳgeƹƵƶƵ,
p. 69)

(ᇽሄ) Iƴadeƾa
Now

Ʋaƹeƹaᄵga
they-Nom

ƵaƵƻƶ
how

chƩgaƻƻe
different

ƴƩeᄵƹƼ
seem-Pres

Ʋƶƻƶ
nml

daƹʁჯ
aux[presumption]

SƶƺhƩƻe
and

ƲǀʁƮƼƹeƵᄵƶ
professors-Acc

chƩƺeƩaƹƼ
intellectual

ƲǀƶƮƩƵ
giant

ƻƶ
Quot

ƶƴƶƩƲƶƵᄵdeƩᄵƻa
think-Prog-Past

ƮƩbƼƵᄵƵƶ
self-Gen

ƵaƵƻaƹƼ
how

ƶƹƶƲaƺa
foolish

ǀƶჯ
sfp

Kaƹeƹaᄵƾa
they-Top

ƻadaƵƶ
only

hƩƻƶ
human

ƵaƵƶdaჯ
aux[explanation].Pres

SƶƺhƩƻe
and

ƺeƲeƵᄵƵƩ
world-by

ƺƶƹeᄵƶ
it-Acc

ƲƩǁƼƲaƹeƹƼᄵƵƶᄵƶ
be realised-nml-Acc

ƶƺƶƹeᄵƻeƩᄵƹƼჯ
be afraid-Stat-Pres

(AƹƼƮǎƵƶƵ ƵƩ HaƵaƻaba ƶ, p. 109)

ᇽሀ Here I am assuming that the so-called future auxiliary ƺhaƳƳ or ƾƩƳƳ is a present form.
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FƳƶƾeƹƺ fƶƹ AƳgeƹƵƶƵ is a first-person story in the style of a progress report,
and the time of writing a progress report is regarded as the time of narration.ሾቂ
The red parts refer to the narrator’s interior monologue, which is indicated by
the presence of the exclamatory sentence (i.e. the first red sentence) in (17) and
its correspondent, i.e. the ƵaƵƻƶ … Ʋƶƻƶ daƹʁ construction in the first red sen-
tence as well as the situation-orientated auxiliary of explanation ƵaƵƶda in the
second red sentence in (18). Again, both the public and private self are located
at the time of narration, and principle (13) thus requires English and Japanese
to use present forms (i.e. ƺeeƴძ aƹeძ ƾƩƳƳ fƪƵd) and -ƹƼ forms (i.e. daƹʁძ ƵaƵƶdaძ
ƶƺƶƹeᄵƻeƩᄵƹƼ), respectively, to refer to the situations at the time of narration.

Nextwemove to environment iii. This environment is illustrated by the blue
parts of (15a) and (15b) above, which refer to past outer-world scenes. Here,
the narrator describes the situations in the outer world in the narrative now
(in the past) from the viewpoint at the time of narration, at which both the
public and private self are located. Principle (13) correctly predicts that English
and Japanese require past forms (e.g. caƴe) and -ƻa forms (e.g. ƻaǁƼƵeᄵƻeᄵƲƩᄵƻa),
respectively, to refer to past scenes.

Now we consider environment iv. This environment is illustrated by the
parts other than the blue parts in (15a) and (15b) above, where the private self is
located at the time of narration in the case of English, but in the narrative now
in the case of Japanese.Thus, due toprinciple (13), in English the choice of tense
form is based on the time of narration (at which the public self is located) and
past forms (e.g. ƹaƵძ ƺƻƶƶdძ ƾaƺ) are chosen to refer to the outer-world scenes
in the past relative to the time of narration, but in Japanese it is based on the
narrative now (inwhich theprivate self is located) and -ƹƼ forms (e.g. ƺaƲeƵᄵdeƩᄵ
ƹƼძ ƴahadaƲa da) are chosen to refer to the outer-world scenes simultaneous
with thenarrative now.Note that only stative situations—describedby thepro-
gressive form or stative predicates (including Langacker’s (2008) “imperfective
verbs”)—can usually express simultaneity with the narrative now as the ref-
erence point because they are construed as homogeneous in time and hence
can include that time.ሾቃ The -ƻa forms haƺhƩƹƩdaƺhƩᄵƻeᄵƲƩᄵƻa and ƶdƶƹƩƲƶ daƻᄵƻa

ᇽሁ The time of narration itself advances in this fiction.
ᇽሂ The -ƹƼ forms in (2)—an excerpt from a third-person story—i.e. ƺaƵƲaƩᄵdeaᄵƹƼ and ƻƶƴeᄵ

ƻeaᄵƹƼ occur in the third-person story counterpart of environment iv because the relevant
parts follow the first sentence, including the scene-setting expression ƺeƵƲǀˈhǀaƲƼƹƶƲƼᄵ
ƮˈgƶᄵƵeƵ ‘year 1965’. Hence,we can explain the use of the -ƹƼ forms in the sameway thatwe
do in the main text: Due to principle (13), -ƹƼ forms are chosen to refer to the situations
that are simultaneous with the narrative now in this type of environment in Japanese
third-person stories.
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in (15a) do not constitute counterexamples to my analysis, but rather support
it. Here, the narrator describes the relevant situations as if they had occurred
just before the recognising time, i.e. the narrative now, in which the private self
construes them. The -ƻa forms—expressing anteriority to the narrative now—
are therefore chosen to describe such situations in accordance with principle
(13).

Finally, let us look at environment v, illustrated by the red parts in (19) and
(20):

(ᇽህ) Jesus! Jenny would be waiting outside. I hope! Still! How long had I lin-
gered in that comfort while she was out there in the Cambridge cold?ሾቄ
(E. Segal, Lƶƽe Sƻƶƹǀ, pp. 17–18)

(ᇾᇼ) ShƩƴaƻƻaჱ
Jesus

JƩeƵȻᄵga
Jenny-Nom

ƺƶƻƶde
outside

ƴaƻᄵƻeᄵƹƼ
wait-Prog-Pres

haǁƼdaჯ
should

NaƵƻe
what

Ʋƶƻƶ
nml

daჱ
Cop.Pres

DʁƲa
hope

ƴada
still

ƩƴaƺƼ
be (polite)

ǀʁƵƩჱ
may

KaƵƶƮƶᄵga
she-Nom

KeƵbƼƹƩƮƮƩᄵƵƶ
Cambridge-Gen

ƺaƴƼƺaᄵƵƶ
coldness-Gen

ƵaƲade
inside

ƴaƻƻeᄵƻeᄵƲƼƹeᄵƻeᄵƻa
wait-Con-aux[beneficial]-Prog-Past

ƻƶƩƼ
called

ƵƶƵƩძ
though

ƮƩbƼƵᄵƾa
self-Top

ƴʁ
now

dƶƵƶƲƼƹaƩ
how long

ƲƩƴƶchƩǀƶƲƼ
comfortable

ƵƶhƶhƶƵƻƶƺhƩᄵƻeᄵƻaᄵƵdaƹʁჯ
be indifferent-Prog-Past-aux[explanation.presumption]
(AƹƼ AƩ Ƶƶ Uƻa, pp. 23–24)

The relevant parts include exclamatory expressions, such as JeƺƼƺ or ƺhƩƴaƻƻa,
and thus refer to the narrator’s past inner-world scenes; in both English and
Japanese, the private self is located in the narrative now, but the public self is
fixed at the time of narration. Principle (13) correctly predicts that to

ᇽሃ It is another issue to explain why the present form hƶƷe is used in this environment.
However, I tentatively assume that I hƶƷe here is a grammaticalised expression meaning
‘hopefully’ and serves as a kind of modal adverb (Yukio Hirose (personal communica-
tion)). This assumption may be supported by the fact that the expression in question
is accompanied by an exclamation mark and is not followed by any np or pp. If our
assumption is correct, the mental attitude expressed by I hƶƷe can be attributed to the
private self located in the narrative now, which is compatible with the characteristics
of this environment. In any case, I leave a systematic analysis of the issue for future
research.
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refer to situations in the narrative now (which is located in the past relative to
the time of narration), past forms (e.g. ƾƶƼƳd beძ had ƳƩƵgeƹed) are chosen in
the English text, but -ƹƼ forms (e.g. haǁƼdaძ Ƶdaƹʁ) are chosen in the Japanese
text.

We have observed that principle (13) accounts for the tense forms chosen in
the five interpretive environments. Before closing this section, I briefly touchon
how to interpret the tense forms. In each of the five interpretive environments,
irrespective of the English or Japanese text, the tense forms are interpreted
with respect to the time at which the viewpoint of the narrator is located: The
viewpoint involved is located at the time of narration in environments i, ii
and iii, and in the narrative now in environments iv and v. This is why the
tense interpretation (including temporal relations between situations and the
aspectual value of a situation, such as perfective vs. imperfective) is the same
and therefore translatable betweenEnglish and Japanese in the same interpret-
ive environments.

ᇶ Discussionᄘ In Relation to the ThreeᅟTier Model of Language Use

In the previous section, I showed that tense phenomena in English and Japan-
ese first-person stories (especially their differences with respect to the choice
of tense) are systematically analysed through the combined framework of
tense choice and narrative interpretation, which involves the characteristics
of English as a public self-centred language and Japanese as a private self-
centred language. In this section, I demonstrate that the different charac-
teristics of the two languages are motivated by Hirose’s model of language
use called the three-tier model of language use (henceforth, the three-tier
model), which thus provides another piece of supporting evidence for the
framework.

The three-tier model aims to explain general differences in linguistic sys-
tems, especially those of English and Japanese, with different combination
patterns of the three “components” (called “tiers”) necessary for language use:
the situation construal tier, the situation report tier, and the interpersonal rela-
tionship tier. In the situation construal tier, the (potential) speaker construes
a situation or scene and forms a thought based on it; in the situation report
tier, the speaker conveys or reports the construed situation to the addressee
(hearer), intending to make the latter understand the former’s message; and
in the interpersonal relationship tier, the speaker considers his/her social or
psychological relationship to the addressee when engaged in communica-
tion.

For use by the Author only | © 2022 Koninklijke Brill NV



4ሢ wada

figure 3.1 The English default model

figure 3.2 The Japanese default model

Thedefault (combination)patterns of the three tiers inEnglish and Japanese
are, respectively, schematised in Figures 3.1 and 3.2, where the self highlighted
with an underlined bold font indicates the default deictic centre.

English requires, as its basic pattern, that the situation construal tier be
united with the situation report tier; they are included in the larger rectangle,
as depicted in Figure 3.1. This means that in the default case of English, situ-
ation construal by the private self goes hand-in-hand with situation report
by the public self, which in turn suggests that the “pure” representation of
situation construal in the form of linguistic expressions is basically difficult
and the public self is (more or less) involved in situation construal. In con-
trast, Japanese requires, as its basic pattern, that the situation construal tier
be independent of the situation report tier; they are thus divided into differ-
ent rectangles, as presented in Figure 3.2. This implies that in the default case
of Japanese, situation construal tends to be independent of situation report.
Hence, its “pure” representation in the form of linguistic expressions is easier.
These observations enable us to motivate the characteristics of English as a
public self-centred language and Japanese as a private self-centred language
observed in the previous sections.ሾቅ

ᇽሄ This characterisation can be cancelled in non-default cases or marked environments (see
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Due to space limitations, I only present several linguistic phenomena that
support the unification of the situation-construal and situation-report tiers
in English and their separation in Japanese.ሾቆ A first phenomenon is the fact
that the English (21) is easy to interpret as directed to the addressee when
uttered, whereas the Japanese (22a)—a literal counterpart of (21)—as it stands
is difficult to regard as directed to the addressee, and an addressee-oriented
expression (such as the sentence final particle ǀƶ) is usually needed for such
an utterance to be interpreted as directed to the addressee, as in (22b).

(ᇾᇽ) Today is Saturday.

(ᇾᇾ) a. Kǀʁᄵƾa
today-Top

DƶǀʁbƩᄵdaჯ
Saturday-Cop.Pres

b. Kǀʁᄵƾa
today-Top

DƶǀʁbƩᄵdaᄵǀƶჯ
Saturday-Cop.Pres-sfp(I tell you)

We might assert that uttering English sentences tends to be automatically a
communication act given the unification of the situation-construal and situ-
ation-report tiers, and hence the public self ’s involvement. In contrast, uttering
Japanese sentences tends to remain an expression of thought due to the separ-
ation of the two tiers (and therefore the non-involvement of the public self)
without an addressee-oriented expression and without the help of paralan-
guage (such as gesture and tone) implying a communication mode.

Second, because the default level of linguistic expression in Japanese is
the situation construal tier, Japanese basically requires the obligatory use of
hearer/addressee-oriented expressions, such as certain sentence-final particles
(e.g. ǀƶ ‘I tell you’ or Ƶe ‘you know’) or hearsay expressions (e.g. (da)ƺʁda or
ƹaƺhƩƩ ‘I hear’) for communicative purposes, and thus develops a variety of
such expressions. In contrast, because the default level of linguistic expres-
sion in English is the combination of the situation-construal and situation-
report tiers, English does not need to require the obligatory use of such hearer/
addressee-oriented expressions, and hence does not have a richer system of
hearer/addressee-oriented expressions. For example, the addition of I ƻeƳƳ

Hirose et al. 2017 for details). The characteristics in question reflect basic tendencies of
the linguistic systems of English and Japanese.

ᇽህ For more arguments supporting these different combination patterns as well as argu-
ments for the unification of the interpersonal-relationship and situation-report tiers in
Japanese, see Hirose (2013, 2015) and Hirose et al. (2017).
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ǀƶƼ—often regarded as a correspondent of the Japanese sentence-final particle
ǀƶ—to (21) results in an awkward sentence as a neutral communication medi-
um. This suggests that the English utterance (21) can automatically involve a
communication mode—an involvement of the public self (cf. Ikarashi 2013).

A third phenomenon for the default combination patterns of the three tiers
in English and Japanese concerns the behaviour of psychological predicates.
Usually, one can only have access to one’s own mental state. As we have seen,
the default level of linguistic expression in Japanese is the situation construal
tier—where the private self is the only deictic centre and thus featured (see
Figure 3.2)—so psychological predicates only “express” the speaker’s mental
state, but not others’ mental states, when used in the direct, unmodified form,
as illustrated in (23). However, the default level of linguistic expression in Eng-
lish is the combination of the situation-construal and situation-report tiers,
which allows the public self to be the default deictic centre and thus featured
(see Figure 3.1); the grammar of English therefore treats mental states as being
“reported” by the speaker as a public self and so psychological predicates in the
direct, unmodified form can report themental states of persons other than the
speaker, as shown in (24).

(ᇾᇿ) ᄢaჯ BƶƲƼჽbჯ ᄰAƵaƻaჽcჯ ᄰKaƹeᄣᄵƾa
{I (male)/you/he}-Top

ƲaƵaƺhƩᄵƩჯ
be sad-Pres

‘{I/you/he} is sad.’

(ᇾሀ) {a. I am/b. You are/c. He is} sad.

Finally, let us consider the fact that the deictic centre for the choice of tense
and personal pronoun is different between English indirect speech and its
Japanese counterpart. Compare (25) and (26):

(ᇾሁ) Mary said that she was tired. (Enç 1996: 350)

(ᇾሂ) a. MeaƹƩᄵƾa
Mary-Top

ƮƩbƼƵᄵƾa
self-Top

ƻƺƼƲaƹeᄵƻeƩᄵƹƼ
be tired-Stat-Pres

ƻƶ
Quot

Ʃƻᄵƻaჯ
say-Past

b. MeaƹƩᄵƾa
Mary-Top

ƮƩbƼƵᄵƾa
self-Top

ƻƺƼƲaƹeᄵƻeƩᄵƻa
be tired-Stat-Past

ƻƶ
Quot

Ʃƻᄵƻaჯ
say-Past

Before going further, we need to confirm two points. First, Enç (1996: 350)
observes that (25) has a simultaneous reading—a reading in which the sub-
ordinate-clause time is simultaneous with the main-clause time—and a shif-
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ted reading—a reading in which the subordinate-clause time is prior to the
main-clause time. The shifted (i.e. anterior) reading is not possible with (26a),
a Japanese counterpart of (25), but insteadmust be indicated by (26b). Second,
Hirose (1995) assumes that indirect speech is a quotation of private expres-
sion (i.e. linguistic expression used for situation construal and thought expres-
sion), so in the complement clause of verbs of saying, the original utterance
by the grammatical subject (i.e. reported speaker) is reduced to the level of
private expression attributed to his/her private self. As was mentioned in sec-
tion 2.1, this is a big difference between the private self and cognising subject; in
Ikegami’s (2005) terms, the original speaker of the indirect speech complement
would be a locutionary subject.

Nowwe can explain the difference in question. Since English is a public self-
centred language, deictic elements such as personal pronouns and tenses—
related to the grammatical system of a language—are attributed to the report-
ing speaker as a public self even in private self-oriented environments such as
indirect speech complements. This may be ascribed to the unification of the
situation-construal and situation-report tiers as the default combination pat-
tern of English, whereby the public self is featured. Thus, as shown in (25), the
tense form involved is past, irrespective of the temporal relationship between
the main and subordinate clauses, because the complement-clause situation
obtains in the past relative to the time of the report, at which the public self is
located. The personal pronoun ƺhe can refer not only to the reported speaker,
but also to another female, because all it indicates is that the person involved is
a third-person female from the viewpoint of the reporting speaker as a public
self.

In contrast, as we have seen, Japanese is a private self-centred language,
which derives from the default pattern where situation construal is independ-
ent of situation report and the private self is thus featured. Hence, both tenses
and linguistic forms referring to persons (corresponding to English personal
pronouns) are attributed to the reported speaker as a private self in the indir-
ect speech complement. Thus, in (26), the non-past form ƻƺƼƲaƹeᄵƻeƩᄵƹƼ refers to
the same time as the time of the reported speaker’s original utterance (atwhich
the private self is located) and the past form ƻƺƼƲaƹeᄵƻeƩᄵƻa refers to a time prior
to the latter. In addition, private self-centredness enables Japanese to have a
dedicated form for the private self, i.e. ƮƩbƼƵ ‘self ’, in this private self-oriented
environment.ሿሽ

ᇾᇼ English does not have such a dedicated form for the private self, but has a special word
for the public self, i.e. I. Thus, in indirect speech, i.e. a private self-oriented environment,
such a special word must be converted into a pronoun corresponding to the grammatical
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The linguistic behaviours explained above in relation to the three-tiermodel
motivate the public self-centredness of English and the private self-cen-
tredness of Japanese, which in turn propel the framework for analysing tense
phenomena in first-person stories with principle (13) and the characteristics
of the interpretive environments in (14) above. Now I show how the tense
phenomena of first-person stories examined in section 3 support the three-
tier model, especially the unification of the situation-construal and situation-
report tiers as the default pattern of English and their separation as the Japan-
ese default pattern. As is clear from (14), even in a monologic cognitive activity
such as first-person stories, the English text requires the narrator’s public and
private self to share the same time point, i.e. the time of narration, except for
an inner-world description of past scenes, such as free indirect speech and
thought or interior monologue (i.e. environment v). This may lend support to
thedefault patternof Englishbecause theunificationof the situation-construal
and situation-report tiers implies the unification of the private self as the sub-
ject of situation construal and the public self as the subject of situation report.

On the other hand, as we have seen, the Japanese text allows the private
self to separate from the public self in more cases (see environment iv). Since
Japanese is a private self-centred language, the position of the private self is
much more sensitive to and affected by the characteristics of the relevant lin-
guistic environment. Even in an outer-world description of past scenes, the
private self is located in the narrative now, as such a description can be taken
to constitute part of the personal experience of the narrator as a character
at that time. This phenomenon thus supports the default pattern of Japan-
ese, i.e. the separation of the situation construal tier from the situation report
tier.

ᇷ Conclusion

In this paper, I have provided a systematic analysis of tense phenomena, espe-
cially the choice of tense forms, of first-person stories in English and Japanese,
i.e. a monologic cognitive activity. After having demonstrated that previous
studies cannot fulfil our purpose in section 1, in section 2 I outlined the gen-
eral theory of tense by Wada (2001, 2013, 2017) and developed the first-person

person of the private self. This also indicates the unification of the situation-construal and
situation-report tiers as the default pattern of English, which features the public self. See
Hirose (2000) for further discussion.
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story version of themodel for narrative interpretation in English and Japanese,
constructing a framework for systematically analysing the tense phenomena in
first-person stories.

In section 3, using the framework, I scrutinised the tense choice and inter-
pretation in the five interpretive environments of first-person stories in English
and Japanese: English as a public self-centred language requires the narrator to
choose tense forms based on the time of narration, i.e. the time at which the
public self is always fixed, whereas Japanese as a private self-centred language
requires the narrator to choose them based on the time at which is located the
private self,whose location varies dependingon the characteristics of the envir-
onment involved. The reason why the “present” or -ƹƼ form occurs more often
in Japanese texts than in their English counterparts is due to the interaction
between the default principle with respect to the choice of tense form in (13)
and the characteristics of the five interpretive environments in (14).

In section 4, I claimed that the characteristics of English, being a public
self-centred language, and Japanese, being a private self-centred language, are
motivated by the three-tier model, in which the unification of the situation-
construal and situation-report tiers is the default pattern of English, while
the separation of the two tiers is the default pattern of Japanese. As a result,
this motivates the framework for analysing the tense phenomena in English
and Japanese first-person stories. I also asserted that the successful analysis
of the tense phenomena within the framework lends support to the three-tier
model.
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chapter ሞ

Time Updating Uses of the French Imparfait
Eǃtending Across Genres

Jakob Egetenmeyer

ᇳ Introdǀctionᄘ Temporal Updates in Discoǀrse

The French imparfait has been discussed extensively in the literature. An espe-
cially interesting case is when the imparfait contributes to the narrative struc-
ture of a discourse, i.e., when an eventuality denoted by a verb marked with
the imparfait appears as dynamic and bounded. The phenomenon is often
referred to as imparfait narratif (cf., e.g., Bres 1ᇻᇻᇻ; Bres 2005). This may be
understood as cover term or a specific case among many. Sub-types may be
distinguished, e.g., according to the position of the verb in a text (cf. Tour-
atier 1ᇻᇻ6: 110 ff.), or to the specific genre in which they appear (cf. Labeau
2007: 220 for its use in reports of football matches). In the literature, sev-
eral sub-types are also terminologically distinguished (cf. also Labeau 2005:
82f. and the remarks in de Vogüé 1ᇻᇻᇻ). Apart from narrative imparfait there
are, e.g., imparfait de ruptureძ imparfait pittoresqueძ impressionisteძ perspecᄵ
tifძ bibliographique (cf. Bres 2000: 5ᇻ, 61 with further references), en cascade
(Tasmowski-De Ryck 1ᇻ85: 66), but also, e.g., imparfait dᅍouverture (cf. Imbs
1ᇻ60: ᇻ0; Eggs 1ᇻᇻ3: 12; see Section 3.3). Apparently, the terms diverge in their
extension and some only apply to relatively few specific cases. What is more,
some terms are intended as metaphors. This is not exempt of problems as
metaphoric denominations may be more restrictive than the respective class
would need them to be, especially because of the connotations a term has.
Apart from terminological issues and the question of subtypes, the narrative
imparfait has been treated in different ways placing the focus on a wide range
of properties or even stylistics (cf. Berthonneau and Kleiber 1ᇻᇻᇻ; Bres 1ᇻᇻ7;
1ᇻᇻᇻ; 2005; Gosselin 1ᇻᇻᇻ; Labeau 2005; Molendijk et al. 2004; Patard 2010; de
Saussure and Sthioul 1ᇻᇻᇻ; Schrott 2012; Tasmowski-De Ryck 1ᇻ85; Vetters 1ᇻᇻ6;
etc.).

In the present article, we show that there is not one but a family of dynamic-
ally used imparfaits.We consider typical cases but also others which are hardly
mentioned in the literature. The property our account takes to be central is the
potential to update narrative time. It is shared by the different uses.
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It is widely accepted across different theories that temporal update is essen-
tial for narratives. It is a core concept in different accounts of text and dis-
course linguistics (cf. Partee 1ᇻ84; Hinrichs 1ᇻ86; Kamp and Reyle 1ᇻᇻ3; Smith
2003; von Stutterheim and Klein 1ᇻ8ᇻ; etc.). The Romance languages and espe-
cially French have often been used as examples, because they allow for a soph-
isticated temporal discourse structuring on the basis of tense-aspect forms.
Usually, it is the passé simple which is described as the tense-aspect form
with time updating potential par excellence and not the imparfait. What is
more, the two forms are often distinguished based on this property as in
the following often-quoted example pair taken from Kamp and Rohrer (1ᇻ83:
253):ሾ

(ᇽ) Pierre entra׶׳ჯ Marie téléphona׶׳ჯ
‘Pierre came in. Marie called someone.’

(ᇾ) Pierre entra׶׳ჯ Marie téléphonaitim׳ჯ
‘Pierre came in. Marie was talking on the phone.’

Example (1) contains two sentences inwhich the verbs aremarked by the passé
simple. They express a sequence of eventualities. It is the standard updating
case. By contrast, in (2), the verb denoting the second eventuality is marked
by the imparfait. It is interpreted as holding at the same time as the first
eventuality. Therefore, time is not updated. This exemplifies the typical divi-
sion of tasks between the passé simple and the imparfait in narrative texts
(cf. Kamp and Rohrer 1ᇻ83). The imparfait is used for temporally parallel and
backgrounded eventualities while the passé simple typically expresses a nar-
ration relation in terms of rhetorical relations (cf. Asher and Lascarides
2003).

The imparfait useswementioned above donot adhere to this template. They
may, in fact, update time as the following example shows.

(ᇿ) Le lendemainძ Jean donnaiƻ sa démission et parƻaiƻ pour Paris. (Labelle
2003: 165)
‘The next day, John handed in his resignation and left for Paris.’ (Labelle
2003: 165)

ᇽ In the example pair, two simple glosses for the French tense forms are used: ps for passé
simple (perfective past, i.e., simple past) and imp for imparfait (imperfective past).
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Example (3) shows a narrative use of the imparfait. Here, and especially for
the first of the two verbs, the denomination imparfait de rupture (see above)
fits well. The example contains two verbs marked by the imparfait. To determ-
ine the value of the first verb (donnait, ‘handed in’), the role of the adverbial
expression still needs to be discussed (see Section 2). The second imparfait
verb, partait (‘left’), clearly expresses an eventuality following the one denoted
by the first verb. It updates time in a similar way as the passé simple form in
(1). The present article describes such uses of the imparfait. Its special stance
is the focus on the function of a temporal update. The temporal update is
a discourse property that is semantically unequivocal. It enables us to con-
sider a broader range of imparfait uses than the ones usually included in such
descriptions. Their specific differences will be discussed and compared. They
differ with respect to the rigidity with which a set of properties applies or
does not apply to them. Interestingly, the rigidity shows an inverse correlation
with the distribution of the respective uses across text types. I.e., the uses with
the more rigid configuration are found in a greater amount of different text
types.

The article is structured as follows. In Section 2, we give an overview of the
account by Becker and Egetenmeyer (2018a) as the present approach is based
on certain parts of it. Importantly, the major focus lies upon the level of tem-
poral relations. The level of perspective is also considered. In de Saussure and
Sthioul (1ᇻᇻᇻ), Sthioul (2000) and others, it is a central element as deviant
tense-aspect uses aremotivated by a shift in perspective. The present contribu-
tion, however, has a different aim. Section 3 is dedicated to the data description.
The main section presents, on the one hand, the corpora we used and, on the
other hand, the properties of the imparfait we consider. The subsections dis-
cuss thedifferent types of imparfait uses and their special properties. In Section
4, the types are summarized. The section also relates the configurational vari-
ability of the types to their availability in certain text types.

ᇴ The Accoǀnt ᄬBecker and EgetenmeǄer ᇴᇲᇳᇺaᄭᄘ Updates and
Prominence

We approach the imparfait based on the conception of temporal discourse
structure of Becker and Egetenmeyer (2018a).ሿ The present section lays out the

ᇾ For details of the account we cannot cover here, the reader is referred to Becker and Egeten-
meyer (2018a) and Egetenmeyer (2021: Section 3).
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ingredients of the account which we need here. At its centre are the temporal
relations between eventualities and times in discourse. It supplies uswith tools
to determine temporal updates and provides a category to distinguish different
uses which has hardly been considered in descriptions of the imparfait up to
now, namely, prominence.

To evaluate the temporal update, we need to have a closer look at the first
level mentioned above, namely, the relations between times. In what concerns
this level, the account builds, inter alia, on Discourse Representation The-
ory (drt) as presented by Kamp and colleagues (cf. Kamp and Rohrer 1ᇻ83;
Kamp and Reyle 1ᇻᇻ3; Kamp, van Genabith, and Reyle 2011; etc.). There, five
different—partly descriptive—typesof times aredistinguished: themomentof
speech (n), eventuality time (e), location time (loc), reference time (R), andper-
spective time .(׷׳) Themoment of speech is intended in its standard definition
ignoring possible definitional problems. The eventuality time, sometimes also
called run-time of an event, is defined by Bary (200ᇻ: 31) as “the time [eventu-
alities] actually take up”. The location time is “the asserted temporal reference
of an eventuality” (Becker and Egetenmeyer 2018a: 36). It may be made expli-
cit by adverbial expressions (cf. Kamp and Reyle 1ᇻᇻ3: 611). The reference time
may be considered a descriptive tool determining the point in time a narrative
has reached when, e.g., a certain eventuality is asserted (cf. Kamp, van Gen-
abith and Reyle 2011: 1ᇻᇻ; Kamp 2013: 11ᇻ). The perspective time is a temporal
vantage point fromwhich one ormore eventualities are viewed (cf. Kamp 2013:
116).

The account of temporal discourse structure by Becker and Egetenmeyer
(2018a) considers three different levels of structuring. They are relevant for the
description of temporal relations and tense use in discourse. The levels are, (i)
the relations between times (time points and intervals), (ii) the temporal per-
spective, and (iii) thepartitioningof discourse into foregroundandbackground
as well as into story lines. According to Becker and Egetenmeyer (2018a), there
are twoorderingdimensionsof the eventualities and timepointswhichholdon
all three levels: One dimension is temporal, in the sense of the “linear” devel-
opment of time, the other one is hierarchical. The hierarchy of eventualities
and time points is spelled out in terms of prominence in the sense of Himmel-
mann and Primus (2015: 44f.) who define it as the property of entities to stand
out from among sets of equal entities (see below).

Several further details are of relevance. First, the relation between the even-
tuality time and the location time determines the aspectual nature of an inflec-
ted verb. In the case of a perfective form, the eventuality time is included in the
location time, while the inverse inclusion relation yields imperfective aspect
(cf. Kamp and Reyle 1ᇻᇻ3: 536; Becker and Egetenmeyer 2018a: 36 with further
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references). Second, a clarification by Becker and Egetenmeyer (2018a: 37) con-
cerning the formalization is that it is the location time which introduces the
reference time. Third and most importantly, the reference time is decisive in
the description of the temporal development of a text (cf. the arguments to
use the concept in Becker and Egetenmeyer 2018a: 37). It enables us to show
whether the temporal relations expressed by a verb phrase in context involve
a temporal update or not. Simply put, whenever a new reference time is intro-
duced, thenarrative time is updated.Our examplepair fromSection 1 illustrates
this.

(ሀ) Pierre entra׶׳ჯ Marie téléphona׶׳ჯ
‘Pierre came in. Marie called someone.’

(ሁ) Pierre entra׶׳ჯ Marie téléphonaitim׳ჯ
‘Pierre came in. Marie was talking on the phone.’

The visualizations (A) and (B) use the style introduced in Becker and Egeten-
meyer (2018a) which is a further development of the illustrations by Kamp and
Rohrer (1ᇻ83).

(A)

(B)

In both cases, the eventualities are presented in past tense. Therefore, their rep-
resentations are left of the time of speech (n). As said, via the asserted time
for the eventuality (location time, loc) the reference time (R) is introduced.
This holds for the first event of both examples (4 and 5, and A and B, respect-
ively). However, as (A) shows, the location time of the second eventuality in
example (4) follows the reference time of the first eventuality. It introduces a
new reference time (Rሳ), i.e., it updates time.This is not the case in (B). The verb
marked by the imparfait in (5) expresses a state (cf. Kamp and Rohrer 1ᇻ83: 253,
abbreviated s).ቀ The respective location time (locᄂsሳ)) takes the reference time

ᇿ This classification is a simplification which may be criticized. The imparfait uses we analyze
in the present contribution do not fit into the classification.
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which has already been introduced in themini-discourse (Rሲ), including it into
its extension. Thus, there is no temporal update. Narrative time stands still. As
said, the imparfait uses we treat in the present article diverge from this stand-
ard case and may indeed update time (see Section 3). Thus, it is not only the
prototypical perfective tense-aspect forms (like the passé simple) which “carry
the story forwards” (Kamp, van Genabith, and Reyle 2011: 1ᇻ6), but sometimes
also the imparfait.

Prominence value is a relational property that can be determined, in prin-
ciple, in any kind of time point or interval. It is evaluated relative to other time
points of the same type (cf. Himmelmann and Primus 2015: 44f., see above)
which are part of one and the same domain (cf. Himmelmann and Primus
2015: 38; Becker and Egetenmeyer 2018a: 45ff.). As Becker and Egetenmeyer
(2018a) and Egetenmeyer (2020a) show, the different applicable prominence
values are at least the following: maximally prominent, relatively high promin-
ence, equal prominence and minimal prominence within a domain. The type
of time point whose prominence value is of most interest here is, again, the ref-
erence time because of its relevance in the narrative progression. Additionally,
the prominence values of the location times of some adverbial expressions are
determined in the analysis because of their role in the temporal structuring of
a discourse.

As Himmelmann and Primus (2015: 44) state, prominent discourse entities
“serve as anchors aroundwhich experience is organized”. In Becker andEgeten-
meyer (2018a) and even more clearly in Becker and Egetenmeyer (2018b), it is
shown that, on these grounds, the prominence value of time points can in cer-
tain cases be determined quantitatively. This is relevant for a first-mentioned
time point. The following example shows this.ቁ The extract, even though not
unrelated to the preceding context, may be considered the beginning of a new
sub-episode (cf. Smith 2003: 25ᇻ for a basic definition of the episode).

(ሂ) [1] Le jeune marin sauta dans le canot, [2] alla sᅍasseoir à la poupe, [3] et
donna lᅍordre dᅍaborder à la Canebière. [4] Deux matelots se penchèrent
aussitôt sur leurs rames, [5] et lᅍembarcation glissa aussi rapidement quᅍil
est possible de le faire aumilieu desmille barques ᄊჰᄋ. (Frantext: Alexandre
Dumas père, Le Comte de MonteᄵCristo, 1846, p. 13)
‘[1] The young sailor leapt into the boat, [2] seated himself in the stern [3]
and gave the order to row across to the Canebière. [4] Two sailors imme-

ሀ Becker and Egetenmeyer (2018a: 4ᇻ) discuss an example taken from Kamp and Rohrer (1ᇻ83:
258), which yields a more complex prominence structure.
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diately bent over their oars [5] and the vessel proceeded as fast as it could,
among the thousand small boats […].’ (Alexandre Dumas père,The Count
of Monte Cristo, 2003, p. 15)

The example presents a sequence of eventualities which are narrated with the
passé simple. The narrative time is continuously updated. This can be shown
with the visualization (C).ቂ

(C)

What is of interest for us here is that there is one reference time all other
time points directly or indirectly depend upon, Rሲ. It is the most important
anchor in the extract. Therefore, in line with Becker and Egetenmeyer (2018a),
we define it as the most prominent time point within the domain. The other
reference points are not ranked further in the same way. Their quantitative
difference in anchoring relations is not relevant as it does not contribute to
the temporal structure beyond the relationship of mere sequence. Thus, they
are taken to be equal per default (cf. also Becker and Egetenmeyer 2018a:
4ᇻ).

Further factors for a relatively high prominence value are the extension
and/or the explicitness of a time point or interval. For example, a temporal
adverbial expression may mark a relatively prominent time span (cf. Becker
and Egetenmeyer 2018a: 48). It may express a precisely determined temporal
interval which due to its extension can include several other time points (cf.
Becker and Egetenmeyer 2018a: 48). By contrast, also a relatively short exten-
sionmay in certain cases lead to a highprominence value of the respective time
point (cf. Egetenmeyer 2020b, following Hopper and Thompson 1ᇻ80). Time
pointswith lowprominencehavebeen introduced inEgetenmeyer (2020a) and
will be discussed in Section 3.4.

Besides the level of relations between timepoints and intervals, also the con-
ception of the level of temporal perspective is of interest here. The temporal
perspective time (׷׳) is a vantage point “from which a certain eventuality or
a sequence of eventualities are seen” (Becker and Egetenmeyer 2018a: 51). The
perspective taker plays an important role in its conception. In standard dis-
course, the perspective taker is the narrator, but the perspective may also be

ሁ A possible slight diversification in terms of temporal proximity between the involved even-
tualities is ignored in the visualizations.
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shifted to a protagonist, e.g., in free indirect discourse (cf., e.g., Banfield 1ᇻ82 to
whommany publications refer; cf. Hinterwimmer 2017 for a distinction of free
indirect discourse anda second typeof perspective shift called viewpoint shift).
In the context of tense and aspect, including special imparfait uses, the per-
spective shift has been discussed convincingly, e.g., in de Saussure and Sthioul
(1ᇻᇻᇻ), Sthioul (2000) and de Saussure (2013). As Sthioul (2000: 84) shows,
an imparfait which does not meet the expectations may be an instruction for
the reader to perceive a shift in perspective towards a text-internal source (cf.
also the application of Sthioul 2000 in Becker, Egetenmeyer, and Hinterwim-
mer 2021). According to Sthioul (2000: 85ff.), this can be generalized to many
or even all updating uses. Now, as already stated, the contribution at hand is
concerned specifically with the temporal structure of text. We do not focus on
the reasons for tense choice, which, by contrast, would involve the correlation
with perspective. Still, we want to point out a challenge which would need fur-
ther considerationwhenmerging both stances. It is the question how temporal
development involving perspective shifts can be properly accounted for.

To solve it, we need to consider basic conceptions of the account. Import-
antly, the temporal perspective is not independent but rather forms part of a
narrative structure. A perspective time point (׷׳) itself also needs to be local-
ized and this is done with the same (linguistic) means as other types of time
points, especially verbs, tense-aspect forms and adverbs with the additional
mediating force of rhetorical or discourse relations. Therefore, we suppose that
it is not located freely in the temporal structure corresponding to a text but
that it shares its temporal determination with another time point. More spe-
cifically, according to the present conception of our account, pts share their
temporal location with specific reference times or location times (cf. Egeten-
meyer 2021). The reference time and the perspective time are independent
(descriptive) entities and do not substitute one another.ቃ This becomes espe-
cially relevant when extended text segments are considered. On the one hand,
we then still need to account for textual development, which is typically done
on the grounds of the concept of the reference time (R). On the other hand,
there are three possibilities what may happen to the perspective time in such
cases. Namely, the perspective time may be maintained, shifted back to the
narrator’s origo, or it may share the temporal development with the reference
time. In the description of longer text passages this would need to be accoun-
ted for. The third possibility according towhich the perspective time is updated
together with the reference time, e.g., seems to be themost feasible description

ሂ Such a replacement of the reference time with the perspective time in perspectivised con-
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of the imparfait in sports reports (see Section 3.5 for an example) if it were to
be described with a shifted perspective. Sthioul (2000: 8ᇻ) mentions said text
type when arguing for perspective shifts, but does not go into the details of a
development of the perspective time.

ᇵ AnalǄsis of the Different TǄpes of Updating Imparfait Uses

The aim of this contribution is to elaborate a new categorization of imparfait
uses. As we will see, there is a tendency of certain uses to occur more often
in one text type than in another. It seems that we can motivate some correla-
tions on the basis of our systematics. Before presenting the detailed analyses,
we want to briefly mention the corpora we used and the categories we apply to
distinguish the different uses.

For the present analysis of the imparfait, a wide array of data had to be con-
sidered. We used different corpora to pin down the different uses in the best
manner. Most importantly, we studied written narrative texts and newspaper
articles. For written narrative texts, we used Frantext. One set of queries was
restricted to texts published between 1ᇻ80 and 1ᇻᇻ0. An additional one con-
cerned verbs of movement in texts from the years 2006 to 2010. Furthermore,
we did a specific study on Camus, LᅍÉtranger, partly presented in Egetenmeyer
(2020a). Concerning newspaper articles, we particularly focused on the subject
of politics and on sports reports and controlled for it mostly based on the lex-
ical items we searched for. We used the Emolex corpus and the Timestamped
jsi web corpus included in Sketch Engine to collect relevant occurrences from
newspapers.We looked for the subject of politics specifically in the Emolex cor-
pus and used both corpora for sports reports. In the case of the sports reports,
we augmented our data.We sought to replenish the reduced range of surround-
ing words retrievable from the data bases by looking for the article in the free
internet (via www.google.de). In several cases, wewere able to find the respect-
ive whole article and applied our principles to it.

texts is assumed, e.g., in de Saussure (2013: 53). He suggests a replacement with a secondary
perspective time Sኳ (cf. de Saussure 2013: 53), which is similar in nature to themoment of con-
sciousness C attributed to a protagonist put forth in de Saussure and Sthioul (1ᇻᇻᇻ).Wedonot
intend to criticize their account, but rather want to delimit ours properly. Importantly, their
aim is different from ours. They determine an interpretational procedure (cf. de Saussure and
Sthioul 1ᇻᇻᇻ and following publications) while we focus on (temporal) relational properties
of certain imparfait uses within a text. This entails differences in the operationalization of
terms.
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We focus onabroad set of structural properties to compare thedifferent uses
in a detailed manner. (i) The basic property for an imparfait use to enter our
investigation is to update narrative time (see Section 2). The other properties
are diverse. (ii) We examine the syntactic status and the cotext. The relevant
distinctions are whether the form is embedded temporally or contextually and
if a co-occurring adverbial expression is necessary. (iii) The local textual specif-
ics are important.Here,we focus essentially on the “degree” of sequentiality.We
consider whether there is more than one updating imparfait in sequence and
if the temporal reference of the imparfait in question overlaps with the time of
another eventuality. (iv)We evaluate the prominence status (see Section 2). (v)
We also consider the semantics of the verb in question, i.e., its aktionsart, espe-
cially its telicity.On these grounds,we are able todistinguishdifferent imparfait
uses in a new manner. Finally, (vi) we determine the distribution of the use
across text types.

In the sub-sections below, the following types are described. We begin with
the typical narrative imparfait already mentioned in Section 1. We call the
second type non-typical narrative imparfait. It shares only certain properties
with the first one.We continuewith the date-setting imparfait. The fourth kind
is the narrative progressive without explicit features, which is introduced in
Egetenmeyer (2020a).The final imparfait use is a special sub-case of the second
one. It is a non-typical narrative which occurs in sports reports.

ᇵᄙᇳ The Tǀpical Narraƻiƽe Imparfaiƻ
The typical narrative imparfait is the updating use that has receivedmost atten-
tion in the literature. It is most frequent in, but not restricted to, written narrat-
ive texts (cf., e.g., Schrott 2012: 14ᇻ; Labeau 2006). We already saw an example
taken from Labelle (2003: 165) which is repeated below.

(ሃ) Le lendemainძ Jean donnaiƻ sa démission et parƻaiƻ pour Paris.
‘The next day, John handed in his resignation and left for Paris.’

In Section 1, we focused on the second imparfait, partait (‘left’). Its realization
is only an option. Still, it shows that in such a structure, theremay occur events
in sequence which do not overlap temporally. The first verb, donnait (‘handed
in’), is the central case of this class of imparfait uses. Several of its properties
have been summarized by Vetters (1ᇻᇻ6: 128), Bres (2005) and others. Import-
antly, it typicallymarks a telic verb (cf. Bres 1ᇻᇻᇻ: 5) and occurs after a temporal
adverbial expression (cf., e.g., Vetters 1ᇻᇻ6: 128). As Labelle (2003) shows, it is
a sentence adverbial. Thus, in this use the imparfait may be described as tem-
porally embedded. The adverbial expression contributes to the sense implied
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by the quite frequent denomination “imparfait de rupture” (cf. Tasmowski-De
Ryck 1ᇻ85; Berthonneau and Kleiber 1ᇻᇻᇻ; etc.), namely, the one of an “effet de
discontinuité temporelle” (de Vogüé 1ᇻᇻᇻ: 2, ‘effect of temporal discontinuity’).
This is shown in example (8).

(ሄ) Ils se rencontrèrent en juin წ ƻroismoisplƼs ƻardძ ils semariaienƻჯ (Berthon-
neau and Kleiber 1ᇻᇻ3: 57)
‘They met in June. Three months later, they got married.’

The discontinuity, in turn, paves the way for a semantical embedding as own
(micro-) episode as described by Molendijk et al. (2004: 2ᇻ3f.). This possible
reading is available in (8), but becomes clearer in longer passages like in (ᇻ)
below. There, the extract is also the end of a chapter.

(ህ) [1] Jacquemort sᅍéloignaჯ [2] Au bout de la placeძ une rue transversale
semblait comporter plusieurs échoppes. [3] Il se dirigea vers elles. [4]
QƼelqƼes minƼƻes plƼs ƻardძ il enƻraiƻ chez le menuisier. [5] Il se sentait
troubléძ mal à lᅍaise. [6] La porte se referma sur lui [8] et il attendit. (Fran-
text: Boris Vian, LᅍArracheᄵcœur, 1ᇻ53, p. 51)
‘[1] Jacquemort walked away. [2] At the far end of the square, a side street
seemed to house some shops. [3] He headed in that direction. [4] Several
minutes later, he entered the carpenter’s. [5] He felt confused, uneasy. [6]
The door closed behind him [7] and he waited.’

The example can be visualized as in (D) which also helps to determine the last
missing piece of insight, namely, the prominence value.

(D)

The extract is not interpreted as an entire episode. Therefore, the first loca-
tion time (locᄂeሲ)) is visualized as being anchored to a preceding time point
(Rᑯ) and the first reference time (Rሲ) is not maximally prominent. Sentences
[1] to [3] express a sequence of events with an intervening description in sen-
tence [2] (locᄂsሳ)). In sentence [4], the narrative imparfait occurs. The adverbial
quelques minutes plus tard (‘several minutes later’) in [4], expresses a tem-
poral gap, i.e., the discontinuity mentioned above, and introduces a time inter-
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val within which the eventuality entrait (‘entered’) is realized. Narrative time
advances and thus, the respective location time (locᄂeስ)) introduces its own
reference point (Rስ). Sentence [5] expresses that Rስ is temporally included by
another state (locᄂsሶ)). The location time of the following event (locᄂeሷ)) is also
anchored to Rስ. Clause [7] contributes another update.

As we see here, the only timewith an elevated prominence value is the loca-
tion time of the adverbial expression (locᑍᑪᑼ). This is due to its explicitness and
the temporal gap introduced by it. The reference time introduced by the impar-
fait (Rስ) is of equal prominence to the other time points. This is the default case
(see Section 2).

ᇵᄙᇴ The Nonᄵƻǀpical Narraƻiƽe Imparfaiƻ in Liƻerarǀ Teƿƻs
Cases of non-typical narrative imparfait are only seldom quoted and if men-
tioned, they are usually not differentiated from the typical one. Quite often, the
use is simply ignored. An exception is Verine (2007: 80) who calls it an “occur-
rence non prototypique d’imparfait narratif” (‘non-prototypical instance of the
narrative imparfait’). Like the typical narrative imparfait, it expresses eventu-
alities in sequence without temporal overlap, thus, again paralleling the passé
simple. The sequentiality is normally achieved through telic verbs. It differs
from the typical narrative imparfait in the lack of an adverbial expression. Due
to this property, it is temporally not embedded as (10) shows.

(ᇽᇼ) [1] Je payai en francs Poincaré ᄊჰᄋ. [2]Nousnous leƽionsჯ [3]Nous sorƻions
sur la place de la Madeleineძ encombrée de taxis ᄊჰᄋ. [4] Le ciel était grisჯ
ᄊჰᄋ [5] Nous sƼiƽions la rue Royale [6] et nous descendions vers la Conᄵ
cordeძ bourrée de gardesmobiles. [7]ᅃQuᅍestᄵce qui se passeჴme dit Javier.
(Frantext: Jean d’Ormesson, Tous les hommes en sont fous, 1ᇻ86, p. 15ᇻ)
‘[1] I paid with gold francs. [2]We got up. [3]We went out on the Place de
la Madeleine, which was blocked up with taxis. [4] The sky was grey. [5]
We followed the Rue Royale [6] and went down in direction of the Place
de la Concorde, which was filled with policemen. [7] What’s going on?,
said Javier to me.’

The extract predominantly expresses a sequence of events even though the
verb forms in clauses [2], [3], [5] and [6] are marked by the imparfait. There
are no signs of temporal or contextual embedding. Again, the prominence val-
ues of the involved reference points are equal per default. This is visualized in
(E).
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(E)

The use occurs in narrative prose (see, by contrast, the sub-type described
in Section 3.5). It may in part be an individual preference of certain authors,
e.g., of Patrick Modiano (cf. Patard 2010); we also found several cases in Jean
d’Ormesson and Christine Angot. The use is expected to be of paramount
interest for the multifocal account by Judge (1ᇻᇻ8). The speech verbs men-
tioned by Vetters (1ᇻᇻ4: 21ᇻ) may also be considered to belong to this kind.ቄ

ᇵᄙᇵ The Daƻe Seƻƻing Imparfaiƻ
We call the third use date setting imparfait. It is not properly carved out in the
literature either. It appears together with an adverbial expression specifying its
temporal location but it is not embedded under it. This is shown in (11).

(ᇽᇽ) [1] LᅍAfssa a rendu quatre avis datés de ᇊᇈᇈᇉძ ᇊᇈᇈᇋ et ᇊᇈᇈᇎ sur les boissons
contenant ᄊჰᄋ la taurine ᄊჰᄋ. [2] Oubliant les avis de lᅍAfssa ᄊჰᄋძ Christine
Lagardeძ ministre de lᅍéconomieძ dǾcidaiƻ il y a quelques semaines dᅍouvrir
les frontières françaises au Red Bull. [3] Avec un raisonnement strictement
inverseძ Roselyne Bachelotძ ministre de la santéძ a choisi dᅍappeler au boyᄵ
cott de cette boisson ᄊჰᄋ. (Emolex: LeMonde, 13.08.2008, Analyseწ Lorsque
la science est muette)
‘The Afssa handed in four notifications in 2001, 2003 and 2006 on drinks
containing taurine. Forgetting the notifications of Afssa, Christine
Lagarde, minister of economy, decided to open the French borders for
Red Bull a fewweeks ago.With a completely contrary reasoning, Roselyne
Bachelot, minister of health, decided to call for a boycott of this drink.’

(F) visualizes the sequence of events expressed in the example. As the phrase
il y a quelques semaines (‘a fewweeks ago’) only specifies the temporal location
of décidait (‘decided’), it does not receive its own location time.

(F)

ሃ However, this cannot be generalized. Speech verbs marked by the imparfait may also have
progressive value.
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Further properties of this use are that it does not co-occur with other impar-
faits expressing a sequence. Its location time does not overlap with the one of
other eventualities.

The property of being embeddedneither temporally nor contextually distin-
guishes it from the “imparfait d’événement” (Touratier 1ᇻᇻ6: 117, see ex. 12) and
its subtype, the “imparfait d’ouverture” (cf., e.g., Berthonneau and Kleiber 1ᇻᇻᇻ:
2; Bres 2005: 136f.; see ex. 13) which are both embedded under an expression of
temporal location.

(ᇽᇾ) En ᇉᇐᇈᇊძ naissaiƻ à Besançon Victor Hugo. (Touratier 1ᇻᇻ6: 117)
‘In 1802, Victor Hugo was born in Besançon.’

(ᇽᇿ) Il y a vingtᄵcinq ans moƼraiƻ Franklin Roosevelt. (Figaro Littéraire, 1ᇻ7ᇻ,
cited after Berthonneau and Kleiber 1ᇻᇻᇻ: 2)
‘Twenty-five years ago, Franklin Roosevelt died.’

Another distinctiveproperty of thedate setting imparfait is that its prominence
value is relatively high (see F, where Rሳ is in bold). This is due to thementioned
temporal specification (cf. also Egetenmeyer 2020b). By contrast, in the case of
the imparfait d’événement (see, e.g., ex. 12), the adverbial expression is more
prominent than the reference time of the imparfait. We found the date setting
imparfait in news on politics and in non-fictional literature. In the queries, we
were able to pin it down with a restricted set of verbs of “political acts” which
were all telic.

ᇵᄙᇶ The ProgressiƽeWiƻh Narraƻiƽe FeaƻƼresWiƻhoƼƻ Eƿpliciƻ Marking
Theprogressivewithnarrative featureswithout explicitmarking is a special use
that is first described in Egetenmeyer (2020a). The study analyses the updating
imparfait inCamus’LᅍÉtranger (cf. Egetenmeyer 2020a).Thenarrativeprogress-
ive without explicit marking is especially interesting because the reference
time it introduces is of low prominence value (minimal in the domain) and
does not function as an anchor (cf. Egetenmeyer 2020a). Furthermore, it occurs
without an adverbial expression indicating the update and it is neither tempor-
ally nor contextually embedded. The example (14) and its translation are taken
from Egetenmeyer (2020a).

(ᇽሀ) [1] Moiძ jᅍai seulement senti quᅍil commençait à mᅍennuyer. [2] Je me suis
détourné àmon tour [3] et je suis allé sous la lucarne. [4] JemᅍappƼǀais de
lᅍépaule contre le mur. [5] Sans bien le suivreძ jᅍai entendu quᅍil recommenᄵ
çait à mᅍinterroger. (Camus, LᅍÉtranger, 1ᇻ42, p. 178)
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‘[1] Me, on the contrary, I only felt that he began to annoy me. [2] Now
I turned away [3] and I walked over underneath the little window. [4] I
leaned (was leaning) my shoulder against the wall. [5]Without really fol-
lowing him, I heard that he started questioning me again.’]

The corresponding visualization (G) is also taken from Egetenmeyer (2020a).

(G)

The visualization (G) starts with the second sentence, which is seen as the
beginning of a sub-episode. Thus, Rሳ is relatively prominent (and shown in
bold). The temporal update between [3] and [4] becomes apparent as the char-
acter cannot lean against the wall before reaching it. The brackets around Rስ
indicate its reduced prominence value. Importantly, the location time of the
following eventuality (locᄂeሶ)) does not take Rስ as its anchor but rather “skips”
it and refers back to Rሴ. Therefore, the hearing (ai entendu, [5]) may temporally
overlap the leaning (appuyais, [4]). Due to the two properties of the reduced
prominence value and the possible temporal overlap, a sequence of several
imparfaits of this kind is not probable.ቅ This type is instantiated by move-
ment and visual perception verbs, which are mostly atelic (cf. Egetenmeyer
2020a).

ᇵᄙᇷ The Nonᄵƻǀpical Narraƻiƽe Imparfaiƻ in Sporƻs Reporƻs
The second type of non-typical narrative imparfaits occurs in sports reports. It
has been described, e.g., by Labeau (2004; 2007) and Labeau and Engel (2005).
It shares the properties of not being temporally embedded and of not (neces-
sarily) co-occurring with temporally locating adverbs with the type discussed
in Section 3.2 (cf. Labeau 2004: 144 for a slightly diverging opinion). However,
as it is a specialty of sports reports, it has a genre restriction. Itmay express full-
fledged sequentiality. The following example is the beginning of a newspaper
article which contains 21 finite verbs of which 17 are marked by the imparfait.
Several of them update narrative time, but only some co-occur with precise
temporal specifications (e.g., ᇉᇈޣ, ‘(in the) tenth (minute)’ in clause [1], cf. also

ሄ In the data set, there is not more than one progressive with narrative features in a row (cf.
Egetenmeyer 2020a). By contrast, other types of imparfaits, e.g., descriptive ones, may relat-
ively easily follow imparfaits of this kind.
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Patard 2007: 313). The extract only contains one finite verb that is not an updat-
ing imparfait (est, ‘is’, in [8]). We also call this kind the generalized updating
imparfait.

(ᇽሁ) [1] Le Blésois Gonçalves Ǿƻaiƻ le premier à semettre en action ᄂᇉᇈޣᄃძ [2]mais
sa frappe passaiƻ juste à côté. [3] Les locaux rǾpondaienƻ de suiteძ avec une
bonne tête deMaelbrancke, [4]mais le défenseurRadet saƼƽaiƻ sur sa ligne.
[5] La réponse blésoise ne se faisaiƻ pas attendreხ [6] Itoua Akognakogna
dribblaiƻ deux défenseurs [7] puis remeƻƻaiƻ à Rokizuma. [8] Là aussiძ cᅍest
un défenseurძ Gaudinძ qui repoƼssaiƻ la tentative. [ᇻ] Itoua Akognakogna
enroƼlaiƻ ensuite sa frappe, [10] mais Souriau repoƼssaiƻ en cornerჯ ᄊჰᄋ
(Sketch Engine: La Nouvelle République, 22.08.2016)
‘[1] The Blesoisian Gonçalves was the first one to get into gear (10th), [2]
but his shot just missed. [3] The locals responded immediately with a
good header by Maelbrancke, [4] but the defender Radet saved on the
line.
[5] The Blesoisian answerwas not long in coming: [6] Itoua Akognakogna
out-dribbled two defenders, [7] then passed to Rokizuma. [8] There too
it was a defender, Gaudin, who prevented the attempt. [ᇻ] Itoua Akogna-
kogna wrapped up his shot [10] but Souriau deflected for a corner.’

The extract may be visualized as under (H).

(H)

As (H) shows, the first reference time is maximally prominent. The following
reference times are of equal prominence. In clause [6], a substructure is initi-
ated. Thus, this imparfait use brings about different prominence values.

Apart from neutral chains (like clauses [1] to [5]), in sports reports there
occur also elaborations where the subordinate structure is presented with
verbs marked with the imparfait expressing sequential relations (e.g., clauses
[6] and [7] and possibly also [8] are rhetorically subordinate to [5] via an elab-
oration relation, in the sense of Asher and Lascarides 2003). Furthermore,we
found semi-stativised chains. We cannot go into further detail here. Import-
antly, we found mostly action verbs of which many are telic. This property
readily indicates the sequential relation.
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ᇶ Conclǀding Remarksᄘ Configǀrational Fiǃation and Allocation to
Teǃt TǄpes

In this contribution, we described five different kinds of updating imparfait
uses. We determined the following relevant properties pertaining to tradi-
tional categories: Co-occurring adverbial expressions, temporal and contextual
embeddedness, several occurrences of one kind in a row, temporal overlap and
the aktionsart of the involved verb, especially, its (non-)telicity. Furthermore,
we showed that the prominence value or the available prominence values is
another powerful property to distinguish the uses.

With all this in mind, we can now summarize the correlation between the
imparfait uses and the text types. The tendencies within the different categor-
ies are subsumed as the configurational properties of the different updating
imparfait uses. Depending on the strength of the tendencies in sum, a use
may be said to possess a more or less strong configurational fixation. This fixa-
tion correlates with the probability of an expansion across text types (see the
respective sections above for references).

The configuration of the typical narrative imparfait is the least variable.
The structure is temporally embedded under an adverbial expression and
also shows contextual embeddedness. Several imparfaits may occur in a row
without temporally overlapping each other. The verbs are mostly telic. The
prominence value is equal per default with respect to the surrounding context.
By contrast, of the discussed uses, the generalized updating imparfait we found
in sports reports is themost variable. A co-occurring adverbial expression is not
necessary but possible. It is normally not temporally embedded (butmaybe). It
can express perfect sequentiality. Temporal overlap is not typical butmayoccur
when there are several such imparfaits in a row. Inwhat concerns its aktionsart,
there is a tendency towards telicity, but it is not a necessary restriction. Finally,
it may possess diverse prominence values. The generalized updating use seems
to be restricted to sports reports. A factor favouring its occurrence in sports
reports is that a real time reference can always be retrieved there. The typical
narrative imparfait, on the other hand, is found in quite different text types (cf.
Bres 2005: 215). Even though it is oftendiscussed for literary texts, it also appears
in newspaper articles (cf., e.g., Bres 1ᇻᇻᇻ; Bres 2005) and even in (pre-planned)
oral discourse (cf. Bres 1ᇻᇻᇻ: 15; Bres 2005: 10; Labeau 2006).

In what concerns the intermediate steps, the tendencies are less apparent.
The date setting imparfait still has a quite fix configuration. E.g., it needs an
adverbial expression and may not occur together with further instances of the
same kind in a row. It is found at least in reports on politics and non-fictional
literature. The progressive with narrative features whose properties involve the
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lack of an adverbial expression and a temporal overlap might be found across
the more classic narrative prose. The literary non-typical narrative imparfait
which is even less configurationally restricted might even be considered to be
the individual preference of certain authors.

To conclude, the principled description of certain imparfait uses as updating
narrative time is ahelpful step towards covering the field of narrative imparfaits
more thoroughly. It enables us to take more cases into account and describe
them in a relatively neutral manner. The property of the prominence value
of the reference time introduced via a certain imparfait use proves to be an
important additional delimiting factor. However, due to the diversity of updat-
ing imparfait uses, a short survey like the present one needs to set aside many
relevant details. Further studies are needed to sustain the approach. First, the
distinguished classes should be analyzed across a wider range of variation.
More precisely, as Emmanuelle Labeau (5 June 2018, p.c.) underlines, refine-
ments concerning variational dimensions like diatopic and diastratic variation
and, in the realm of newspaper reports, e.g., national vs. local press, would
deepen the understanding. Second, further cases should be considered where
the updating is brought about in a different manner. In this vein, Louis de
Saussure (2ᇻ October 201ᇻ, p.c.) suggests to link the discussed cases with, e.g.,
preludic and counterfactual uses. This would shed light upon how the hearer
determines the update and on possible connotations of the uses discussed in
the present contribution. It would also be an important step towards a com-
bination of the present account with the one mentioned in Section 2, which
focuses on the role of perspective.
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chapter 5

The Futurate Reading of the Spanish Present
Progressiǁe ᄬeƺƻaƹ ናᄵƵdƶᄭ

Alicia CiƷƹia

ᇳ Introduction

Progressives are known to have futurate interpretations (Dowty 1979; Smith
1997, among others). A futurate is a forward-looking temporal interpretation
conveyed by a form other than the canonical structures associated with future
expression, e.g., the simple future and the ‘gƶ ƻƶ’ future. The Spanish Simple
Present (SPres) has been the traditional vehicle for a futurate interpretation
(henceforth, FutPres: “simple present futurate”), as in (1a). This paper focuses
on the futurate interpretation of the Spanish prog periphrasis eƺƻaƹ (be) ቩ geƹᄵ
ƼƵd ᄂᄵƵdƶჽᄵiƵgᄃ; cf. (1b), as attested inArgentinianRioplatense Spanish (arsp):1

(ᇽ) a. Laƹa
Lara

caƵƻa
sing-3.ئإأsg

eƵ
at

el
the

CƶlɳƵ
Colón

maɫaƵa
tomorrow

FƼƻPƹeƺ

‘Lara sings at the Colón tomorrow.’

b. Laƹa
Lara

eƺƻǃ
be-prs.3sg

caƵƻaƵdƶ
sing-ger

eƵ
at

el
the

CƶlɳƵ
Colón

maɫaƵa
tomorrow

FƼƻPƹƶg

‘Lara is singing at the Colón tomorrow.’

In both (1a) and (1b), it is inferred that a singing event has been planned or
scheduled to happen at a time later than Speech Time (st). FutPres is still the
preferred form for futurate expression in arsp. However, at least for the past
twenty-five years, there has been a change in progress, whereby a new futurate,
FutProg, has developed; mainly in declarative and dynamic clauses.

ᇳᄙᇳ FƼƻƼƹaƻeƺ aƵd Oƻƨeƹ FƼƻƼƹeƺ
The futurate predicts a future situation from the perspective of the present
(Smith, 1997). Futurates are interesting for the study of temporal reference

ᇽ Argentinian Rioplatense Spanish includes the south of Entre Ríos and Santa Fe provinces,
Buenos Aires city (Pƶƹƻeɫƶ dialect), Buenos Aires province (bƶƵaeƹeƵƺe), and the Patagonian
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because the reference time for a future situation is located at st, while the
actual situation time (cf. event time) is located at a time later than st. Compare
the Reichenbachian representation for futurates in (2a) with the representa-
tion in (2b) for the canonical futures (the Spanish inflected future and the iƹ a
‘go to’ future). Examples corresponding to each of the representations follow:

(ᇾ) a.

b.

E: Event time; S: Speech time; R: Reference time

aኳ. Íbamƶƺ2
go-impf.1pl

a ƺaliƹ
to go-inf

a laƺ ᇎ
at the 6

Ʒeƹƶ aƨƶƹa
but now

eƺƻamƶƺ
beᅟئؘإأᄙᇳ؟أ

ƺalieƵdƶ
leaǁeᅟؘؚإ

a laƺ ᇉᇈჯ
at the 10
‘We were going to leave at 6, but now we are leaving at 10.’

bኳ. Íbamƶƺ
go-impf.1pl

a ƺaliƹ
to go-inf

a laƺ ᇎ
at the 6

Ʒeƹƶ aƨƶƹa
but now

ƽamƶƺ
go-ئؘإأᄙᇳ؟أ

a ƺaliƹ
to leaǁe-inf

a laƺ ᇉᇈჯ
at the 10

‘We were going to leave at 6, but now we are going to leave at 10.’

bኴ.Íbamƶƺ
go-impf.1pl

a ƺaliƹ
to go-inf

a laƺ ᇎ
at the 6

Ʒeƹƶ aƨƶƹa
but now

ƺaldƹemƶƺ
leave-ؙابᄙᇳ؟أ

a laƺ ᇉᇈჯ
at the 10

‘We were going to leave at 6, but now we will leave at 10.’

Observe the second conjunct in each sentence: the future event (or situation)
in (2aኳ) is evaluated at st (ኙ Reference time): ahƶƹa ‘now,’ and the event (or situ-
ation) time is located at a later time. Examples (2b") and (2bኳ), with the gƶᄵƻƶ

region (cf. Vidal de Battini, 1964). RiƶƷlaƻeƵƺe designates the Spanish of Buenos Aires and
Montevideo.

ᇾ This past imperfect form (ImƷeƹfecƻƶ) provides context (the preliminaries) for the eventuality
described by the FutProg in the second conjunct following Ʒeƹƶ ‘but.’ In the second con-
junct, temporal reference shifts by the introduction of the adverbial ahƶƹa ‘now’, therefore
the ImƷeƹfecƻƶ has no incidence on the temporal reference of the second conjunct.
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future and the Simple Future, respectively, are temporally interpreted as dis-
played in (2b), and both also occur in arsp.

The rest of the paper proceeds as follows: section 2 reviews general char-
acteristics of futurates, section 3 discusses progressives in terms of the inertia
concept, and section 4 shows the relationship of progressive meaning to futur-
ates. Section 5 provides an account of observed effects of FutProg in arsp vis à
vis the proposals advanced throughout the paper, including a brief comparison
of FutProg with FutPres. Section 6 offers a summary and concluding remarks.
Most theoretical assumptions derive from the framework proposed by Cipria
& Roberts (2000) (henceforth, C&R) for Spanish ImƷeƹfecƻƶ.

ᇴ General Characteristics of Futurates

Futurates introduce a present state of affairs that is preliminary to a future situ-
ation (Smith 1997: 189). Smith (2006) adds that futurates present said future
situation as the final endpoint of a predictive situation. It is often assumed, in
relation to futurates, that the preliminaries to a future situation involve a plan,
schedule, a pattern of events, intentions, or preparations; we will call these
plannable futurates.ቀ Plannable futurates presuppose, at reference time (here,
st), the existence of one of the above-mentioned preliminaries and that there
is an authority, person, or entity that makes sure the wheels are set in motion
for the future situation to obtain at a time later than st. This person or entity
need not be overt and, further, it need not coincide with the subject or agent of
the future eventuality, nor the speaker of the utterance, as canbe seen in (3a, b):

(ᇿ) a. MaɫaƵa
Tomorrow

me
acc.1sg

eƺƻǃƵ
be- prs.3plu

llamaƵdƶ
call- ger

de
from

TƹƩbƼƵaƳeƺ
the courthouse

‘Tomorrow they are calling me from (on behalf of) the courthouse.’

b. Eƺƻa
This

deƵƼƵcia
complaint

ƺe
refl pass.3sg

eƺƻǃ
be- prs.3sg

ƷƹeƺeƵƻaƵdƶ
present-ger

deƵƻƹƶ de
within the

ƼƵƶƺ miƵƼƻƶƺჯ
some minutes
‘The formal complaint is being filed in court in a fewminutes.’ (on-the-
scene report, radio)

ᇿ Copley (2009, 2014, 2018) uses this term for contrast with what she calls ƵaƻƼƹal fƼƻƼƹaƻeƺ
(e.g., The ƺƼƵ iƺ ƹiƺiƵg aƻ ᇎ ƻƶmƶƹƹƶƾ). Natural futurates are calculable given that they pre-
dict a future situation based onmathematical and astronomical calculations, laws of physics,
almanacs, and the like. In this paper, we will not focus on this type of futurate.
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(3a) carries the presupposition of prior scheduling of the call and that an
entity, the courthouse, is the initiator or director.ቁ In (3b), with an impersonal
passive, there is no overt director. However, an inference can be made from
prior context, for example, from the initial report of the details of the com-
plaint.

Fleischman (1982) argues that what characterizes futurates is not the object-
ive existence of a plan but the “speaker’s belief that the future event can be
entirely determined by present circumstances.” (1982: 181).ቂ

The assumption that future events can be predicted from current circum-
stances is central to the definition of futurates, which we discuss in later sec-
tions. Since progressives are known to develop futurate readings, we must first
look at the characteristics of a progressive.

ᇵ Progressiǁes

Progressive meaning is instantiated in the grammar of Spanish by progressive
periphrases (eƺƻaƹ ና ᄵƵdƶ (gerund), both past and non-pastቃ), as in (4a), and
as one of the meanings of imperfective forms like the ImƷeƹfecƻƶ and SimƷle
PƹeƺeƵƻ (cf. 4b):

(ሀ) a. Ahȵ
there

eƺƻǃ
be-Prs.3sg

ƷaƺaƵdƶ
pass-ؘؚإ

la
the

caƹƹƶǁa
float

‘The float is going by.’

b. Ahȵ
there

Ʒaƺa
go-Prs.3sg

la
the

caƹƹƶǁa
float

‘There’s the float going by/There goes the float.’

Progressive forms describe an event in progress without referring to its begin-
ning or end.ቄ In terms of temporal reference, eventualitiesቅ described by the

ሀ This latter term is due to Copley (2009, 2014, 2018), as well.
ሁ It can be concluded, from Fleischman’s discussion of futurates, that the “present circum-

stances” assumption also applies to ƵaƻƼƹal fƼƻƼƹaƻeƺ.
ሂ Spanish has other progressive periphrases like aƵdaƹ ቩ gerძ iƹ ቩ gerძ aƵd ƽeƵiƹ ቩ ger that we

will not consider here. García Fernández (2006) and Torres Cacoullos (2002) provide more
details about those constructions.

ሃ The progressive periphrasis can sometimes describe habitual situations, cf. EƺƻǃƵ ƽeƵdieƵdƶ
aƼƻƶƺ elǾcƻƹicƶƺ ƺƶlameƵƻe ‘They are selling only electric cars.’

ሄ Eventualities comprise both states and events (i.e., dynamic predicates).
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present progressive are often said to include, surround or overlap st.ቆ Since
the present progressive does not refer to any bounds in the events it describes,
associated situations are potentially viewed as extending into the past or future
(Smith, 2006). The next section introduces concepts related to progressives.

ᇵᄙᇳ PƹƶgƹeƺƺƩƽeძ IƴƷeƹfecƻƩƽeძ AƻeƳƩc
Thus far,wehavebeen referring toprogressive or imperfective readings of verbs
or predicates. In this paper, perfective and imperfective aspects are seenhere as
morphological categories, reflected inmarkers on the Pretérito and Imperfecto,
respectively. Similarly, progressivity is also expressed morpho-syntactically on
the prog periphrasis with eƺƻaƹ. Both imperfective and progressive meanings
share the common element of the sub-interval property (Dowty, 1987), which is
the defining element of atelicity. The following detailed discussion adds to our
knowledge of the progressive and its relationship to properties that influence
our perception of st as part of an extended situation into the future. Follow-
ing C&R, AkƻiƶƵƺaƹƻ is considered a semantic notion that is correlated with
clauses. There are two types of AkƻiƶƵƺaƹƻ, viz. telic and atelic.10 Informally,
due to the subinterval property, if a state or process holds at some interval
of time, then it also holds at any subinterval of that interval. For example,
if it is true at an interval of an hour that I know something, I also know
it at any subinterval of that hour (diƺƻƹibƼƻiƽiƻǀ). Also, its truth at the hour-
long interval does not exclude the possibility that there may also be a larger
super-interval (e.g., of two hours), during which the same state or process is
true (cƼmƼlaƻiƽiƻǀ). Distributivity and cumulativity are crucial in an account
of progressive situations that extend into the future; cf. remarks at the end
of this section. Examples with past situations demonstrate more clearly how
these properties work. In (5b), the interval from 4 to 4:30pm is a sub-interval
of the one from 4 to 5pm (5a). The atelicity of the clause containing cƶƹᄵ
ƹeƹ is reflected in the fact that (5a) entails (5b) (distributivity). Similarly, if
the trainer runs during the period from 4 to 5pm and also during the period
from 5 to 6pm, it is true that he runs from 4 until 6pm, as well (cumulativ-
ity).

ህ st ኙ “default orientation point” in communication: the Past precedes st; the Future fol-
lows it (Smith, 2006).

ᇽᇼ Dowty (1987) groups Vendler’s categories under aƻelic (states: ƺabeƹ ‘know’ and activities:
cƶƹƹeƹ ‘run’), and ƻelic (achievements: daƹƺe cƼeƵƻa ‘realize’, and accomplishments: eƺcƹibiƹ
ƼƵa caƹƻa ‘write a letter’).
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(ሁ) a. El
the

eƵƻƹeƵadƶƹ
trainer

cƶƹƹiɳ
run-pret.3sg

de
from

ᇌ
4

a
to

ᇍ
5

‘The trainer ran from 4 until 5.’

b. El
the

eƵƻƹeƵadƶƹ
trainer

cƶƹƹiɳ
run- pret.3sg

de
from

ᇌ
4

a
to

ᇌხᇋᇈ
4:30

‘The trainer ran from 4 until 4:30.’

Telic AkƻiƶƵƺaƹƻeƵ do not display the subinterval property. As it happens, if a
telic event is true at an interval, none of its proper sub-intervals will verify an
instance of the same type of event. In (6a) we can only say that a telic situation
is true at themaximal intervalwhich it took Lara towrite the report in question:

(ሂ) a. Laƹa
Lara

eƺcƹibiɳ
write-3.اؘإأsg

ƼƵ
a

iƵfƶƹmeჯ
report

‘Lara wrote a report.’

b. Laƹa
Lara

eƺƻaba
be-3.ؙأؠ؜sg

eƺcƹibieƵdƶ
write-ger

ƼƵ
a

iƵfƶƹmeჯ
report

‘Lara was writing a report.’

If (6a) is true at an interval i, we cannot say that it is true at any subintervals of
i. Of course, the progressive version of (6a), (6b), may be true at a subinterval
of i. Even though the atomic predicate, ƾƹiƻeᄵaᄵƹeƷƶƹƻ, is telic, the introduction
of the progressive yields atelic AkƻiƶƵƺaƹƻ for the whole clause. The (a)telicity
value of a clause results from a compositional calculation of verb type (state,
activity, achievement, accomplishment); its np complements (e.g., beeƹ vs. a
beeƹ); adverbials ( fƶƹ aƵ hƶƼƹ vs. iƵ aƵ hƶƼƹ); locative pps (e.g., ƻƶ ƻhe ƺƻƶƹe),
and aspectual (vp) operators like the Progressive (prog) and the Imperfective
(impf).

Reviewing what we have laid out so far: we described progressive forms and
the associated atelicity for the clause that contains them. Progressives, as atelic
forms, display the subinterval property. Inpresent progressive situations,where
Reference time equals Speech time, the associated properties of cumulativity
and distributivity facilitate our perception of present situations as extending
into the future, beyond st.

A related notion from progressive accounts is the concept of inertia, to
which we now turn.
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ᇵᄙᇴ IƵeƹƻƩa
The concepts of inertia worlds or futures for the progressive were introduced
by Dowty (1977, 1979) within a branching times type of framework; later refine-
ments were proposed by Portner (1994), Landman (1992). Briefly, with branch-
ing times, it is assumed that a continuation of a situation into the future may
result in different outcomes. Working on the Spanish ImƷeƹfecƻƶ, C&R employ
the term inertia situation11 based on Dowty’s notion of an inertia world (also
compare Portner (1994)’s inertia events12). An inertia situation for a situation ƺ
is one which begins just like ƺ, but continues in the way that ƺ would continue
were there no interference with the course of events as they have developed
up to that point. Naturally, in reality, the course of events is often interrup-
ted; e.g., Carla might be in the midst of roasting a chicken, but steps away to
take a phone call and never finish it, or the chicken-roasting is cut short by
an oven malfunction. The progressive reading, in this sense, is like modality
in that it makes reference to possibly unrealized situations. C&R also require
that an inertia situation continue beyond the time of evaluation, the interval at
which the progressive is asserted to be true. That is, this constraint involves the
assumption that any inertia situation for a situation ƺ has a temporally final
sub-situation which properly temporally follows it. This assumption ensures
that an inertia situation proceeds in an identical fashion to how the situation
was developing up until the interruption. Put another way; inertia situations
are those in which there is no interruption. In the chicken example above, an
inertia situation is one in which the chicken-roasting continues.

The following defines the truth conditions of progressives under an inertia
account:

Φ ኙ a clause corresponding to a proposition

(ሃ) Progressiǁe (inertial account1ቀ)

Pƹƶgƹeƺƺiƽe Φ is true in a situation ƺ if and only if there is an interval ƺ኉ which
coincides with st and Φ is exemplified by every inertia situation for ƺ኉, as well

ᇽᇽ Situations have spatio-temporal characteristics; they can be informally described as
worlds and times combined into one.

ᇽᇾ Dowty’s inertia account has been criticized extensively, mainly for how vaguely inertia
worlds are defined. Portner (1998) proposes inertia events in a modal account with order-
ing semantics. Inertia events are ranked (via an ordering source) in terms of how relevant
they are to expected continuations of the event. In other words, relevant inertia events
will be those in which the event described by the sentence is not interrupted.

ᇽᇿ Modified from C&R’s progressive version for the ImƷeƹfecƻƶ.
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as by the inertia situations for all the sub-situations of ƺ኉. I.e., Φ is true if things
go on as they have been developing so far.

As (8) illustrates, the intended event of the singer’s coming is specified to be
realized, if at all, after the speech time and, perhaps, even later.

(ሄ) Hƶlaჱ
Hi!

bƼeƵƶ ჰ
Well …

Ƶƶƽedad ჰ
news …

eƵ
on

eƺƻƶƺ
these

dȵaƺ
days

eƺƻǃ
be-prs.3sg

ƽiƵieƵdƶ
write-ger

Ʒaƹa
to

acǃ
here

Ƶƶ
no

ƺe
impers

ƺabe
know-prs.3sg

cƼǃƵdƶ
when

eƿacƻameƵƻe ჰ
exactly

aƺȵ ƸƼe ჰ
so that

aƻeƵƻƶƺჯ
attentive-3plu.masc

beƺƶƺჯ
kisses.

‘Hi! Well … news … in the coming days s/he is coming here … no one
knows when exactly … so be on the lookout … kisses.’ (From a fan group
site for a singer (Google))

(8) is true if and only if in all the inertia situations for Φ, the singer’s coming is
not interrupted. In the next section, we show how the inertial definition of the
progressive fits in an account of the futurate interpretation. Before, though, I
will allude briefly to some proposals which could enrich the basic framework
of inertia.1ቁ

In discussing progressives and the progressive interpretation of imperfect-
ives, Deo (2009) illustrates other ways of constraining the original inertia
conceptualization. The proposal involves the eƿƷecƻed cƶƵƻiƵƼaƻiƶƵ assump-
tion and a Ʒƹedicƻabiliƻǀ ƹeƸƼiƹemeƵƻ that would rank situations according to
the degree of predictability associated with what we know at present (st).
Hoff (2019) presents an account of indicative/subjunctive variation in Spanish
adverbial subordinate clauses based on the speaker’s presumption of settled-
ness of a future event, after the notion of (presumed) settledness proposed by
Kaufmann (2002 and subsequent works).

ᇽሀ However, I will not elaborate on how the integration of these proposals into the inertial
definition could be accomplished technically. With regard to progressive futurates, the
inertial definition in (7) will suffice.
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ᇶ Futurate Interpretation as a Subcase of Progressiǁe Meaning

In addition to inertia, and in order to capture futurate readings,1ቂ we need to
assume that events consist of a change of state and also of a preparatory phase.

ᇶᄙᇳ Tƨe PƹeƷaƹaƻƶƹǀ Pƹƶceƺƺ
Moens and Steedman (1988) introduce the concept of a preparatory process
(cf. (9) below), which is a sub-part of an event before any culmination (of the
change of state) occurs, during which preparations for its materialization are
completed. If this assumption is made, then the truth of a situation described
by Simple Present or the prog periphrasis might be true, under a progressive
reading, if the ƷƹeƷaƹaƻƶƹǀ Ʒhaƺe ƶf ƻhe ƶƵgƶiƵg eƽeƵƻ iƺ alƺƶ iƵ Ʒƹƶgƹeƺƺ. If we
include the period during which one holds intentions to perform some act as
part of the preparatory phase of an extended event, then the extended event is
in progress during the preparatory phase; that is, during the period when one
holds those intentions. If ƶƵeᅍƺ iƵƻeƵƻiƶƵƺ ᄂƶƹ ƷlaƵƺᄃ aƹe caƹƹied ƶƼƻ aƺ iƵƻeƵded,
then in all ƻhe iƵeƹƻia ƺiƻƼaƻiƶƵƺ cƶƹƹeƺƷƶƵdiƵg ƻƶ ƻhaƻ Ʒeƹiƶdძ ƻhe eƽeƵƻ iƻƺelf ƾill
cƶme abƶƼƻ.1ቃ From this perspective, futurate readings are a subtype of the pro-
gressive reading.

(ህ) Moens & Steedman’s (1988) internal structure of a telic event (“Nuc-
leus”)1ቄ

ᇽሁ This assumption is based on C&R’s analysis of the ImƷeƹfecƻƶ.
ᇽሂ The “intention period” may or may not involve a complete plan or actual schedule. The

preparatoryphaseneednot involve the intentions of a director/authority butmay indicate
that all the wheels are in motion which will lead to an event happening. This assumption
allows us to refer to both calculable andplannable futurates. For natural futurates, the pre-
paratory phasemay consist of the “present circumstances” (cf. Fleischman, 1982) resulting
frommathematical calculations, and so on, as mentioned earlier.

ᇽሃ Note that we are not assuming the whole transitions approach by these authors.
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For Moens and Steedman, the preparatory process might be interpreted dif-
ferently for specific examples, depending on real-world pragmatic knowledge
and the truth conditions of the examples involved. C&Rshowhow this assump-
tion works for the futurate reading of the ImƷeƹfecƻƶ.1ቅ Naturally, the past is
different from the future, but it provides us with an opportunity to illustrate
more clearly how the preparatory process works.

4.1.1 Preparatory Process in Past Situations
As C&R show for the past dimension, in one scenario the preparatory pro-
cess may consist of the actual beginning of the change of state which leads
to the culmination, as in the progressive reading of the ImƷeƹfecƻƶ in example
(10a):

(ᇽᇼ) a. Ibamƶƺ
go-1.ؙأؠ؜plu

a la
to the

Ʒlaǀa
beach

cƼaƵdƶ
when

Ƶƶƺ
recp.1plu

eƵcƶƵƻƹamƶƺ
meet-pret.1plu

cƶƵMigƼel
with Miguel
‘We were going to the beach when we ran into Miguel.’
Ʒƹƶgƹeƺƺiƽe

b. Haƺƻa
until

aǀeƹ
yesterday

ȵbamƶƺ
go-؜mpf.1plu

a la
to the

Ʒlaǀa
beach

de ƽacaciƶƵeƺ
on vacation

Ʒeƹƶ
but

hƶǀ
today

PeƷa
Pepa

dijƶ
say-pret.3sg

ƸƼe
that

Ƶƶ
no

habȵa
be-impf.3sg

diƵeƹƶ
money

Ʒaƹa
for

eƺƶ
that

‘Up until yesterday we were going to the beach on vacation, but today
Pepa said that there is no money for that.’
fƼƻƼƹaƻe

In a different scenario, the preparatory process may consist of a planning or
preliminary phase, as illustrated by (10b). (10a) says thatwewere already onour
way when we ran into Miguel. Under the progressive meaning, there is no ref-
erence as towhetherwe continued on ourway to the beach after the encounter
or to whether the encounter provided an end to the beach-going event. What
(10b) says, however, is that up until yesterday our intention/plan to go on vaca-
tion was still holding (without necessarily having already started to pack, for
example) and that some preliminary ideas / plans were already underway at

ᇽሄ Also discussed as the “intention-in-the-past” reading at different points in the paper. The
term futurate is then used to account for natural futurates, for example.
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speech time (to the past of speech time in this case). In other words, the vaca-
tion is not underway but, rather, the intention still holds in the speaker’smind1ቆ
until the vacation becomes a reality or plans are changed by some unexpected
occurrence.

4.1.2 Preparatory Process in the Present Progressive (FutProg)
In the case of the present dimension, we already saw in (8), a movement
verb-an achievement, how the preparatory process works in a FutProg reading.
Now consider (11) how the preliminaries for the signing of an agreement have
already begun before st. Intentions or plans are true at st, and they continue
to hold until the agreement is signed.

(ᇽᇽ) EƵ
in

laƺ
the

Ʒƹɳƿimaƺ
next

ƺemaƵaƺ
weeks

eƺƻƶǀ
be-prs.1sg

fiƹmaƵdƶ
sign- ger

ƼƵ
a

cƶƵƽeƵiƶ
agreement

Ʒaƹa
to

ჰ

‘In the coming weeks, I am signing an agreement to…’ (President-Univer-
sity of Buenos Aires, July 2008, ױ׷ Ƶeƾƺ interview)

The interpretation in (11) is that the signing of the agreement will take place at
the end of the “coming weeks” period. That is, the signing of an agreement pre-
supposes that the parts have already agreed on a given issue, and the signing
means ratifying it in writing; the agreement (the ƻelƶƺ) is not ratified until it is
signed.

Summarizing, we showed how a futurate interpretation can be derived from
the meaning of progressives. Crucial to this proposal is the concept of a pre-
paratory process (as in Moens and Steedman, 1988), which may be associated
with plans, intentions, preparations or, merely, with the preliminaries to some
event.

Next, we examine how the preceding treatment of the futurate as an exten-
sion of the progressive operates in available contexts for the FutProg in Argen-
tinian Rioplatense Spanish.

ᇽህ Cf. the notions of expected continuity (plus a predictability requirement) and presumed
settledness, mentioned in section 3.2 above.
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ᇷ Accounting for Obserǁed Effects in أئإؔ

TheFutProg inRioplatense is felicitousmainly indeclarative contexts, andwith
dynamic predicates, i.e., non-stative.20 In order to understand the FutProg con-
texts better, I present the following brief discussion on dynamic predicates.

Dynamic predicates include activities (or processes), achievements, and
accomplishments. All of these predicates involve some kind of change. C&R,
following Hinrichs (1985), point to the relative homogeneity of processes such
asƾalkiƵg and to those sub-eventualities of the process that are not sufficiently
extended in time, i.e., that do not count as sub-eventualities of walking but
may refer to micro-movements like lifting a foot, flexing a heel and so on. Even
though the micro-movements do no cause essential changes, like changes of
state, there is still some kind of modification to the body of the subject that per-
forms the activity. It is in this sense that processes are dynamic. Similarly, in the
activity of -caƵƻaƹ eƵ el CƶlɳƵ -‘sing-at-the-Colón’ (cf. (1b), repeated below), the
singing eventuality includes micro-changes that cannot be identified as sub-
eventualities of the singing eventbutmay involve air entering through thenose,
the opening of the diaphragm, breathing from the stomach, and so on.

(ᇽ) b. Laƹa
Lara

eƺƻǃ
be- 3sg.ئإأ

caƵƻaƵdƶ
sing-ؘؚإ

eƵ
at

el
the

CƶlɳƵ
Colón

maɫaƵa
tomorrow

‘Lara is singing at the Colón tomorrow.’

Achievements are dynamic since they are instantaneous events that result in a
change of state. Accomplishments consist of a process with successive stages,
with anoutcomeor resulting state. Achievements returned themost significant
number of tokens, followed by activities and, to a lesser extent, accomplish-
ments. Interestingly, achievements were also found to occur more commonly
with futurate readings of the past ImƷeƹfecƻƶ in C&R. To see why more details
about achievements are provided below.

ᇷᄙᇳ AcƨƩeƽeƴeƵƻƺ
By far the most common type of achievements in the arsp data were move-
ment verbs, as in (8) above and in (12a):21

ᇾᇼ States display no change and are thus homogeneous. Cf. discussions on non-permanent
states, e.g., I liƽe vs. Iᅍm liƽiƵg iƵ Paƹiƺ, in Dowty (1979), among other authors.

ᇾᇽ Similar examples are reported for Caracas Spanish by Sedano (2000).
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(ᇽᇾ) a. Sƶǀ
be-prs.1sg

de ჰ
from …

ǀ
and

eƺƻƶǀ
be-prs.1sg

ǀeƵdƶ
go- ger

a
to

Rƶƺaƹiƶ
Rosario

Ʒaƹa
to

iƵƺƻalaƹme
get settled-acc.1sg

allǃჯ
there

Sƶǀ
be-prs.1sg

ჰ Ʒeƹƶ
but

mi iƵƻeƵciɳƵ
my intention

eƺ
is

cƶƵƺegƼiƹ
get

ƻƹabajƶ
work

cƶmƶ
as

ჰ

‘I’m from … and am going to Rosario to get settled there. I am a … but
my intention is to find a job as a …’

C&Rdiscuss the contrast between accomplishments and achievements in con-
nectionwith the internal structure of telic events shown in (9) above. In accom-
plishments or complex telics, the change of state in (9) is extended. To account
for this extended feature, C&R argue that there is a non-empty process leading
to the culmination, the pre-culmination process, which is a sub-event occur-
ring after the preparatory process. In achievements (simple telics), the pre-
culmination process is empty. The culmination is point-like, i.e., temporally
non-extended. In a past futurate reading, the ImƷeƹfecƻƶ contributes atelicity
to the interpretation of the clause. Since achievements (simple telics) have no
inherent pre-culminative process, a futurate reading focusing on the preparat-
ory process is forced in order tomake sense of the combination of atelicity and
a telic.22

ᇷᄙᇴ AcƻƩƽƩƻƩeƺ aƵd AccƶƴƷƳƩƺƨƴeƵƻƺ
(1b) is a clear example of an activity; in fact, there were many activity tokens
related to performing, playing at a concert, and so on, but not many tokens of
other activities like walk, drive, push a cart. Activities have no inherent ends
and thus appear with some contextually-provided bound; in this case, planned
activities like singing or playing at a particular venue always presuppose the
existence of a schedule, which usually provides an upper bound focusing on
the time at which the activity will start.

ᇾᇾ Under this view, examples like (i) are acceptable in the ImƷeƹfecƻƶ:
(i) Laƹa

Lara
emƷeǁaba
start-impf.3sg

el ƹǾgimeƵ
the diet

el
the

lƼƵeƺჯ
Monday.

Peƹƶ
But

hƶǀ
today

ƺe eƵƻeƹɳ
learn-pret.3sg

de ƸƼe
that

ƺƼƺ
poss.3pl

amigaƺ
friend-fem.plu

le
dat.3sg

ƽaƵ
go-pres.3plu

a
to

haceƹ
make

ƼƵa
a-fem.sg

fieƺƻa
party

eƺƻa
this-fem

Ƶƶcheძ
night,

aƺȵ ƸƼe
so

decidiɳ
decide-pret.3sg

Ƶƶ
not

emƷeǁaƹ
begin

haƺƻa
until

el
the

ƶƻƹƶ
other

lƼƵeƺჯ
Monday.

‘Lara was going to start her diet on Monday. But today she learned that her friends are
going to throw a party for her Monday evening, so she decided not to start until the
following Monday.’
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The felicity of FutProg with accomplishments comes from the preparatory
process in the internal structure of an event. Observe (3b), repeated here as
(12c) and (11), repeated here as (12d):

(ᇽᇾ) c. Eƺƻa
this

deƵƼƵcia
complaint

ƺe
se-refl pass

eƺƻǃ
be- prs.3sg

ƷƹeƺeƵƻaƵdƶ
present-ger

deƵƻƹƶ de
within the

ƼƵƶƺ miƵƼƻƶƺ
some minutes
‘The formal complaint is being filed in court in a fewminutes.’ (on-the-
scene radio report, Buenos Aires)

d. EƵ
in

laƺ
the

Ʒƹɳƿimaƺ
next

ƺemaƵaƺ
weeks

eƺƻƶǀ
be-prs.1sg

fiƹmaƵdƶ
sign- ger

ƼƵ
a

cƶƵƽeƵiƶ
agreement

Ʒaƹa ჰ
to
‘In the coming weeks, I am signing an agreement to …’ (University of
Buenos Aires’ president, July 2008, ױ׷ Ƶeƾƺ interview)

In (12c), the change of state indicating the beginning of the event of “filing
a complaint” is preceded by the adverbial deƵƻƹƶ de ƼƵƶƺ miƵƼƻƶƺ ‘in a few
minutes.’ It is only required that after a few minutes, the complaint is filed.
As mentioned previously, in (12d), the interpretation is that the signing of the
agreement will take place at the end of the “coming weeks” period. The sign-
ing of an agreement presupposes that the parts have already agreed on a given
issue (during the preparatory process), and the signing actuallymeans ratifying
it in writing; the agreement (the ƻelƶƺ) is not ratified until it is signed.

ᇷᄙᇵ IƵƻeƹƹƶgaƻƩƽe aƵd NegaƻƩƽe CƶƵƻeƿƻƺ
Interrogative and negative polarity contexts are considered to be conservative
environments for the spread of grammaticalization (Torres-Cacoullos, 2012).
Interrogative (Wh or ǀeƺᄵƵƶ) tokens were not found in the naturally-occurring
data, while in constructed examples, the FutProgr is definitely odd, with either
type of interrogative.

FutProg readings do arise in negative polarity contexts, and they are compat-
ible with activities. Compare (13), where the speaker has already expressed her
intention not to bring anything so it would appear the question of fulfilment of
the speaker’s intention is settled. However, due to the progressive’s modality, it
is still possible that the speaker may change her mind and bring something to
share at her workplace.
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(ᇽᇿ) Anchorperson 1: Me contaron que sos buena cocinera
‘Someone told me you are a good cook.’

Anchorperson 2: Soy. Pero no estoǄ traǄendo nada. No me pidan.
‘I am. But Iᅷm not bringing anǄthing. Don’t ask me.’

(tv news, tn, Dec. 2018 in friendly chatter between news segments)

Achievements (especially, movement verbs) are acceptable in negative con-
texts but only when indicating an exception to a characteristic situation (14a):

(ᇽሀ) a. Hoy no estoy saliendo a las 5 sino a las 7.
‘Today, I’m not leaving at 5, but at 7, instead.’

b. # Hoy no estoy saliendo a las 5.
‘Today, I’m not leaving at 5.’

We saw that FutProg is not felicitous in interrogatives. FutPres, though, is com-
patible with all types of interrogatives, which needs to be explored further in
a different paper. A comparison of the FutPres with the FutProg has not been
the primary goal of this paper but, next, I refer to a few issues that have been
mentioned in the literature concerning the contrast.

ᇷᄙᇶ FƼƻPƹeƺ aƵd FƼƻPƹƶg
First, recall that in arsp the FutPres is still themorewidely used futurate across
every context. The reason why this is so can be attributed to the relatively
recent innovation of FutProg. The difference between the two futurates of Eng-
lish (simple and progressive) has been attributed to aspect. Copley (2009 and
subsequentwork) hints at an aspectual difference but provides no further elab-
oration.

First off, the only contrast we have been able to ascertain between FutPres
and FutProg is that the latter is not felicitous with natural futurates, which
would underscore the plannable flavour of the FutProg vs. the calculable nat-
ural futurates. However, FutPres is felicitous with both types of futurates, i.e., it
is compatible with plannable eventualities, as well.

Notice that the assumption that intentions (under an inertial account) con-
tinue to hold until the event is realizedmeans that the sub-situation property is
at play; in other words, atelicity is central to the assumption. Note that thismay
pose a problem for “telic” readings of the Simple Present. Progressivemeaning,
aswas defined earlier, applies equally to the progperiphrasis and theprogress-
ive reading (event-in-progress) of the Simple Present. I argue that themeaning
of the Simple Present is basically atelic (including its simple atelic, event-in-
progress and habitual readings) and that telic readings arise from discourse
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effects (in narratives, for example) and from scope relations with adverbials.
For an elaboration on how perfective readings arise, see Smith (1997: 190ff.).
These are marked readings in the sense that they are not part of the inher-
ent meaning of the Simple Present but arise due to discourse effects and scope
interactions with adverbs (i.e., indirectly). Smith (1997) mentions, concerning
the French Simple Present, that it “codes the imperfective2ቀ viewpoint and thus
excludes endpoints (1997:112).” This is precisely our position for the Spanish
Simple Present. Note that Smith’s (1997) account of the French Simple Present
(1997:197ff.) could be adapted to account for facts in Spanish, in relation to a
neutral viewpoint.

ᇷᄙᇷ WƨǀTƾƶ Fƶƹƴƺჴ
It is often assumed that a process of grammaticalization is set in motion when
speakers start choosing new ways of “saying approximately the same thing”
(Hopper and Traugott 1993: 65).

SPres and eƺƻaƹቩᄵƵdƶ are the two variants that express event-in-progress
meaning in the non-past. The reason for the incompatibility of FutProg with
natural futurates may stem from the fact that we are witnessing a change in
progress that has not yet spread to all the contexts in which we find the other
futurate; the FutPres. The latter is the across-the-board preferred futurate since
it is felicitous in all contexts (including negative, interrogative, conditional),
and it combines well withmost predicates to convey futurate meaning. In con-
trast, the FutProg (the periphrasis) is still restricted to a few contexts and is not
compatible with all predicates, as was shown throughout this paper.

The progressive sense of the Spanish SPres is losing ground to the prog
periphrasis in event-in-progress contexts, according to Torres Cacoullos (2012).
Despite this nascent development, eƺƻaƹ ቩᄵƵdƶ is not gaining more frequency,
across the board, over the SPres (cf. Torres-Cacoullos, 2000 and Cortés-Torres,
2005). Claims about the SPres being, already, the dis-preferred form for the
event-in-progress sense (cf. among others, Fuchs, Deo, and Piñango, 2020)
would need to account for the fact that the Fut(urate) Pres(ent) is not losing
any ground at all. These authors’ interesting proposal for the progressive sense
in the SPres vs. eƺƻaƹቩᄵƵdƶ involves a context richness variable and a Shared
Perceptual Access Hypothesis. It remains to be seen whether the proposal is
generalizable to all environments involving the two forms.

ᇾᇿ Cf. Deo (2009)’s proposal of a unified theory on the meanings of progressive and imper-
fective aspects.
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ᇸ Concluding Remarks

This paper had two principal goals; viz. to characterize the linguistic envir-
onments in which the FutProg arises in arsp and to argue that FutProg is
best explained by considering it an extension of progressive meaning. Fut-
Prog examples have been “spotted” in other varieties of Spanish but there have
no consistent accounts for them. Marcovecchio (2000) reports on the use of
FutProg in Rioplatense and also cites Cartagena (1978), who reports the use
of FutProg in Chile. Sedano (2000) published on the use of FutProg in Cara-
cas, Venezuela. Gómez Torrego (from Spain) cites examples in his grammar
manual (1988:15). Thus far, then, arsp is the only regional variety of Spanish
that has provided us with enough data to make initial generalizations. As was
shown, FutProg only occurs in certain contexts; mainly in declarative, dynamic
clauses, with some uses in negative-polarity contexts. Achievements provided
the largest number of tokens, followed by activities and accomplishments. The
central notion of a preparatory process allowed us to capture the prelimin-
aries, preparations or plans that are commonly associated with futurates. In
considering FutProg as an extension of progressive meaning, we made use of
the concept of inertia to capture the intuition that a proposition associated
with a FutProg clause is true and continues to hold until there is an interrup-
tion or until it ceases naturally. The ideas of a preparatory process and inertia
made it easier for us to visualize how a FutProg can be possible.

Future investigations of this topic could try to incorporate predictability or
settledness frameworks in order to overcomeearlier,weaker accounts of inertia
or to construct a formal apparatus, showcasingmodality and regional variation.
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chapter ሠ

Nonᅟculminating Accomplishmentsᄘ Subjectᄕ
Speaker and SǄntactic Structure

Jacqueline Guéron and Svetlana Vogeleer

ᇳ Introduction

Talmy (1ᇻᇻ1) drew attention to the possibility of a non-culminating reading of
accomplishment verbs combined with perfective aspect inMandarin Chinese.
This case is illustrated below byTalmy’s example (1a) as opposed to (1b) (Talmy
1ᇻᇻ1: ᇷ1ᇸ), in which the “satellite” (the second verb of the compound vv con-
struction) unambiguously denotes the culmination point. In both sentences
perfective aspect is marked by the particle le which follows the only verb in
(1a) and the compound in (1b).

(ᇽ) a. wʄ
I

shā
kill

le
pfv

tā
him

ᄂdànᄵshì
(but -not

méi
past

shā
kill

sȼᄃ
die)

‘I killed him but he was not dead.’

b. wʄ
I

shā
kill

sȼ
die

le
pfv

tā
him

‘I killed him.’

Talmy emphasized that the negation of culmination (but-clause) in (1a) was
only possible when the action is performed by the subject with the intention
that it lead to theoutcome indicatedby the “satellite” in (1b), andhence requires
an intentional (typically human) subject.

The recent renewed interest innon-culminating accomplishments has given
rise to a number of studies on various genetically unrelated languages that con-
firm the intentionality requirement postulated by Talmy. In sentences with a
non-intentional, typically non-animated, subject, the culminating reading is
the only option (cf. a.o. Bar-el et al. (200ᇷ) on Salish languages St’át’imcets and
Sḵwx̱wúᇹmesh; Martin (201ᇷ) on French; Smith (1ᇻᇻᇹ), Soh & Kuo (200ᇷ) on
Mandarin Chinese; Beavers & Lee (2020) on Korean; Tatevosov (200ᇺ), Tate-
vosov& Ivanov (200ᇻ) onKaratchay-Balkar andMari; Kiyota (200ᇺ), Tsujimura
(2003) on Japanese; Singh (1ᇻᇻᇺ), Gyarmathy & Altshuler (2020) on Hindi).
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Studies centered on the non-culmination phenomenon typically propose a
semantic analysis in terms of the event structure, aspectual composition, its
modal and degree components. As a result, the semantic analysis becomes
more and more fine-grained and hence more and more complex.

At the same time, electrophysiological measures (event-related potentials,
erp) used in neurolinguistic studies tend to show that the linguistic input is
processed by the human brain at ኖ 2ᇷ0–ᇷ00 ms after the stimulus onset and at
ᇷ00–ᇺ00ms when some revision of previously computed linguistic material is
needed (cf. e.g. Kutas & Federmeier 2011, Marslen-Wilson 201ᇻ).ሾ The lattermay
be the case in sentences with non-culminating accomplishments, since the
non-culminating reading does not emerge without a but-clause. This speed is
challenging for semantic descriptions which tend to overgenerate the “desired
output reflecting our description of the intuitive truth-conditions” (Ramchand
201ᇺ: 3).

Some approaches in terms of the event structure do not paymuch attention
to the syntax of sentences with non-culminating accomplishments. However,
observational techniques such as neuroimaging (fMRI), which provide inform-
ation on the loci of linguistic processing in the brain, seem to indicate that the
main tool which makes humans able to “make sense out of words meanings”
is the syntactic structure which projects onto incoming linear linguistic mater-
ial turning it into hierarchically organized units (Hauser et al. 2002, Berwick
et al. 2013, Friederici 201ᇹ). The human ability to combine words into phrases
and phrases into sentences is based on a simple computational principle, the
Merge operation.Merge, as defined byChomsky (1ᇻᇻᇷ), is a recursive operation
that combines two linguistic units x and y into amore complex unit z, which is
a projection of x or y. The unit z in turn can combine with another unit, gener-
ating a larger hierarchical structure, etc. It is recursion that allows humans to
produce an infinite range of meanings by combining a finite set of elements.

Chomsky’s theoretical postulate is supported by neurobiological observa-
tions which suggest that the syntactic information and the lexical-semantic
information of a linguistic input follow two different subcortical pathways: a
dorsal tract (syntactic structure) and a ventral tract (lexical semantics), both
connecting left-hemispheric posterior language regions (posterior superior
temporal sulcus, pSTS) and inferior frontal gyrus (the Broca’s area) (cf. Frieder-

ᇽ The first rate corresponds to the so-called N400 erp, which is assumed to elicit lexical-
semantic word integration into the sentence context (Kutas & Federmeier 2011). The second
one corresponds to Pᇸ00, assumed to elicit various types of conscious syntactic revision, e.g.
in processing garden path sentences, and more generally, different kinds of reanalysis and
repairs in building up a coherent sentence structure (Hagoort 2003).
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ici 201ᇹ, Friederici et al. 201ᇹ, Berwick et al. 2013). Syntactic processing delivers
the organizing structure of the sentence. It consists in retrieving all gram-
matically relevant information, e.g. syntax-based word order, case marking,
functional words and regular inflectional morphemes, the latter, e.g. the Eng-
lish ᄵed, the French ᄵait, etc., stripped from their stems (Marslen-Wilson 201ᇻ).
According to some studies, some features which are traditionally viewed as
semantic, especially ኖanimacy, are also involved in syntactic processing, begin-
ning with its early stages (Bornkessel-Schlesewsky& Schlesewsky 200ᇻ,Malaia
et al. 2013).

Apart from being connected to the external world by a sensori-motor inter-
face (speech perception and production), the language system (syntax and
lexicon) is connected to the internal mental world (mind) by a conceptual-
intentional interface which relates linguistic expressions to concepts and con-
ceptual configurations, assumptions, reasoning, planning and other activit-
ies of the mental world. Empirical investigation of the conceptual-intentional
interface relating sentences to the mental world is a challenging area for neur-
oscience (Berwick et al. 2013, Friederici et al. 201ᇹ). Internal semantic concepts
cannot be assimilated to word definitions in lexical semantics. Concepts are
more abstract, underspecified mental representations incorporating various
kinds of associations. Even simple concrete words do not establish a direct
relation between a mental representation and a real-world object. Rather they
appear as instructions for “thinking about reality” (Friederici et al. 201ᇹ) or for
“interpreting the world” (Berwick et al. 2013). This process relies on higher cog-
nitive functionswhich are not specific to language processing, such as inferring
and reasoning, often in terms of “causal thinking” about actions and goals, (pre-
sumed) causes and effects.

Our study aims to establish a relationship between morphosyntax, the lex-
icon and conceptual patterns involved in the phenomenon of (non-)culmina-
tion. We will argue that although the solution of the non-culmination prob-
lem crucially involves both the syntax and the lexicon, it cannot be solved
within either of these language components. Certainly, it involves the inter-
action between the lexicon and the morphosyntax at the level of the sen-
tence structure. In addition, as we will argue, in the case of (non-)culminating
accomplishments, this interaction triggers a specific conceptual configuration.
The configuration represents a goal-directed trajectory initiated by an inten-
tional (human) subject, targeting the change-of-state of an object. Crucially,
the same configuration can also be viewed in a reverse order, going from the
observation of a change of state in the world to attributing an intentional
or non-intentional cause to this change. We will argue that non-culminating
accomplishments are palimpsestic structures that involve two points of view
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simultaneously: the prospective goal-directed perspective of the intentional
subject and the retrospective perspective of the speaker-narrator oriented from
the result to its (effective or presumed) cause, the former being embedded in
the latter.

While the intentional goal-directed trajectory is a universal conceptual pat-
tern, its realization in particular languages depends on the lexicon and the
morphosyntax. As noticed by Talmy (1ᇻᇻ1: ᇷ1ᇸ), the English gloss of a lexical
verb as shā (‘kill’) in (1a) and (1b) can be misleading; the Chinese verb rather
means “I assaulted himwith intent to kill”. A lexical-syntactic parameter allows
such a meaning to be derivable in some languages but not in others.

In section 2 we discuss the relationship between two causal relations: the
action-goal relation and the cause-effect relation. In section 3 various cases
of non-culmination consistently reported in the literature on European and
non-European languages are classified into five groups according to the lexical
meaning of the verb and its relationship to the result state negated in the but-
clause. Section 4 raises the question of whether and how Russian secondary
imperfective aspect is relevant to the (non-) culmination issue and discusses
the controversial case of the so-called ‘delimitative’ prefix po-. After this over-
view of various cases of interaction between the lexicon and the morphosyn-
tax, section ᇷ motivates our approach to non-culminating accomplishments
in terms of a palimpsestic conceptual structure involving two simultaneous
points of view: the prospective goal-directed perspective of the intentional sub-
ject and the retrospective perspective of the speaker-narrator.

ᇴ Causes and Goals

Martin’s (201ᇷ) examples in (2a, b) illustrate Talmy’s (1ᇻᇻ1) observation that the
non-culminating reading of accomplishment predicates is restricted to human
intentional actions; it is not compatible with non-intentional (non-animated)
subjects.

(ᇾ) a. Le docteur Li m’a soigné, mais je n’ai pas guéri du tout.
‘Doctor Li treated me, but I didn’t get better at all.’

b. Ce séjour chez ma sœur m’a soigné, ᐜᐜmais je n’ai pas guéri du tout.
‘That stay at my sister’s treated me, ᐜᐜbut I didn’t get better at all.’

Dowty (1ᇻᇹᇻ) defined accomplishments by an ordered combination of three
predicates: doᄵcauseᄵbecome. Similarly, Rappaport Hovav & Levin (e.g. 1ᇻᇻᇺ)
define accomplishments, within a lexicalist approach, as an event structure
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consisting of two events, an activity and a change of state, linked by a causal
relation, as in (3). In fact, structure (3) appears, rather, as tripartite (cf. Roth-
stein (2004) for a discussion of whether the accomplishment event structure is
bi-eventive or tri-eventive).

(ᇿ) ᄊx ᄋ׷צפ ר׶׸פצ ᄊרװײצרץ ᄊy ᄪstateᄫᄋᄋ

These definitions pose twoproblems.The first is that bothDowty’s predicatedo
and the predicate act in (3) already imply that the subject of doing (something)
or acting (in a certain manner) is a human (intentional) agent. Both defini-
tions constrain the category of accomplishments to contain human (or at least
animated) subjects (agents). If so, neither the unaccusative vp in (4)ሿ nor the
transitive vp in (2b) or (ᇷa)–(ᇷc) below qualify as accomplishments since they
combine with non-agentive subjects.

(ሀ) a. The river froze (in one night).
b. [vp froze the river]

The second problem, partly related to the first, is that these definitions don’t
specify the nature of the relationship between x’s doing/acting and y’s change
of state, thus licensing an accidental causal relation. In sentences with non-
human subjects the causal relation always appears as accidental relative to the
choice of the affected object, as in (ᇷa), unless the entity denoted by the subject
dp is interpreted as an instrument/machine manipulated by a hidden human
with a certain intent/ design, as in (ᇷb, c) (cf. Alexiadou & Schäfer 200ᇸ).

(ሁ) a. The fire destroyed the forest.
b. The key opened the door.
c. The dishwasher washed the plates.

Why are accomplishments associated, at least by default, with human inten-
tional actions?Whydoes this default associationbecomea semantic constraint
on thenon-culminating reading, as unanimously reported in studies on various
languages (cf. a.o. Beavers & Lee (2020) on Korean, Bar-el et al. (200ᇷ) on two
Salish languages, Talmy (1ᇻᇻ1), Smith (1ᇻᇻᇹ) on Mandarin Chinese, Tatevosov

ᇾ For the sake of simplicity, we will use the term unaccusative for intransitive telic vps, and
the term unergative for intransitive atelic vPs, i.e. activities, such as John danced. Unaccusat-
ives are vps (whose unique postverbal argument may raise) while unergatives are vPs with a
selected subject.
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& Ivanov (200ᇻ) on Karatchay-Balkar, Kiyota (200ᇺ) on Japanese, Gyarmathy
& Altshuler (2020) on Hindi, Koenig &Muansuwan 2000 on Thai)?

Martin (201ᇷ) suggests that this restriction boils down to the subject’s agenᄵ
tivity. In Demirdache &Martin (201ᇷ), this notion is strengthened by a control
condition (the so-called Agent Control Hypothesisᄃ. Control is also central in
Bar-el et al.’s (200ᇷ) study of two Salish languages. However, we assume, with
Beavers & Lee (2020), that what is crucial for the non-culminating reading is
not the function of agency as animacy and power potential (the agent’s control
of her own action) but the agent’s intention to change the state of the Patient
entity by performing a certain action.

Hommel (201ᇹ) defines agency (or agentivity) as “the impression that it is
me who is carrying out (i.e. causally producing) a particular action”. As we will
argue in section ᇷ, a human (or at least animated) subject is an Agent at the vP
level, the level of the event description; his agency lasts as long as he is “causally
producing” his action, i.e. from the first to the last point of the event. By con-
trast, the intention to carry out the action is ascribed to the subject before the
onset of the event, in the pre-event domain, that is, not on the vP level but on
the tp level, located above vP and below cp, the speaker’s level. This proposal
will be incorporated in the solution we offer for non-culmination in section
ᇷ. Our purpose here is limited to defining the difference between two causal
relations, the action-goal relation and the cause-effect relation.

We assume, with Malaia et al. (2013), that features consistently reported
cross-linguistically externalize either some core computations inherent to the
neural languageprocessing or somebasic conceptual configurationshardwired
in the human mind. The latter seems to be the case with the intentionality
requirement for non-culminating accomplishments.

Causality, which is assumed to be a defining feature of accomplishments, is
a universal concept (Pulvermüller 201ᇺ). Causal representations (“causal think-
ing”) result fromrepeated experienceswhich contribute to create stablemental
links specifying that some events necessarily (or typically) lead to some other
events. There is also another kind of mental representation, namely the action-
goal relation. This relation is not really causal. Rather, it involves an interplay
between intentions, actions and assumptions about their result which allows
humans to map actions onto their consequences.

(Non-intentional) causal relations and intentional action-goal relations are
fundamentally different. The causal relation is inherently backward-oriented:
it goes from perceiving the effects, e.g. the destroyed forest in (ᇷa), to their
(presumed) cause. The term cause is relational: something is a cause if there
are some effects. Cancelling (negating) the effects entails cancelling the cause
(Pulvermüller 201ᇺ). This constraint seems to be independent of any particular
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language; it is consistently reported to hold in various unrelated languages. The
action-goal relation is inherently forward-oriented. The perception of a human
agent’s action (e.g. Mary washing a shirt) activates a conceptual configura-
tion that includes its typical goal (make the shirt clean). This forward-oriented
action-goal relation is triggered by assigning an intention to the subject. An
important point is that the action-goal relation holds even when the event is
described retrospectively, which is the case for non-culminating accomplish-
ments in sentences with perfective aspect.

The assumption that the action-goal conceptual configuration is hardwired in
the human mind is supported by findings in the field of neurocognition. Saxe
(200ᇸ) observed that (non-linguistic) understanding human actions, e.g. body
movements, in terms of goals is a basic cognitive functionwhich involves a spe-
cific, usually right-lateralized, cortex region, the posterior superior temporal
sulcus (pSTS). As pointed out by Saxe (200ᇸ), this region is recruited during
both direct observation of an action and indirect observation of the effects of
an action. Crucially, its left-lateralized counterpart, the left pSTS, is assumed
to be involved in the processing of transitive sentences with animated (inten-
tional) and non-animated subjects (Bornkessel-Schlesewsky & Schlesewsky
200ᇻ), andmore generally in thematic roles assignment (whodidwhat towhom)
(Bornkessel et al. 200ᇷ), as well as, arguably, in the retrieval of the syntactic
frames stored inmemory (Hagoort 2003). These findings suggest that the inter-
pretation of transitive sentences and the intentionality requirement for the
non-culminated reading are based not only on the lexicon and syntax but also,
crucially, on the accessibility of a conceptual configuration which pre-exists
the speech act. The solution that we propose for non-culmination in section ᇷ
accounts for how the action-goal configuration, whichwill be called hereGoalᄵ
Directed Trajectory (gdt), influences the non-culminating construal.

ᇵ Varieties of Nonᅟculminationᄘ Leǃical Meaning of the Verb and Its
Relation to the Negated Result State

Nonᄵculmination is an umbrella term that covers a variety of cases. Talmy (1ᇻᇻ1)
supposed that English had only one case of non-culmination, namely wash-
verbs (section 3.1). Later, however, several groups of verbs, or more exactly vPs,
were proposed in European languages (English, French, German) as compat-
ible with the non-culminating reading (cf. Martin & Schäfer 2012, 201ᇹ, Martin
201ᇷ, Demirdache&Martin 201ᇷ). According to the data reported onMandarin
Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Hindi, Thai and several other languages (cf. the ref-
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erences in sections 1 and 2), the possibility of non-culminating reading extends
in these languages to verbs whose English, French andGerman lexical counter-
parts are necessarily culminating.ቀ

Various cases consistently reported in the literature on European and non-
European languages are classified below into ᇷ groups according to the lexical
meaning of the verb and its relationship with the result state negated in the
but-clause.

ᇵᄙᇳ WashᄵVerbs
The transitive verbs in (ᇸa) do not include the change of state of the theme
entity in their lexical meaning. This contrasts with the transitive verbs in (ᇸb,
c), whose lexical meaning includes a change of state of the theme.

(ሂ) a. Johnwashed/ ironed the shirt/wiped the table/ treated thepatient, but
the shirt is still not clean/ not smooth/ the table is not dry/ the patient
is not getting better.

b. John cleaned the table, #but it is still not clean.
c. John corralled the horse, #but it is still not in the corral.

The verbs in (ᇸa) are activity verbs, or manner verbs in terms of Levin & Rap-
paport Hovav (e.g. 2013), and the nature of these activities is such that their
temporal duration is not limited by the spatial extension of the theme entity:
in principle, nothing excludes washing/ironing the shirt, treating the patient,
etc. indefinitely. In this sense they are different from classical quantized-theme
verbs such as creation and consumption verbs.

According to Talmy (1ᇻᇻ1), the expected result in (ᇸa) (the shirt be clean, etc.)
is nothing but a pragmatic implicature. The requirement of but in the negative
clause of (ᇸa) seems to be due to the same pragmatic inference as in (ᇹ), with
a genuine unergative activity verb.

(ሃ) Mary didn’t sleep last night but she is not tired today.

ᇿ It is worth noting, however, that the lexicalmeaning of a verbmay evolve. An example thereof
is the French verb assassiner (‘assassinate’). According to the Littré dictionary (1ᇺᇹ3–1ᇺᇹᇹ),
this verb had both a culminating and a non-culminating meaning, the latter preserved to the
1ᇺth century (https://www.littre.org/definition/assassiner). The latter use is illustrated in the
dictionary by the following example: “On assassina Luc [le roi de Prusse Frédéric ii], et on l’a
manqué” (They assassinated Luc ᄊFrederick ძ׬׬ the king of Prussiaᄋძ and missed him), Voltaire,
Lettre à d’Alembert, février 1ᇹᇸ2 (Voltaireძ Letter to dᅍAlembertძ February ᇉᇏᇎᇊ).
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Yet, the implicature in (ᇸa) is not exactly of the same origin as in (ᇹ). The
vPs in (ᇸa) activate a complete situation template available in the compre-
hender’s mind in which the human subject’s action is motivated by the pre-
vious (unsatisfactory) state of the shirt/table/patient and is performed with
intent to achieve a certain aimed state of the theme entity. In brief, despite the
fact that the verbs in (ᇸa) are atelic (activity) verbs, the vPs in (ᇸa) are neverthe-
less assigned a (telic) action-goal template, or as we will call it, a Goal-Directed
Trajectory (gdt). One could object that this pseudo-telicity is pragmatic. The
point is that our neural comprehension system uses all the information it can
as soon as it can, largely relying both on hardwiredmental conceptual schemas
and situation templates acquired by experience and stored in our memory
(Kutas & Federmeier 2000: 4ᇸᇹ). This principle implies that the comprehender
cannot freely use any kind of pragmatic inferences. Her range of available con-
ceptual schemas is limited to those that are activated under the construal of
the meaning of lexical items merged into phrases in syntax.

Tatevosov (200ᇺ) distinguishes two non-culminating readings (cf. also Tate-
vosov & Ivanov 200ᇻ). In the first, termed “Failed Attempt”, the state of the
theme entity does not undergo any change (cf. section 3.ᇷ). In the second,
termed “Partial Success”, a quantized theme undergoes some changes (cf. sec-
tion 3.4). In (ᇸa), where: (i) the agent’s goal (make the shirt clean) is not
included in the verb’s denotation and (ii) the theme is not quantized and may
(but neednot) undergo some gradual changes along a scale specified in the but-
clause (the shirt may be cleaner/smoother than before) but these changes do
not realize the goal, neither reading is applicable stricto sensu. The fact that the
themeentitymayundergo some scalar changes correlateswith a ‘weak’ reading
of the negation in sentences with a non-intentional subject. In (ᇺ), as well as in
Martin’s (201ᇷ) example (2b), the negative clause does not negate the existence
of effects but only their expected degree. In this ‘weak’ case, the negative clause
is not judged as contradictory but only as incoherent.

(ሄ) The sea washed the shore ᐜᐜbut it is still not clean.

However, with respect to the applied conceptual schema of a goal-directed tra-
jectory (gdt), inwhich possible changes do not realize the goal, sentenceswith
wash-verbs are rather interpreted as Failed Attempt.

ᇵᄙᇴ Transfer Verbs
Martin & Schäfer (2012, 201ᇹ) discussed a range of verbs in French and Ger-
man that license a non-culminating reading when combined with an agen-
tive (human) subject. The authors termed them “defeasible causative verbs”.
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The majority of the verbs discussed are ditransitive (or indirect object) verbs
like teachძ showძ explain, illustrated in (ᇻ). We will call them “transfer verbs”. It
should be observed that in the case of transfer verbs, non-culmination does not
involve the theme entity change of state but the recipient’s (failed) change of
state (see (ᇻa) and (ᇻb) below).

The difference between the French and English versions in (ᇻa) and (ᇻb)
consists in that in French the recipient argument is a prepositional indirect
object, independently of whether the subject is agentive (human) (ᇻa) or not
(ᇻb). In English a prepositional object is licensed with a human subject (ᇻc)
while the non-human subject is associated with obligatory culmination in
double object vps of the form V np np (ᇻd), but is not grammatical in the oth-
erwise synonymous V np pp structure (ᇻe) (cf. e.g. Oehrle 1ᇻᇹᇸ).

(ህ) a. Macha a enseigné à Jean le russe, mais il n’a rien appris.
‘Masha taught Russian to Jean, but he learned nothing.’

b. La vie a enseigné à Jean l’humilité, #mais il n’a rien appris.
‘Life taught Jean humility, but he learned nothing.’

c. Masha taught Russian to John, but he learned nothing.
d. Life taught John humility, #but he learned nothing.
e. #Life taught humility to John.

This syntactic constraint cannot be part of the lexical entry of teachძ explainძ
show, etc. in a grammar without global rules. We propose that the non-cul-
minating reading of transfer verbs, in e.g. (ᇻa), is related to the intentional gdt
assigned to the human subject, in the same way as with wash-verbs. A gdt is
trivially directional and is definedby an internal time extending from the inten-
tion to the goal. The preposition to being directional, in (ᇻc) it adds an internal
time defining a gdt, and hence requires an intentional subject. In French,
however, the preposition à is locative; the directionalmeaning is brought about
by directional verbs: Pierre est à lᅍécole (‘Pierre is in the school’) vs Pierre va à
lᅍécole (‘Pierre is going to the school’). This makes à compatible with both a
gdt in (ᇻa), in which the perspective is assigned to the subject, and with a ret-
rospective causal reading in (ᇻb), where the perspective goes from observing
the effects (Jean’s humility) to their (presumed) cause. The retrospective per-
spective is assigned to the speaker and lacks internal time.

Martin& Schäfer (2012, 201ᇹ) account for the contrast between (ᇻa) and (ᇻb)
in terms of a sublexical modal component equipped with an energetic modal
base.ቁWhen the subject is agentive (ᇻa), themodal base contains causally suc-

ሀ Koenig & Davis (2001) define a sublexical modality component as a type of semantic inform-
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cessful worlds. When the subject is non-agentive (ᇻb), there is still a sublex-
ical modal component, but the modal base is circumstantial realistic. It is not
clear, however, where the sublexical modal component comes from given that
the verb does not contain a modal morpheme, unless it is assumed that it is
contributed by perfective aspect (cf. 3.4).

We propose that, just as with wash-verbs, the lexical meaning of transfer
verbs does not include the recipient’s change of state. In this sense, they can
hardly qualify as causative. However, these verbs do activate conceptual asso-
ciations with a responsive recipient-internal process: teachᅃlearnძ explainᅃ
understandძ showᅃseeძ tellᅃhear and be aware of what is told.ቂ The inten-
tional subject’s gdt in sentences like (ᇻa) is aimed at causing such a recipient-
internal process. In this sense, these verbs can indeed be viewed as causative.
However, associated recipient-internal processes are such that the intentional
subject has no control of them and even no access to them (contra Demird-
ache & Martin’s (201ᇷ) Agent Control Hypothesis). As pointed out by Pulver-
müller (201ᇺ), a teacher has no access to the learner’s internal state as they
have no shared reference object. In this respect, the French verb enseigner (‘to
teach’) contrasts with the verb apprendre on its indirect-object use. The lat-
ter denotes both teaching and learning processes, so that the two processes
are not separable from each other, apprendre-teaching entailing apprendre-
learning.

(ᇽᇼ) Macha a appris à Jean le russe #mais il n’a rien appris.
‘Masha successfully taught Jean Russian but he learned nothing.’

With transfer verbs that do not lexically entail the recipient-internal process,
the two processes (teachᄵlearnძ explainᄵunderstandძ showᄵsee, etc.) are dissoci-
ated. Masha can go on teaching John Russian even if she is aware that Johnwill
never learn anything. As for John, his (in)ability to learnmay depend on a range
of factors independent of teaching, such as attention, motivation, etc. In short,
sentences with transfer verbs and intentional subjects involve two distinct pro-

ation encoded by the verb which evaluates the relationship between the event participants
at various world and time indices.

ሁ In the specific case of offer, defined in Martin & Schäfer (2012) as “willing to give”, i.e. as
a modal future-oriented state, Martin & Schäfer postulate a sublexical modal component
which licenses the non-culminating reading even with a non-agentive subject, e.g. The cirᄵ
cumstances offered him a great jobძ but he chose another option. Piñon (2014) argues that offer
is stative with non-agentive subjects. On his analysis, offer is a possibility put at the disposal
of the recipient, and the result state is a possibility to accept. Given the modal and/or stative
properties of the verb offer, it will not be taken into account here.
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cesses, an external one, on the part of the subject, and an internal one, on the
part of the recipient.

When the subject is non-agentive (non-human), as in (ᇻb), there is still a
human recipient. His state, and the (presumed) cause that has led to this state,
is necessarily described from the external viewpoint. This viewpoint is assigned
to the speaker-narrator, external to the discourse world. The speaker having
access to both the recipient’s state and its (presumed) cause, her viewpoint is
often undistinguishable from the recipient-acting-as-narrator viewpoint, that
is, the recipient recalling a past causal event.ቃ

Transfer verbs, like wash-verbs, are not classical incremental theme accom-
plishments (write a letterძ eat an apple). What distinguishes them from wash-
verbs is that, being ditransitive (or indirect-object verbs), they trigger an addi-
tional conceptual schema relative to a recipient-internal process.

ᇵᄙᇵ Transitive Psychological Verbs
In agentive sentenceswith transitive psychological verbs like inciter in (11a), the
vP argument ( Jean)may be interpreted as either theme or patient/experiencer.

(ᇽᇽ) a. Marie a incité Jean à la vengeance (mais en vain).
‘Marie incited Jean to vengeance (but in vain).’

b. Le meurtre de son frère a incité Jean à la vengeance (#mais en vain).
‘His brother’s murder incited Jean to vengeance (but in vain).’

The role of theme is activated within the atelic (activity-like) reading of the
verb; here, the theme is an event participant that is targeted by the subject’s

ሂ Martin & Schäfer (2012) mention some at first glance intriguing cases like (i) (their (1ᇹa)). In
(i), which contrastswith (ii), non-culmination turns out to be compatiblewith anon-agentive
subject.
(i) Clairementძ cette situation leur a bel et bien montré le problèmeჱ Cᅍest fou quᅍils ne lᅍaient

pas vuჱ
‘Clearly, this situation well and truly showed them the problem! It is crazy that they
didn’t see it!’

(ii) Cette situation leur a montré le problèmeძ ᇇmais ils ne lᅍont pas vu.
‘This situation showed them the problem, but they didn’t see it.’

The problem raised by (i) is easily explained within our approach. In (i) the all-knowing
speaker intervenes to dissociate himself from the recipient: cancelling the effects on the
intended recipient does not entail cancelling the cause since the effects do hold for the
speaker. In (ii), where no such intervention occurs, there is no dissociation between the
speaker’s perspective and the recipient’s viewpoint. As pointed out by an anonymous
reviewer, such pragmatic modulations occur without a need to incorporate them into the
semantics of the morpheme.
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activity without being affected by it. Yet, similarly to wash-verbs and transfer
verbs, this reading is not exactly atelic as it is associated with a goal-directed
intentional trajectory.

Psychological verbs differ from wash-verbs and transfer verbs in that the
intended goal is inscribed in their lexical content (incite ᄂtoᄃ, amuseძ reassure,
encourage, etc.). However, in the same way as with wash-verbs and transfer
verbs like teach and explain, the agent’s activitymay continue after attaining its
lexicalized goal, when the theme participant already has the inspired feelings.
Although the agent can control her own action, she has no access to the theme
participant’s feelings and hence has no control of the effects of her action, in
the same way as with transfer verbs.

Generally, the assignment of a psychological state to a participant activates
the experiencer role. Putting aside the but-clause in (11a), the culminating read-
ing of the vP makes it possible to assign the experiencer role to Jean. However,
within the event template of a gdt, the sentence is interpreted as being about
the agent (Marie) and her successfully achieved change-of-state goal. This tem-
plate does not activate the experiencer role but the patient role for the under-
goer of the change of state. As for the experiencer role, it is associated with the
result-state template due to the speaker’s retrospective perspective in which
the event described in vP is not a gdt but a Cause. Under the latter construal,
Mariemay have incited Jean to vengeance without intending this result and/or
there was no action at all on her part (cf. Ruwet 1ᇻᇻᇷ, Mari & Martin 200ᇻ).
In (11b), the result-state template, and hence the speaker’s point of view, is the
only option. The only human participant, Jean, is assigned the experiencer role
while the vP event with a non-human subject, itself entailing an event, is a
Cause.

Sentences with transitive psychological verbs raise the question, which has
no consensus in neurolinguistic literature, of whether thematic roles are
assigned during the syntactic processing (Malaia et al. 2013)ቄ or, as proposed
in “Syntax-First” models, at the following stage, when the syntactic structure,
the semantic meaning and other relevant information are assembled together
(Bornkessel et al. 200ᇷ, Friederici 201ᇹ). It is assumed that the locus of this
complex processing is the left posterior superior temporal sulcus (pSTS) (Born-
kessel-Schlesewsky & Schlesewsky 200ᇻ, Friederici et al. 201ᇹ, Friederici 201ᇹ),
while its right-hemispheric counterpart is involved, according to Saxe (200ᇸ),
in (non-linguistic) interpreting human actions in terms of goals. Be that as

ሃ In linguistic literature this standpoint is supported e.g. by Jackendoff ’s “Parallel Architecture”
theory (Jackendoff 200ᇻ), and by Ramchand (200ᇺ, 201ᇺ).
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it may, we assume that thematic roles assignment is associated with specific
conceptual configurations licensed by the feature ቬanimated (usually ቬhuᄵ
man) interpreted as ቬintentional. As observed in Bornkessel-Schlesewsky &
Schlesewsky (200ᇻ), the feature ቬ animated, and hence, arguably, ቬintentional,
traditionally viewed as semantic, is involved in syntactic processing beginning
with its early stages (cf. section 1).

ᇵᄙᇶ Incomplete Accomplishments
Tatevosov and colleagues qualified vPs like (12) as “Partial Success” accomplish-
ments (Tatevosov 200ᇺ, Tatevosov & Ivanov 200ᇻ, Lyutikova & Tatevosov 2010,
Tatevosov 201ᇹ). The vPs in (12) are typical incremental theme accomplish-
ments (cf. Krifka 1ᇻᇻᇺ, Rothstein 2004). Their notᄵcomplete non-culmination
does not require the subject’s intentionality (cf. Beavers & Lee (2020) for a sim-
ilar claim). It is compatiblewith intentional subjects (12a), non-human subjects
(12b), accidental human actions (12c), as well as with unaccusative and anti-
causative verbs (cf. Kearns 200ᇹ) (12d).

(ᇽᇾ) a. John ploughed the field/ filled (in) the form/ painted the wall, but not
completely.

b. The fire destroyed the village, but fortunately not completely.
c. John accidentally painted the wall, but fortunately not completely.
d. La rivière a gelé, mais pas complètement.

‘The river froze but not completely.’

The main feature that distinguishes the vPs in (12) from the cases examined in
3.1–3.3 is that the process of the patient’s change of state starts and ceases at
the same time as the agent’s activity (12a, c) or as the causal event (12b). Given
that the object is quantized, the right boundary of the event is limited by the
object’s dimensions (cf. Verkuyl’s (1ᇻᇺᇻ) “specified quantity of A”, ናsqa). In sen-
tences with an intentional subject this boundarymay coincide, or not, with the
agent’s intention to finish her activity or to cease it voluntarily before attaining
the object’s spatial boundaries. As the verb finish implies intentionality and
triggers a gdt, non-intentional subjects are not compatible with a notᄵfinish
vP in the but-clause (cf. Martin 201ᇻ, Arche 2014).

(ᇽᇿ) The fire destroyed the village, # but it didn’t finish destroying it.

The situation is slightly more intricate with degree-achievements-like accom-
plishments (bake the cake). In this case the right boundary of the event is a
conceptually or contextually given point of an object-internal process which
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can be described by an anticausative verb (cf. Hay et al. 1ᇻᇻᇻ, Kennedy & Levin
200ᇺ, Piñon 200ᇺ,Martin 201ᇻ).Wewill not enter into the details of this partic-
ular case: it boils down to defining the point at which the cake is (sufficiently)
baked.

We will assume, with Martin (201ᇻ), that sentences with incomplete accom-
plishments are true at the coarse granularity level, but false at a finer granu-
larity level, and that their truth or falsity depends on a non-maximal or max-
imal reading of the (in)definite dp argument. More importantly, we assume
that incomplete accomplishments crucially differ from the other cases of non-
culmination in that their culmination point is not given by an activated con-
ceptual configuration, but is determined externally, typically by the spatial
extension of the object. This propertymakes them insensitive to the intention-
ality requirement, which is crucial for all the other cases of non-culmination.
Hence, this case will not be taken into account in the following part of this
chapter.

ᇵᄙᇷ ᅎFailed Attemptᅐ Accomplishments
The most striking case of non-culmination is one in which the verb seems
to lexicalize culmination in an achievement-like way, yet the sentence is still
compatible with a negative but-clause. This configuration is termed “Failed
Attempt” in Tatevosov (200ᇺ) (cf. also Tatevosov & Ivanov 200ᇻ, Lyutikova &
Tatevosov 2010, Tatevosov 201ᇹ). Such cases are found in, among other lan-
guages, Mandarin Chinese, as illustrated in Talmy’s example (1a) repeated in
(14), in Japanese (1ᇷ), Korean (1ᇸ),Hindi (1ᇹ).ቅAspointedoutby various authors,
non-culmination is only possible if the subject is human (intentional).

(ᇽሀ) wʄ
I

shā
kill

le
pfv

tā
him

ᄂdànᄵshì
(but-not

méi
pst

shā
kill

sȼᄃ
die)

‘I killed him but he was not dead.’

(ᇽሁ) Hanakoᄵga
Hanako-nom

doaᄵo
door-acc

simeᄵta
close-pst

kedo
but

mada
yet

simatᄵteiᄵnaiჯ
close-tei-neg

‘Hanako closed the door but it is not closed yet.’ (Kiyota 200ᇺ)

ሄ The abbreviations used in glosses are the following: pfv ‘perfective’, ipfv ‘imperfective’, pst
‘past tense’, neg ‘negation’, decl ‘declarative’, pass ‘passive’, comp ‘complementizer’, M/F
‘masculine/feminine’, nom ‘nominative’, erg ‘ergative’, acc ‘accusative’, loc ‘locative’.
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(ᇽሂ) kuᄵka
he-nom

changmwunᄵul
window-acc

kkayᄵssᄵta
break-pst-decl

haciman
but

changmwunᄵi
window-nom

kkayᄵciᄵci
break-pass-comp

anhᄵassᄵtaჯ
neg-pst-decl

‘He broke the window. But it was not broken.’ (Beavers & Lee 2020)

(ᇽሃ) miiraa
Mira

ne
erg

kamiiz
shirt

Taangii
hang-pfv

par
but

wo
it

Taangii
hang

nahĩĩ
neg

‘Mira hung the shirt but it did not hang.’ቆ (Singh 1ᇻᇻᇺ)

In certain languages, a perfective marker, such as רׯ in Mandarin Chinese
and the perfective suffix in Hindi, does not entail culmination. The verbal
רׯ in Chinese is a marker of terminativity: it can be used with activities.
With accomplishment-like vp’s similar to write ᄂaᄃ letter it sometimes indic-
ates terminativity and sometimes culmination, depending on the unbounded
(massive-like) vs bounded reading of the singular np (Soh & Kuo 200ᇷ, Soh &
Gao 200ᇸ, Song 201ᇺ). Similarly, the perfective verbal suffix in Hindi does not
entail culmination; it can be usedwith verbs denoting atelic events (Singh 1ᇻᇻᇺ,
Altshuler 2013). The Japanese particle ᄵta, although sometimes labelled a ‘per-
fectivity marker’ (Singh 1ᇻᇻᇺ, Tsujimura 2003), is rather a past tense marker.
Korean possesses only a past tense marker (Beavers & Lee 2020). In Thai, the
perfectivemarkers discussed inKoenig&Muansuwan (2000) do not entail cul-
mination; some of them (e.g.maa) do not require the event to be bounded in
the past and are compatible with past, present and future readings.

In English and French, perfectivity boils down to terminativity as well. The
English simple past and the French passé composé combinewith activity verbs,
triggering a terminative reading: Mary dancedჽMarie a dansé. However, while
the passé composé also entails terminativity with stative verbs, the English
simple past is aspectually “neutral” with states (Smith 1ᇻᇻᇹ): Mary loved John ታ
Marieaaimé Jean (passé composé)ჽMarieaimait Jean (imparfait). Setting aside
explicit telicity markers in English such as particles and resultative clauses, the
culminating reading is strongly implicated (and possibly entailed) when ter-
minativity expressed by these past tenses interacts with lexical telicity located
at the vp/vP event description level.

Processes denoted by telic unaccusative and anticausative verbs cannot but
culminate when combining with terminativity (except the case of incomplete
accomplishments, cf. 3.4). When the process is transitive, as in (14)–(1ᇹ), the

ህ Singh’s (1ᇻᇻᇺ) translation: ‘Mira tried to hang the shirt, but couldn’t’.
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possibility of non-culmination boils down to the question as to whether, at the
lexical level, an achievement-like telic vp (close the doorძ break thewindowძ hang
the shirt) can refer to the do-component of the process without entailing the
change of state of the object. This does not seem to be the case in English and
French, where a sentence like # John opened the door but it didnᅍt open appears
contradictory as its first clause entails the door’s change of state.

Processes like open the door seem to be similar to right-bounded achieve-
ments (attain the summit). However, as pointed out in Piñon (200ᇺ), the latter
presuppose a preparatory phase, which is out of the scope of the negation in a
sentence like John didnᅍt attain the summit. Such is not the case in John didnᅍt
open the door or John didnᅍt kill the chicken, which qualify as accomplishments
not only because they imply some scalarity but also because they have a well-
defined left boundary (cf. Piñon 200ᇺ). Still, these accomplishments clearly
differ from the canonical incremental theme accomplishments in that their
telos is not defined by the extension of the object, but is, rather, lexicalized by
the verb.

Vendlerian event types are generalizations of theway inwhich processes are
conceptualized. In contrast, lexical items are language-specific phonological
exponents of strings of features. For instance, the question of whether Man-
darin Chinese hasmonomorphemic achievement and,most especially, accom-
plishment verbs is controversial (cf. e.g. Tai 1ᇻᇺ4, Soh & Kuo 200ᇷ). Accord-
ing to Song (201ᇺ), Mandarin has very few monomorphemic achievements
and “probably no”monomorphemic accomplishments. According toTai (1ᇻᇺ4),
there are three types of verbs in Chinese: states, activities and results (punctual
achievements). Accomplishments are realized by resultative Vቜ-Vቝ compounds
in which Vቝ describes either the state brought about by the Vቜ event, as in xué
huì (‘study-know’ ኙlearn) or a punctual result attainment, as in shā sȼ (‘kill die’)
in Talmy’s example (1b/14) or xiě wán (‘write-finish’) (cf. Tai 1ᇻᇺ4, Soh & Kuo
200ᇷ, Soh & Gao 200ᇸ).

Resultative V-V compounds are also used to mark culmination in Japanese
(1ᇺa), in Hindi (1ᇺb), and in Thai (in post-vp position, cf. Koenig &Muansuwan
2000).

(ᇽሄ) a. watashiᄵwa
I-nom

keekiᄵo
cake-acc

tabeteshimattaჯ
ate-finish-pfv/pst

‘I ate the cake up.’ (Singh 1ᇻᇻᇺ)

b. mãẽ
I

ne
erg

kek
cake

khaa
eat

liyaaჯ
take-pfv

‘I ate the cake up.’ (Singh 1ᇻᇻᇺ)
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The question as towhich features are lexicalized by amonomorphemic verb
canbe idiosyncratic, especially in the caseof accomplishments becauseof their
composite nature. It seems plausible that in languages in which some ‘satel-
lites’, in the sense of Talmy (1ᇻᇻ0, 2000), especially Vቝ in Vቜ-Vቝ compounds, are
available for marking culmination, monomorphemic verbs tend to be associ-
atedwith the characteristic features of activities. For instance, in the same vein
asTalmy (1ᇻᇻ1), Basciano (201ᇷ) noticed that theChinese shā (‘kill’) “ismore like
perform an action aimed at killing someone”.

Koening&Muansuwan (2000)propose, forThai, that perfective aspect func-
tions as a partitive maximality operator which requires a maximal stage, but
not necessarily culmination, of the event in the extension of the vp it com-
bines with. A similar view is supported by Altshuler (2013) for Hindi. As this
aspectual operator starts with a complete event in its extension, it is assumed
to be associated with a ‘sublexical’ modal component (Koenig & Muansuwan
2000, Koenig & Davis 2001, Martin & Schäfer 2012, 201ᇹ) which triggers one or
another kind of inertia modality (Bar-el et al. 200ᇷ, Tatevosov 200ᇺ, Tatevosov
& Ivanov 200ᇻ).

However, these accounts disregard the crucial condition, namely the agent’s
intention, without which the non-culminating reading is either incoherent
or contradictory (cf. Beavers & Lee 2020). We propose that all cases of non-
culmination (except incomplete accomplishments, cf. 3.4) are based on the
interplay between the intentional subject’s prospective perspective on the
event and the speaker-narrator’s retrospective perspective, the two perspect-
ives being located at two different syntactic levels (cf. section ᇷ). Various
authors indicate that native speakers’ judgments on the non-culminating read-
ing may vary (cf. e.g. Tsujimura (2003) on Japanese, Martin (201ᇷ) on French,
Yagi (201ᇻ) on English). These hesitations do not depend on grammaticality
judgments. Rather, they show that there are two ways to construe an event,
either from the subject’s prospective perspective and her efforts towards the
goal or from the retrospective speaker’s perspective.
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ᇶ Russian SecondarǄ Imperfectiǁe Aspect and the ControǁersǄ of the
ᅵDelimitatiǁeᅷ ᅟآأ

In Tatevosov and colleagues’ work on non-culmination (Tatevosov 200ᇺ, Tate-
vosov & Ivanov 200ᇻ, Lyutikova & Tatevosov 2010, Tatevosov 201ᇹ), the seman-
tic treatment proposed by the authors is typically based on sentences in Rus-
sian in which a prefixed imperfective verb (a secondary imperfective, cf. 4.1) is
equipped with an additional po-prefix, the so-called ‘delimitative’ po-, as illus-
trated in (1ᇻa, b) (examples (1ᇸa, b) in Tatevosov & Ivanov 200ᇻ, the translation
is theirs).

(ᇽህ) a. Vasya
Vasya

poᄵotkryᄵvaᄵl
po-open-ipfv-pst.m

dverᅍ
door.acc

ᄂi
(and

brosilᄃჯ
give_up.pfv-pst.m)

‘Vasya tried to open the door for some time (and gave up).’

b. Vasya
Vasya

poᄵzapolnᄵjaᄵl
po-fill-ipfv-pst.m

anketu
form.acc

ᄂi
(and

brosilᄃჯ
give_up.pfv-pst.m)

‘Vasya spent some time filling in the form (and gave up).’

However, Gyarmathy & Altshuler (2020, fn 1ᇺ) observed in relation with these
examples that “it makes no sense to talk about culmination with respect to po-
perfectives” because “po-perfectives are atelic”. This controversy calls for some
comments. Our comments will be limited to two questions: (i) how Russian
imperfective aspect is relevant to the non-culmination issue despite the fact
that non-culmination is an issue only when the aspect is perfective; (ii) how
‘delimitative’ po- in (1ᇻ) is not relevant to this issue.

ᇶᄙᇳ Russian Inflectional ᄂSecondaryᄃ Imperfective Aspect and
ᄂNonᄵᄃCulmination

Russian aspect has a double nature. On the one hand, it is lexical (or “verb-
classifying”, cf. Arkadiev & Shluinsky 201ᇷ) in the sense that any monomorph-
emic verb is either imperfective or perfective. The majority of monomorph-
emic verbs are imperfective. For instance, the monomorphemic verb krytᅍ
(something like ‘cover’, e.g. krytᅍ kryʩu ‘cover.ipfv (with a) roof.acc’), which is
part of thebimorphemic otᄵkrytᅍ (‘open.pfv’) in (1ᇻa), is imperfective at the low-
est lexical level, the V-level. However, some monomorphemic verbs (change-
of-state verbs) like statᅍ (‘become’), sestᅍ (‘sit_down’), datᅍ (‘give’) are perfective.
Perfectivity, although closely related to lexical telicity, means not only that the
process has a telos, but also that the verbdenotes a unique (atmostone) process
which is construed from a retrospective (perfective) viewpoint, i.e. as having
attained its telos.
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Bimorphemic verbs are derived, as inGermanorDutch, by attaching a deriv-
ational (“lexical”, in Svenonius’ 2004 terms) prefix to a monomorphemic verb,
be it imperfective (in most cases) or already perfective. Derivational prefixes
have a low, vp-internal, attachment point (cf. Babko Malaia 1ᇻᇻᇻ, Svenonius
2004, Romanova 2004), so that derived bimorphemic verbs are “prone to lexic-
alization and semantic non-compositionality” (Arkadiev & Shluinsky 201ᇷ).ሾሽ
The great majority of prefixes are derived from locative/ directional prepos-
itions which communicate directionality to the process denoted by the root
verb. What distinguishes Russian from German and Dutch is that the prefix
makes the bimorphemic verb not only telic but also perfective, i.e. it describes
the process from a retrospective point of view, as having attained its telos, just
as with monomorphemic perfective verbs.

This system is viable because there is an inflectional suffix, ᄵyvaᄵ ᄂᄵvaᄵჽᄵaᄵᄃ,
which heads an Aspect Phrasemediating between the event description below
it in vp or vP and the Tense Phrase above it. This functional morpheme makes
it possible to derive the so-called secondary imperfective from the majority
of prefixed perfective verbs without changing their lexical meaning. This is
the case of the trimorphemic imperfectives otᄵkryᄵvaᄵtᅍ (ot-V-va ‘open.ipfv’) in
(1ᇻa), and zaᄵpolnᄵjaᄵtᅍ (za-V-ja ‘fill_in.ipfv’) in (1ᇻb). Imperfectivised prefixed
verbs (secondary imperfectives) keep their directionality (goal-orientedness)
contributed by the prefix throughout the derivation.

The Russian imperfective aspect shares with the canonical imperfective
viewpoint aspect (cf. e.g. Smith 1ᇻᇻᇹ) the property of describing an event,
whether atelic or telic, as unbounded. However, this unboundedness canmani-
fest itself at two levels, depending upon the temporal location of the reference
time. The canonical imperfective viewpoint aspect meaning arises when the
contextually defined reference time is included into the temporal trace of the
event (Smith 1ᇻᇻᇹ). This case boils down to a progressive reading of the vP, as
in (20).

(ᇾᇼ) Vasya
Vasya

zaᄵpolnᄵjaᄵl
za-fill-ipfv-pst.m

anketuძ
form.acc

kak
when

vdrug
suddenly

zazvonil
za-ring-pfv-pst

telefonჯ
phone.nom
‘Vasya was filling (in) the form when suddenly the phone rang’.

ᇽᇼ This tendency, typical of derivational aspectual systems (cf. Arkadiev & Shluinsky 201ᇷ),
is confirmed by neurolinguistic studies which observe that, in contrast to inflectional
morphemes, derivationalmorphemes are retrieved togetherwith their stems, as fullwords
stored in the memory. The latter data are based on morphologically rich languages such
as Polish (Bozic et al. 2013), Russian (Klimovich-Grey & Bozic 201ᇹ), German (Hanna &
Pulvermüller 2014).
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Another meaning arises when the reference time is interpreted as located
at the speech time. Then the unbounded time interval extends by default from
some unspecified time point in the past up to the speech time. This interval
is equivalent to the so-called perfect time span (Klein 1ᇻᇻ2, Kiparsky 2002).
The event being unbounded as well, the perfect time span is filled in with
an undetermined number of events (a sum, in the sense of Link (1ᇻᇺ3), made
of at least one event). This configuration yields the existential (experiential)
perfect meaning (Vogeleer 201ᇹ).ሾሾ The time span can also be bounded extern-
ally by a for-adverbial, deriving a configuration that corresponds to the ter-
minative perfective viewpoint aspect. The common feature of the existential
perfect meaning and the terminative perfective meaning is that in both the
reference time is located at the speech time and the viewpoint is that of the
speaker.

Altshuler (2013) argues that an imperfective operator (imperfective aspect)
requires a stage of an event such that this stage is neither necessarily maximal
nor necessarily a proper part of the event to which the predicate applies. In
other words, if the event is telic, which is the case with all secondary imper-
fective verbs, and the reference time is located at the speech time, Russian
imperfective aspect is compatible with both culminating and non-culminating
readings: the former corresponds to themaximal part and the latter to a proper
part of the event.

However, as shown in (21a, b), the two options are available only if the sen-
tence has an intentional subject. In (21a), where the subject is intentional, the
vP with a secondary imperfective can have either an existential perfect read-
ing or, with a for-adverbial, a terminative perfective reading. The two readings
are compatible with both non-culmination and culmination. In contrast, in
(21b), where the subject is non-intentional, the predicate is incompatible not
only with the non-culminating reading but also with imperfective aspect tout
court.

(ᇾᇽ) a. Vasya
V.

proᄵbiᄵvaᄵl
through-strike-ipfv-pst.m

dyru
hole.acc

v
in

stene
wall.loc

ᄂdva dnjaᄃ
(two days)

no
but

ne
not

proᄵbiᄵlჽ
through-strike.pfv-pst.m

i proᄵbiᄵlჯ
and through-strike.pfv-pst.m

(Lit.) ‘Vasya pierced.ipfv a hole in the wall (for two days) but didn’t
pierce.pfv it/ and pierced.pfv it.’

ᇽᇽ In the Russian linguistic tradition this case is known as obʩčefaktičeskoe značenie nesoᄵ
verʩennogo vida (‘general factual meaning of imperfective aspect’), which is sometimes
divided into more detailed categories (cf. e.g. Padučeva 1ᇻᇻᇸ).
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b. ᇇSnariad
shell

proᄵbiᄵvaᄵl
through-strike-ipfv-pst.m

dyru
hole.acc

v
in

stene
wall.loc

ᄂdva dniaᄃ
(two days)

ᄂno
but

ne
not

proᄵbiᄵlჽ
through-strike.pfv-pst.m

i proᄵbilᄃჯ
and through-strike.pfv-pst.m
(Lit.) ‘#The shell pierced.ipfv a hole in the wall (for two days) (but
didn’t pierce.pfv it/and pierced.pfv it).’

In (21a), the perfect- (or forᄵ) time span is filled in with a plurality of Vasya’s
actions unified by his intention to attain the goal; this licenses both the non-
culminating and the culminating reading. When the unifying goal-directed
intention is not available, as in (21b), the relevant time span can only be filled in
with a plurality of events each of which is necessarily culminated. This option
is only available, however, if the subject and/or object np is plural, as in (22).

(ᇾᇾ) Takie
such

snariady
shells

legko
easily

proᄵbiᄵvaᄵlᄵi
through-strike-ipfv-pst-pl

dyry
holes.acc

v
in

stenaxჯ
walls.loc
‘Such shells easily pierced.ipfv holes in walls.’

Altshuler’s (2013) definition of imperfective aspect in terms of stages which
are neither necessarily maximal nor necessarily proper parts of the event is
only applicable to sentences with an intentional subject, in which the subject’s
goal-directed intention unifies stages of her action as parts of one and the same
event, whether culminated or not.When the intentionality requirement is not
satisfied, the perfect- or forᄵ time span can only be filled in with a plurality of
events each of which is culminated.

ᇶᄙᇴ Delimitative ᄵײ׳
‘Delimitative’ po- has been classified as one of the “superlexical”, i.e. non-
derivational, or inflexional, prefixes (Svenonius 2004, Romanova 2004). It has
an adverbial-likemeaning, similar, but, as will be argued below, not identical to
the meaning of for-adverbials (for example, for some time, used in the transla-
tion of (1ᇻa)). While derivational prefixes originate vp-internally, delimitative
po- is assumed to have a high point of attachment in syntax (Babko-Malaya
1ᇻᇻᇻ, Svenonius 2004).

Note that the prefix po- need not have a high point of attachment. It may
also merge with a lexical root verb, fulfilling a derivational function within
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V or vp. po- is highly productive in this use and its meaning varies accord-
ing to the type of monomorphemic verb it combines with. The ‘delimitative’
meaning of po- ariseswhen it is adjoined to unergativemonomorphemic verbs
which denote events lacking directionality. The most obvious example of this
are motion verbs. Monomorphemic motion verbs form two classes, both of
which are imperfective: (i) unaccusative verbs of directed motion; (ii) uner-
gative non-directional (multidirectional) verbs, e.g. idti (‘go’, directional)—
xoditᅍ (‘walk’, non-directional), plytᅍ (‘swim’, directional)—plavatᅍ (‘swim’, non-
directional), etc.When po- combines with an unaccusative directional motion
verb, it functions as a derivational prefix, and the new bimorphemic verb
acquires an inchoative perfective meaning: poᄵyti vᆝmagazin ׹ש׳ᄵgoჯײ׳‘) (start
going) into (the) shop.acc’), poᄵplytᅍ k beregu ׹ש׳ᄵswimჯײ׳‘) (start swimming)
towards (the) bank.dat’). That is, when a directional root already defines a
goal-directed trajectory in the lexicon, po- contributes a pre-event time with
the event time, linearly. By contrast, when combining with non-directional
motion verbs, po- acquires a ‘delimitative’ meaning which does not modify
the meaning of the root verb, but contributes a terminative perfectivity: poᄵ
xoditᅍ po komnate (‘po-walk.pfv in (the) room.loc (for a while)’), poᄵplavatᅍ v
bassejne (‘po-swim.pfv in (the) pool.loc (for a while)’). However, the function
of po- is not purely temporal-aspectual (terminative perfectivity). When po-
combineswith unergative (non-directional) verbs, it has ameasuring function,
which consists in picking up a portion of the undirected activity (amassive, i.e.
undirected, event) denoted by the verb, something like ᄂdoᄃᆝaᆝbitᆝof walkingჽ
swimming, in the same way as a bit of sugar picks up a portion of a mass. In
this ‘translation’, the past tense of the light verb do, as in John did a bit of swimᄵ
ming, accounts for the temporal-aspectual function of po-, while a bit of ᄵing
translates its measuring function.

po- can have this same function not onlywith unergative verbs but alsowith
some transitive verbs, as in (23a). Russian being a determinerless language, the
distinction between the (implausible) referential reading of the np, as in (23b),
and its non-referential reading, as in (23c), is not marked.

(ᇾᇿ) a. Segodnya
This

utrom
morning

on
he

počital
po-read.pfv.pst

kniguჯ
book.acc

b. This morning he read a book for some time.

c. This morning he did a bit of book-reading.

When po- is adjoined to a secondary (prefixed) imperfective verb, the meas-
uring function of po- deprives the verb of its directionality contributed by the
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derivational prefix and turns the event into a massified (undirected) activity.
In (24a) po- is adjoined to a secondary imperfective ᄵproᄵbiᄵvaᄵtᅍײ׳ dyru (‘po-
through-strike-ipfvhole.acc’), inwhich the derivational prefixproᄵ (‘through’)
provides directionality (goal-orientedness). The temporal-aspectual function
of po-contributes terminative perfectivity, which could be paraphrased by for
a while. However, such a translation does not account for the measuring func-
tion of po-. Though awkward, the translation in (24a) has the advantage of
accounting for both the terminative perfective function of po- (the simple past
of the light verb do) and the measuring function (a bit of ᄵing). As shown in
(24b), the delimitative po- is compatible with neither the assertion nor the
denial of the event culmination in the following clause. The ‘best’ continuation
implicated by po- isჰ and abandonedჽ gave upჽstopped.ሾሿ

(ᇾሀ) a. Vasya
Vasya

ᄵproᄵbiᄵvaᄵlײ׳
po-[through-strike-ipfv]-pfv-pst.m

dyru
hole.acc

i
and

brosilჯ
stop.pfv.pst.m
‘Vasya did a bit of hole-piercing and stopped.’

b. Vasya
Vasya

ᄵproᄵbiᄵvaᄵlײ׳
po-[through-strike-ipfv]-pfv-pst.m

dyru
hole.acc

ᄂჴჴᄃ i
and

probilჽ
through-strike.pfv.pst.m/

ᄂჴჴᄃ no
but

ne
not

probilჯ
through-strike.pfv.pst.m

‘Vasya did a bit of hole-piercing and he pierced (it)/ but did not pierce
(it).’

Gyarmathy&Altshuler (2020) are right toqualify delimitative po-perfectives as
“atelic” (cf. also Martin 201ᇻ), and hence not relevant to the (non-)culmination
issue. But that is not the whole story: secondary imperfective verbs equipped
with po-, as in Tatevosov & Ivanov’s (200ᇻ) examples (1ᇻa)–(1ᇻb) and in (24),
describe the event not only as atelic but also as a portion of a massified event
deprived of its original goal-orientedness.

ᇽᇾ This explains Tatevosov’s intuitive judgment (Tatevosov 201ᇹ) that Vasya’s tentative
actions in (1ᇻa, b) are unordered, chaotic. This also explains why Tatevosov & Ivanov’s
translation of (1ᇻa) by tried to is misleading: while tried to lexically describes the subject’s
efforts towards the goal, the measuring function of po- is responsible for the impression
that Vasya performed some idle purposeless actions instead of striving to achieve the goal
(in (1ᇻa), make the door open).
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ᇷ Intentional Subjectᄕ Speaker and SǄntactic Structure

The overview of various cases of interaction between the lexicon and the
morphosyntax in sections 3 and 4 allows us to propose a general solution to
the problem of non-culmination which subsumes our observations in the pre-
ceding sections.

Since in languages like English, French or German the non-culminating
construal only occurs with a small subset of verbs, one might seek a lexical-
semantic account. For example, one could stipulate that with vps like wash the
shirtძ amuse the childrenძ explain the rule, etc., the result of the agent’s activity is
only an implicature (as was stipulated by Talmy 1ᇻᇻ1). However, that would not
account for the fact that even with these verbs, culmination becomes obligat-
ory with a non-intentional subject.

We propose that the key concept of the non-culmination phenomenon is
an intentional Goal-Directed Trajectory. The gdt is a conceptual configura-
tion, a pre-established pattern in the mind which emerges whenever a part
of it (an intentional subject, a goal or an instrument) is triggered in syntax.
Although the solution to theproblemof (non-)culminating construals crucially
involves both the lexicon and the syntax, it cannot be solvedwithin either com-
ponent of the grammar. Rather it involves the interaction between the lexicon
and the morphosyntax on one level of the sentence structure, enriched by the
interactionbetween syntactic structure and language-independent conceptual
configurations on a higher, conceptual-intentional, level (cf. section 1).

In Ramchand’s (201ᇺ) framework, in which semantic classification is asso-
ciated with functional nodes, an accomplishment consists of the projection of
three subevents of the event that vP describes onto three syntactic-semantic
nodes: Initiation Phrase (InitP), Process Phrase (ProcP) and Result Phrase
(ResP).

(ᇾሁ)
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In this framework one might associate the non-culmination construal with
a syntactic structure lacking a subject in the specifier position of ResP (and
possibly of ProcP). However, it would then be necessary to add a condition stip-
ulating that the lack of subject in Spec ResP is optional when the initiator is
human but obligatory when it is non-human.

Here we assume a grammar with an autonomous syntax in which lexical
entries cannot stipulate the manner in which their arguments are projected in
syntax, and functional syntactic nodes, limited to checking formal features of
lexical items, bear no semantic information. To do otherwise would be to stip-
ulate the interpretive contrasts which need to be explained.

We assume that the syntactic structure is derived bottom up via iterative
applications of the syntactic operation of Merge (Chomsky 1ᇻᇻᇷ): vp ኝ vP ኝ
tp ኝ cp. The derivation starts at the vp level by the merger of V and a nom-
inal np/dp complement (for a transitive (or unaccusative) sentence). On the vP
level, which is a force-dynamic event description level, a ናhuman dp merged
in Spec vPmay be construed as the Agent of the event type the vP denotes. The
subject’s agency lasts as long as she is carrying out her action, i.e. from the first
to the last point of the event. By contrast, the intention to achieve a goal by car-
rying out the action is ascribed to the subject before the onset of the action, in
the pre-event domain on the tp level. At this, structurally higher, tp/cp phase
the event description is placed by the speaker in a discourse-related time. An
event type described in vP thus becomes an event token in tp/cp (Gehrke &
McNally 201ᇷ). The existence of the event in time and in a world is asserted by
the speaker in cp, who anchors its worldly and temporal properties via Origo
(the speaker’s coordinates) (cf. Ramchand 201ᇺ). An Accomplishment always
culminates in the event description at the vP level, otherwise it would not be
an accomplishment (an event type). However, it may or may not culminate on
the higher tp/cp level, where the event is placed in episodic time and its argu-
ments may achieve referential status.

Conceptual configurations, while independent of the grammar, are trig-
gered, among other, non-linguistic, stimuli, by words and phrases. Because a
concept is an entire mental object, it is not necessary for every part of a con-
ceptual configuration to correspond to every part of a syntactic structure. We
propose that two particular conceptual configurations interact with syntax to
determinewhether a sentence asserts or denies culmination of an accomplish-
ment defined in vP. One configuration is that of a Goal-Directed Trajectory
(gdt) and the other is the notion of Point of View (PoV) associatedwith human
entities.

Some lexical predicates, all vp accomplishments, all structures containing
purpose clauses are associated with a conceptual configuration construed as
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a gdt. A verb like murder lexically includes the culmination of a gdt, while
verbs like soigner ᄂun patientᄃჽtreat ᄂa patientᄃ or expliquer ᄂla règleᄃჽexplain
ᄂthe ruleᄃ include a gdt without lexically including its culmination, and there-
fore allow the non-culmination construal. Non-culminating accomplishments
are formed freely in the grammar by the addition of a purpose clause to a vP
denoting a culminated event.

(ᇾሂ) a. Johnᒙ went to Paris [proᒙ to see Marie]
b. [tp1 Johnᒙ T [vP1 [vP tᒙ [vp went [pp tᒙ to Paris]]]] [tp2 proᒙ to [vP2 tᒙ

see Marie]]]

In (2ᇸ), tp1 John went to Paris can be a culminated accomplishment (if (2ᇸa) is
not followed by something like but he took the wrong train and arrived in Lyon).
tp2 is a non-culminating accomplishment containing a non-finite directional
tense morpheme to. From the point of view of the subject, the entire sentence
tp1 is non-culminated since the goal is not yet attained. In fact, Johnmay never
have gotten to Paris. The speaker may accept the subject’s non-culminating
point of view. On the other hand, from the point of view of the speaker, tp1
may be construed as a causal structure: seeing Marie was the cause of a trip
which was successful. The speaker may even invoke a cause which overtly con-
tradicts the subject’s claim as in John said hewent to Paris to sketch in the Louvre
but he really went to Paris to see Marie. Both situations illustrate what we may
call the ‘layering’ property of non-culmination. A single event on the level of
tense construal may contain coherent or conflictual points of view. Semantic
classification of functional nodes, as in (2ᇷ), cannot account for this layering
property of the goal-directed structure. However, under either construal, the
sentence must be coherent in syntax. In (2ᇸb) the prospective T2 merges with
the matrix T1 within a Tense Chain (Guéron & Hoekstra 1ᇻᇺᇺ), and the ana-
phoric pro subject of tp2 is bound by the agentive subject of tp1.

While a gdt controlled by an intentional agent may fail to culminate, an
event not involving an intentional agent is not a gdt at all. It only involves the
speaker’s retrospective point of view.

Although the gdt is universally available, its syntactic realization in a par-
ticular language would depend both on the lexicon and on the morphosyntax.
For example, in English the result state contributing culmination to an inten-
tional activity may be represented by any category of small clause. In some
other languages small clauses are restricted to verbal categories. This is the
case in languages with serial verb constructions (e.g.West African languages of
Kwa family; Suriname, Mauritian, Haitian Creoles), in which resultative small
clauses are expressed byV2 of certain syntactic structures linearized asV1 (dp1)
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V2 (dp2) (cf. e.g. Collins 1ᇻᇻᇹ, Veenstra &Muysken 201ᇹ). InMandarin Chinese,
Japanese, Thai, Hindi (cf. 3.ᇷ), it is Vቝ of Vቜ-Vቝ compounds that contributes
culmination (cf. e.g. Beavers et al. (2010) on distinctions between serial verb
constructions andV-Vcompounds).ThedifferencebetweenEnglish-style small
clauses and verbal small clauses would follow if non-verbal constituents lack-
ing a formal Tense feature can be integrated into the finite Tense Chain defined
in Guéron & Hoekstra (1ᇻᇺᇺ) in some languages, while only verbs, which lexic-
ally bear a T feature, can be so integrated in others.

We take Point of View (PoV) to denote a temporal perspective on an event by
a human entity. The speaker implied by the speech act contributes a PoVon the
higher syntactic tp/cp level. As the speaker’s PoV includes the entire discourse
background, she can supply referential (2ᇹa) or global discourse information,
as in (2ᇹb). She can even attribute a goal to a state of affairs which is not inten-
tional at all (2ᇹc). To accept (2ᇹc) is to attribute to the universe a goal-directed
trajectory initiated by an intentional agent, which is probably not what the
speaker really means.

(ᇾሃ) a. Oedipus wants to marry his mother.
b. Then, John poisoned Paul with this substance, but he didn’t know that

it was harmless.
c. Grass is green to aid photosynthesis.

On the vP level the temporal perspective of an intentional subject takes scope
only over the event description. The subject’s perspective is prospective: the
subject can introduce a trajectory towards a goal such as change of state of
an object, but she cannot know during the event if the goal will be reached.
On the vP level, the intentional subject is an Agent and her prospective PoV
is continuous internal to the event description. However, the subject’s inten-
tion originates not in vP but before the onset of activity, on the tp level. On
this level, there is an unavoidable temporal gap between the subject’s inten-
tional state of mind (in tp) and the onset of the activity in vP. The intentional
property of the argument in Spec tp is transmitted to its trace in Spec vP, as
in (2ᇺ). We propose that here the mental properties of the subject in Spec tp
combine with the physical properties of (the trace of) the same entity in Spec
vP to create a subject capable of both intending and reaching a goal. The event
description in vP denotes a necessarily intentional andnecessarily culminating
event.

(ᇾሄ) [tp Johnᒙ Tᒆᒑᒣᒤ [vP tᒙ [vp murder Bill]]]
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The speaker’s temporal perspective, located on the tp/cp level, takes the
entire sentence in its scope and is retrospective.While the speaker, located out-
side the event world, cannot initiate an event, only the speaker can assert the
successful culmination of an event (and the result state that follows from it),
or the failure of culmination. The speaker-narrator’s knowledge includes the
intention of the subject-participant. Consequently, a statewhich seems to have
no temporal role in vp, as in (2ᇹc), or an activity or accomplishment presented
from the subject’s PoV in vP may acquire a new temporal role, that of Cause,
from the retrospective all-englobing perspective of the speaker on the tp/cp
level. The speaker puts together all the pieces of the puzzle: her PoV creates a
construal of the sentence which is more than the sum of its parts.

In addition to lexically-based and syntactically derived non-culminating
accomplishments (wash the shirtძ explain the ruleძ amuse the children), there
are lexically-based and syntactically derived obligatory culminating accom-
plishments with human (cf. (2ᇺ)) and non-human subjects (2ᇻb). In this case,
the speaker, who perceives the existence of a state, retrospectively attributes it
to a causal event. In (2ᇻa) the causal (from the speaker’s PoV) event embeds
the intentional subject’s goal-directed trajectory. What takes ten minutes is
the entire intentional event. In (2ᇻb) it is the sole causal event that takes ten
minutes (cf. Martin 201ᇻ).

(ᇾህ) a. Mary killed the mosquito in ten minutes.
b. The poison killed John in ten minutes.

We describe a non-culminating accomplishment as a palimpsest: it embeds
an event description presented from the limited prospective PoV of an inten-
tional subject in tp in which the intention is acquired within an assertion
presented from the speaker’s PoV in cp. The two Points of View are con-
strued simultaneously. While the subject’s temporal perspective goes from
left to right, from intention to culmination, the speaker’s retrospective per-
spective goes from right to left. In such palimpsestic structures, the coexist-
ence of the two points of view creates a dynamic construal which simultan-
eously goes both left to right, starting with intention, and right to left, starting
with a result. To ignore one of these points of view is to miss Full Interpreta-
tion.

Martin & Schäfer (2012, 201ᇹ) attribute non-culmination to a sublexical
modal component with an energetic modal base. One or another kind of iner-
tia modality is also evoked by other authors (cf. 3.2 and 3.4). However, inertia
worlds exist independently of intention and refer to an implied time span fol-
lowing the time of the event vP describes.Within our account there is no need
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to introduce an additional modal machinery, all the more so because the verbs
in question do not contain a modal morpheme. The agent’s prospective per-
spective on the goal of the event follows from the fact that the intentional
subject occupies a position in Spec tp in which the property of intention is
acquired andwhich binds an argument in Spec vP providedwith physical force
by the event description in vP. The non-culminated accomplishment marked
by the speaker’s but-clause identifies a palimpsest. There is a prospective event-
internal PoV for the subject, but there is also a closed retrospective discourse
world for the speakerwho attests to the failure of the subject’s attempt to reach,
not the telos of her action, but the intentional goal that inspired the action and
was supposed to coincide with the telos. Because the speaker’s PoV dominates
the subject’s PoV, every non-culminating event can also be construed as a cul-
minating event. This shows that the level of construal of (non-)culmination is
the tp/cpphase, the only syntactic levelwhich canmanifest the speaker’s point
of view.

ᇸ Conclusion

Neurobiological observations support the hypothesis of partial independence
of the syntactic and lexical-semantic processes which combine to produce
syntactic structures. The output of the syntactic component interfaces with
a conceptual-intentional component. We have proposed that this component
contains hardwired mental configurations which inspire and maintain syn-
tactic structures, and that an account of non-culminating accomplishments
requires reference to such configurations.

In particular, we pointed to themental configuration of a Goal-DirectedTra-
jectory in which an intentional source engages in a path toward changing the
state of some targeted individual or object in the discourse world. We distin-
guished the Goal-Directed Trajectory, described from the prospective point of
view of a subject participant located in the Specifier of tp, from the retrospect-
ive point of view of the speaker-narrator associatedwith the higher cp domain.
While only an intentional (human) subject can inaugurate a gdt, only the
speaker, who relates a perceived effect to its cause, can say whether the sub-
ject’s goal was achieved or not. Non-culminated accomplishments thus need
an overt commentary (a but-clause) by the speaker.

We have discussed non-culmination in several types of vPs in English and
French.We have also discussed non-culmination in Russian both in sentences
with secondary imperfective verbs and in sentences with complex secondary
imperfectives with the ‘delimitative’ prefix po-. We have shown under what
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circumstances event culmination is possible, impossible, or optional in such
sentences. This variety of interpretations cannot be understood without a pal-
impsestic construal of the sentence structure which encompasses two simul-
taneous points of view, the prospective point of view of the subject and the
retrospective point of view of the speaker-narrator in cp.

Structures which have previously been analysed in descriptive terms turn
out to depend on the interaction of precise grammaticalmechanismswith spe-
cific mental configurations. Note that thematching of lexical and grammatical
units with mental units is not necessarily one to one/parallel. Rather, like Mar-
cel’s experience with the madeleine dipped in tea, a single grammatical unit
may introduce an entire meaningful configuration which was already in the
mind, just waiting for an overt stimulus to trigger it.
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chapter ሡ

Pƽeƿeƽiƿ and Peƽfecƿ in Romanceᄘ Neǂ Inƾighƿƾ fƽom
Occiƿan

Myriam Bras and Jean Sibille

ᇳ Inƿƽodǀcƿion

Like other Romance languages, Occitan can, at first sight, use different verb
forms to report a past event. We will focus in this paper on two paradigms
presenting a formal opposition—a simple structure, as in (1), vs. a complex
structure as in (2), which in grammars or textbooks are often called preterit
and perfect respectively:

(ᇽ) Joan aƽƽibȄƿ a Tolosa (Joan arrived in Toulouse)

(ᇾ) Joan eƾ aƽƽibaƿ a Tolosa (Joan has arrived in Toulouse)

From a semantic point of view, these two paradigmsሾ are often described along
a perfective (or aorist) vs. resultative opposition, in fact pertaining to tense and
aspect categories.

In this paper, our aim is to describe the semantic properties and functions of
each paradigm and their use in oral andwritten data for one dialect of Occitan,
the Lengadocian dialect. We thus hope to contribute to the semantic descrip-
tion of the tense and aspect system of Occitan, which, if we except Lafont
(1ᇻᇸᇹ)ሿ and Schlieben-Lange (1ᇻᇹ1), has not received much attention yet, even
in Romance studies: Harris (1ᇻᇺ2), Fleischman (1ᇻᇺᇵ), Squartini and Bertinetto
(1ᇻᇻᇷ) classify Occitan based on data analysed in Schlieben-Lange (1ᇻᇹ1), that
need to be completed.

ᇽ There also existed in Occitan a periphrastic preterit made up with the present of “aver” fol-
lowed by the infinitive. In Catalan this periphrastic preterit supplanted the synthetic one. In
Occitan, it only survives today in the Guardia Piemontese dialect (in Calabria), where, like
in catalan, it has replaced the synthetic preterite, and, very sporadically, in certain local or
literary uses, especially in gascon and provençal.

ᇾ Lafont (1ᇻᇸᇹ) described the temporal and aspectual system of Occitan, from a Guillaumian
theoretical framework.
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In the following, we will name each paradigm based on the formal oppos-
ition: we will use the Simple Past (sp) / Compound Past (cp) terminology,
corresponding to the simplex/complex distinction of (Fleischman 1ᇻᇺᇵ), and
we will make use of form-based translations in English (an Occitan cp will be
translated by an English present perfect, and an sp by a preterit, regardless of
their meanings).

Ourwork is also driven by a didacticmotivation. AsOccitan speakers, we are
aware of the difficulties met by learners and new speakers of Occitan who are
native speakers of French, when describing past events in Occitan. Two tend-
encies can be observed: the over-use of cp in Occitan, modelled on the French
use of cp; and the over-use of sp in Occitan, with very few uses of cp.

In previous work (Bras et al. 201ᇷ), we started the study of sp and cp by com-
piling prescriptive assertions found in Occitan grammars or textbooks (Alibert
1ᇻᇵᇷ, Camproux 1ᇻᇷᇺ, Martin & Moulin 200ᇹ, Miremont 1ᇻᇹᇸ, Romieu & Bian-
chi 200ᇷ, Salvat 1ᇻᇶᇵ, Sauzet & Ubaud 1ᇻᇻᇷ, Teulat 200ᇺ, Vernet 2000), which
we comparedwith a list of semantic values provided by the analysis of oral data
for the Lengadocian dialect collected in a field study in Quercy and Rouergue
by Sibille (201ᇷ). We found that prescriptive studies generally do not capture
all the semantic properties of sp and cp manifested in the native speaker oral
data collected in Sibille (201ᇷ).We thendecided to complement oral datawith a
large amount of written data in order to test the set of semantic values defined
in Sibille (201ᇷ, pp. 22ᇵ–22ᇹ) for each form and to provide a more fine-grained
description.

In this paper, we will first organize the set of values of Sibille (201ᇷ) in con-
trastive pairs (section 2). Then we will complete and analyse the data first
presented in Bras et al. (201ᇷ) along this set of values, in order to draw a pic-
ture of how sp and cp are used in texts, in a data-driven analysis perspective
(section ᇵ). In the last part of the paper (section ᇶ), we will contrast Occitan cp
and sp to perfects and preterits in Romance andGermanic languages, based on
the work of Squartini and Bertinetto (1ᇻᇻᇷ), Caudal and Vetters (200ᇹ) and Vet
(2010).

ᇴ Semanƿic Valǀeƾ of أᄧؖأئ

ᇴᄙᇳ Pasƻ Eƽenƻ ƽsჯ Presenƻ ResƼlƻing Sƻaƻe
Let us first examine anoccurrence of each form, sp andcp, in usewith the same
verb vendre (to sell) to illustrate the aoristic value (ᇵ) and the perfect value (ᇶ):

(ᇿ) Quand lo paire moriguèt, loƾ coƾinƾ ǁendȄƽon lᅷoƾƿal. (When the father
died, the cousins sold the house)

For use by the Author only | © 2022 Koninklijke Brill NV



ማምሢ bras and sibille

(ሀ) L’ostal l’an pas mai, los cosins, lᅷan ǁendǀƿ. (The house, they (ኙ the cous-
ins) don’t own it any more, they have sold it)

Although the inflected verb vendre with its arguments (bold) describes the
same event—the house selling event—in the two utterances, it is conveyed dif-
ferently:
– in (ᇵ), the house selling event is described and located in the past of the

speech time (and also after the father’s death thanks to the subordinate
clause),

– in (ᇶ), the house selling event is located in the past but we also understand
that the state resulting from this event—“the house doesn’t belong to the
cousins any more”—is true at Speech Time, the second utterance “lᅍan venᄵ
dut” explaining the first one “lᅍostalძ lᅍan pas maiძ los cosins”.

We will analyse the contrast between sp and cp as a difference in the type
of eventuality described, using an event/state distinction and their discourse
functions (Kamp and Rohrer 1ᇻᇺᇵ, Kamp and Reyle 1ᇻᇻᇵ): the sp introduces an
event, while the cp introduces both an event and its resulting state. Following
Reichenbach (1ᇻᇶᇹ) and Vet (2001, 2010), we will consider that the sp describes
the event as located in the past, i.e. before Speech Time, while the cp describes
the resulting state as located at Speech Time.

ᇴᄙᇴ ׳׶ Narraƻiƽe Tense
With its aoristic value, the sp is presented in grammars and in Sibille (201ᇷ) as
being the tense used for narratives, whereas this value is never mentioned for
the cp.

Occitan sp is used to describe sequences of events in a narrative progress, as
notedbyKampandRohrer (1ᇻᇺᇵ), andmanyothers, for French (see for example
Borillo et al. 200ᇶ).

Another interesting feature of sp in Occitan, first observed by Sauzet and
Ubaud (1ᇻᇻᇷ, pp. 2ᇸ–2ᇹ), should be mentioned. It consists in the capacity to
switch from a context anchored in the present to a narrative context, which
they illustrate with the following example:

(ሁ) Vos dirai que soi nascut a Solòrgues […] exceptat un plen vaso ont ma
maire teniá de basalic, mas gents, quand ieu nasquèri, possedissián pas
unapalada de tèrra en pròpri (J.B.C. Fabre, Istòria de Joan lᅍAnPres, quoted
by Sauzet & Ubaud 1ᇻᇻᇷ, p. 2ᇹ) (I’ll tell you that I have been born at Sol-
òrgues […] apart from one whole pot that my mother kept basil in, my
family, when Iwas born, didn’t have a single spadeful of land of their own)
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In their work, the authors follow the textual approaches to tenses proposed
byBenveniste (1ᇻᇸᇸ) andWeinrich (1ᇻᇹᇵ)ቀ to contrast two systemsof tenses: the
comment (or discourse) system vs. the narrative system. Present, future and cp
belong to the comment system while sp and imperfach belong to the narrative
system, theOccitan sp being described as being able to shift from the comment
system to the narrative system as shown in (ᇷ).

ᇴᄙᇵ Anƻerioriƻǀ
Sibille (201ᇷ) and a few Occitan grammars mention that, when used in a tem-
poral subordinate clause as in (ᇸ), the cp expresses the anteriority of the event
described in the subordinate clause to the event described in the main clause:

(ሂ) Quand a manjat, fa prangièra. (When he has eaten, he takes a nap)

ᇴᄙᇶ Eƽenƻ Localisaƻion in Pasƻ Daǀs ƽsჯ in ƻhe CƼrrenƻ Daǀ
Sibille (201ᇷ) and some Occitan grammars note the use of the cp to report an
event that has taken place in the current day, i.e. the same day than the day
including the SpeechTime (ᇹ), known as hodiernal use (Comrie 1ᇻᇺᇷ), whereas
the sp is used to report events anterior to the current day (ᇺ):

(ሃ) L’ai vist de matin / L’ai vist uèi (I have seen him/her this morning / I have
seen him/her today)

(ሄ) Lo vegèri ièr (I saw him yesterday)

ᇴᄙᇷ Eƽenƻ Localisaƻion in a Time Inƻerƽal Ending before Speech Time ƽsჯ
Noƻ Ended aƻ Speech Time

Sibille (201ᇷ) extends this rule to account for contrastive uses of cp and sp in a
clausemodified by a temporal locating adverbial (tla), depending onwhether
the time interval described has ended before Speech Time or not: cp refers
to an event located in an interval that has not ended at Speech Time, while
sp refers to an event located in an interval that has ended at Speech Time.
These properties are illustrated by examples (ᇻ), (10) and (11) describing con-
trasts between two periods: the first one includes Speech Time and is often
described by a deictic adverbial (simple or composed of the proximal demon-
strative determiner aqueste ᄂthisᄃ followed by a Time Noun), while the second

ᇿ These approaches were designed for French but they cannot really account for the different
uses of the French Passé Composé (pc), belonging to both systems.We will also see here that
they are not sufficient for Occitan either.
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is over at Speech Time and is often described by a deictic past adverbial or an
anaphoric adverbial (composed of the distal demonstrative determiner aquel
ᄂthatᄃ followed by a Time Noun); the first clause tense is a cp, while the second
is an sp.

(ህ) Aqueste mes a plan plegut mas lo mes passat pleguèt pas tant. (Sibille
201ᇷ) (This month it has rained a lot but last month it did not rain that
much)

(ᇽᇼ) Augan n’avèmpas ajudas plassas noses, antan n’agèremmai. (Sibille 201ᇷ)
(This year we have not had many nuts, last year we had more)

(ᇽᇽ) La setmana de Pascas i agèt plan monde al vilatge. Aquela setmana
vendèrem tota la recòlta al mercat. Mas aquesta setmana avèm pas res
vendut. (Over Easter weak there were many people in the village. That
week we sold all the harvest in the market. But this week we haven’t sold
anything)

ᇴᄙᇸ Oƻher ValƼes of ׳׶
Two other values of sp are described by Sauzet (200ᇷ, unpublished) and Sibille
(201ᇷ). The first one is an inchoative value, where the sp describes the first stage
of the event only:

(ᇽᇾ) Tre que la prima arribèt, los arbres verdegèron. (Sauzet 200ᇷ) (As soon as
spring came, the trees turned green)

The other value of the sp, described by Sauzet as an “unveiling value”, in that
sp is used where an imperfach (imperfect) could also have been used to reveal
the background of the first event, is illustrated in (1ᇵ)–(1ᇶ) (where the sp “agèt”
could be replaced by the imperfect “aviá”).

(ᇽᇿ) Quand lo trobèron agȄƿ pas de camisa. (Asaís, Lo coissin de lᅍòme endéutat,
1ᇺᇹᇷ, cited by Sauzet 200ᇷ) (when they found him, he had no shirt)

(ᇽሀ) [Los cabiròls] Li aviánmanjat lo grande las anhèlas equandvolguètdonar
lo gran a las anhèlas, n’i agȄƿ plus. (oral data of contemporaneous speaker
collected by Sibille 201ᇷ) ([The roe deer] They had eaten the lambs’ fod-
der, andwhen hewanted to (ኙwent to) give the fodder to the lambs, there
was none left)
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table ሡ.ማ Semantic values of Simple Past and Compound Past

Simple Paƾƿ Compoǀnd Paƾƿ

[ᇽ] past event
sp locates the event in the past of Speech
Time (st)

Present resulting state
cp locates the resulting state of the event at
Speech Time

[ᇾ] Narrative tense
sp conveys narrative progress
sp can switch to a narrative context

[ᇿ] Anteriority
cp expresses the anteriority of the event
described in the subordinate clause to the
event described in the main clause

[ሀ] Before the current day
sp locates the event before the current day

Within the current day
cp locates the event in the current day

[ሁ] Within a time interval ending before st
In presence of a tla, sp locates the event in
a time interval ending before Speech Time

Within a time interval not ended at st
In presence of a tla, cp locates the event in
a time interval not ended at Speech Time

[ሂ] Imperfective value and inchoative value

For these values, sp contrasts with imperfach and not with cp, so we will
leave them aside here. However, wemust mention that we have here an imper-
fective value of sp, and that, crosslinguistically, sp/preterit tenses can convey
both perfective and imperfective values. Caudal and Vetters (200ᇹ) associate
perfective, imperfective and resultative values toPreterit in current English and
to sp in old French. In descriptions of current Occitan, the prevalent value of
sp is the perfective/aoristic one.While the imperfective value displayed in (1ᇵ)
and (1ᇶ) exists, it is very seldom used.

ᇴᄙᇹ ValƼes of ׳צ and ׳׶
Table ᇹ.1 sums up the values described in this section.

ᇵ Coƽpǀƾ Daƿa AnalǄƾiƾ

In this section, we analyse examples from a corpus of written data along the
set of values presented in section 2, in order to draw a picture of how sp and
cp are used in texts, and to refine the set of values if appropriate. The data are
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taken from the Occitan text Base BaTelÒc,ቁ which comprises about one hun-
dred texts (ᇵ.ᇵᇹ million words) of all Occitan dialects, written by fifty different
authors, ranging from the 1ᇻth to the 21st centuries, and belonging to different
genres (prose, drama, poetry, the press and technical texts) (Bras and Vergez-
Couret 201ᇸ).

The corpus selected for this study is restricted to Lengadocian texts written
in classical spelling by authors born before the SecondWorld War (10 authors
born between 1ᇺᇸ0 and 1ᇻᇵᇻ). It includes 2ᇺ texts, totalling nearly 1 million
words, and is mostly constituted of narrative texts. In this corpus, sp uses are
prevalent (depending on the verb, there are between three and six times more
sp forms than cp forms), while cp uses are mostly found in dialogues.

ᇵᄙᇳ Pasƻ Eƽenƻ ƽsჯ Presenƻ ResƼlƻing Sƻaƻe
Unsurprisingly, sp uses, due to the aorist value, are found in tales to describe
fictive past events (1ᇷ), and in other narratives to describe real past events (1ᇸ),
often occurring after a background description using the imperfach tense.

(ᇽሁ) Un còp i aviá, dins l’ancian temps, un papà e una mamà. Avián un polit
enfanton al brèç qu’apelavan lo Riconèl. Mas la mamàmoƽigǀȄƿ. (Bodon,
Lᅍaucèl gris) (Once upon a time, in old times, there was a dad and a mum.
They had a pretty child in the cradle who they called Riconèl. But the
mum died.)

(ᇽሂ) La Revolucion s’acabava, la Republica se morissiá, Bonaparta se batiá en
Egipte. Es alara que ƾe baƾƿigǀȄƿ lo meu ostal. (Bodon, Lomeu ostal) (The
Revolution was ending, the Republic was dying, Bonaparte was fighting
in Egypt. It was at that moment that my house was built)

cp, as alreadymentioned, due to its perfect value, is mainly found in dialogues,
in present contexts, as in (1ᇹ), where the “gathering chestnut event” has a res-
ulting state that “there are chestnuts in the attic”:

(ᇽሃ) —As ben plan rason, pardí! Anem far vistalhas. Passa davant, monta al
plancat, veiràs las castanhas qǀᅷai amaƾƾadaƾ. (…) Totas son pas aquí, ça
que la. (E. Molin, E la barta floriguèt). (You’re right! Let’s go through the
house. Go ahead, go up to the attic, you will see the chestnuts that I have
gathered. (…) Not all of them are here, though.)

ሀ redac.univ‑tlse2.fr/bateloc.
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This result is observable, as confirmedby the perception verb veire (see), and
is relevant at Speech Time, just as a present state, such as the one described by
the last sentence “not all of them aƽe there” can be. Interestingly, the complete
right context of (1ᇹ) in (1ᇺ) gives us the opportunity to contrast cp and sp in the
same context:

(ᇽሄ) —As ben plan rason, pardí! Passa davant, monta al plancat, veiràs las
castanhas qǀᅷai amaƾƾadaƾ. Lo Tiston deMelhatmeᅷn poƽƿȄƿ quatre saca-
das, ièr ser, que n’i aurai plan per engraissar lo pòrc. Totas son pas aquí, ça
que la. (E. Molin, E la barta floriguèt). (You’re right! Let’s go through the
house. Go ahead, go up to the attic, you will see the chestnuts that I have
gathered. Tiston de Melhat brought me four bags of chestnuts yesterday
night, so I will have what I need to fatten the pig. Not all of them are here,
though.)

The sp clause here is followed by a temporal location adverbial “ièr ser” refer-
ring to a past interval, clearly requiring a past location of the event (deleting “ièr
ser” would allow a cp use). Sowemay conclude that sp can even be used in dia-
logues to report a past event as in (1ᇺ), even though the dialogues are anchored
in Speech Time.

ᇵᄙᇴ Narraƻiƽe Tense
ᇵ.2.1 sp Conveys Narrative Progress
Sequences of sps conveying sequences of temporally ordered events, as in (1ᇻ),
are very prevalent in narrative texts.

(ᇽህ) Trempa coma una sopa, aquela femna, furiosa, ƾacƽegȄƿ coma un car-
retièr, ƽomegǀȄƿ, inƾolenƿȄƿ lo colpable e, tot en levant lo punh devèrs
el, li cƽidȄƿ: (…) (Lagarda, Tres palometas blancas) (Soaked through, that
woman, furious, swore like a trooper, grumbled, yelled at the culprit and,
raising her fist at him, shouted to him: (…))

Nevertheless, the temporal relation between two events reported by two sp
clauses is not always a posteriority relation. Let us examine for example the
extended version of (1ᇸ) in (20) and compare the temporal relation between
the events reported by the three sp clauses:

(ᇾᇼ) Un còp i aviá, dins l’ancian temps, un papà e una mamà. Avián un polit
enfanton al brèç qu’apelavan lo Riconèl. Mas la mamàmoƽigǀȄƿ. Lo papà
podiá pas demorar tot sol per trabalhar la bòria. Ça que la sabiá pas far la
sopa ni la bugada. Alara ƾe ƿoƽnȄƿ maƽidaƽ.
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La femna que pƽengǀȄƿ l’apelavan la Caïnata. (Bodon, Lᅍaucèl gris) (Once
upon a time, in old times, there was a dad and a mum. They had a pretty
child in the cradle who they called Riconèl. But the mum died. The dad
couldn’t carry on by himself with the farm work. Still, he couldn’t do the
cooking or the washing. So he remarried. The women he took to wife was
called la Caïnata.)

The “wedding event” is posterior to the “death event”, but the “take to wife
event”, which could also have been reported with an sp main clause (Prenᄵ
guèt una femna que lᅍapelavan la Caïnata / He took to wife a woman called la
Caïnataᄃ is not posterior to the wedding. It is rather included in it. Such phe-
nomenahave already been observed for FrenchbyKampandRohrer (1ᇻᇺᇵ) and
have given rise to many studies on the different temporal relations that can be
supported by sp and cp clause pairs. One of the most successful approaches
is that of Asher and Lascarides (200ᇵ)ቂ which accounts for temporal relations
as derived from discourse relations that are inferred from various knowledge
sources amongst which tenses but also lexical semantics andworld knowledge.
In this case, we would infer an Elaboration relation rather than Narration rela-
tions as in (1ᇻ). So, we may conclude here that sp does not always convey nar-
rative progress, even in narrative texts.

ᇵ.2.2 sp Can Switch to a Narrative Context
Let us now turn to another kind of context for sp use, that of example (21),
where we will examine the sequence of sps (bold), following a cp (bold):

(ᇾᇽ) Joan gaita sens o agachar aquel campèstre tot de vinhas. Son uèlh se pèrd
dins lo prigond de l’aire. Es un jovent plan destricat, la cara pichonèlamas
fina, de pòtas estrechas, lo nas drech coma son agach, pas res fin finala
que se pòsca remarcar d’un biais particular. Es enginhat coma los de son
temps, lo pel cort, d’un negre un pauc grisenc. La raia es sul costat esquèr.
Curiós aquel biais de se cofar al revèrs de sos companhs. Sap consí li eƾ
aƽƽibaƿ ƾe ǁegȄƿ dins un miralh per se penchenar e aquí meƿȄƿ la raia a
drecha sens se pensar qu’el èra virat al revèrs de son image. Pus tard ƾe
nᅷaǁiƾȄƿ ben mas la tissa èra presa e ǁolgǀȄƿ pas i cambiar res.
Sens se’n mainar, pòrta la man a son nos de cravata. (C. Laus, Joan Delᄵ
caire)

ሁ See also (Bras & Asher 1ᇻᇻᇶ), (Borillo et al. 200ᇶ) for an account of French tenses in the same
framework.
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(Joan stares at this vineyard landscape without seeing it. His eye gets lost
in the depth of the air. He is a nimble young man, his face is small but
neat, with narrow lips, a nose as straight as his gaze, all in all nothing that
stands out in any particular way. He is dressed like the other young people
of his age, with short hair of a slightly greyish black. His parting is on the
left. Odd, this way of doing his hair the other way round to his peers. He
knows how it has come about, he looked at himself in a mirror to comb
his hair and then parted it on the right side without realising that he was
the other way round to his image. Later on he noticed it but the habit
was ingrained and he didn’t want to change it. Absent-mindedly, his hand
strays to the knot of his tie.)

This sequence of sps actually arises in a context of narrative clauses in the
present tense ( Joangaiƻa…) followedby the character description (Esun jovent
ჰ), also in the present tense, followed by the description of a resulting state
(Sap consí li es arribaƻ) anchored to the present. The first clause of the sp
sequence (se ƽegǽƻ dins unmiralh…) switches from a present context to a past
narrative one, as if itwere introducing anarrativewithin thenarrative, as a kind
of flashback. The last clause of the example (… pɲrƻa la man ჰᄃ opens a new
paragraph, and goes back to the main narrative.

(21) seems to be a very nice example of the “mise en récit” signaled by Sauzet
and Ubaud (1ᇻᇻᇷ, p. 2ᇹ), and a much clearer one than the one they provide.
Another example from our corpus is discussed below (see Section ᇵ.ᇷ.2).

ᇵ.2.ᇵ cp and Narrative Progress
We found no examples of narrative progress clearly conveyed by a sequence of
cp clauses in our corpus.

ᇵᄙᇵ Anƻerioriƻǀ ƾiƻh Respecƻ ƻo ƻhe Presenƻ
We found several examples similar to (ᇸ) in our corpus, where cp expresses
the anteriority of the event described in the subordinate clause to the event
described in the present tensedmain clause (22), whereas this anteriority value
is impossible for sp (2ᇵ) which would be used instead in a sequence of events
(2ᇶ), as mentioned in ᇵ.2.1:

(ᇾᇾ) Se passejan, van dançar al cafeton. Quand lo vilatge eƾ ǁengǀƿ gaireben
desèrt, los cobles ƾoƽƿiƾƾon. Demòran pas sonque los joves per las carri-
èras. (C. Laus, Joan Delcaire) (They have a walk, they go to dance at the
pub.When the village has become almost empty, the couples go out.)
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(ᇾᇿ) Se passejan, van dançar al cafeton. #Quand lo vilatge ǁengǀȄƿ gaireben
desèrt, los cobles ƾoƽƿiƾƾon. Demòran pas sonque los joves per las carri-
èras. (#When the village became almost empty, the couples go out.)

(ᇾሀ) Quand lo vilatge ǁengǀȄƿ gaireben desèrt, los cobles ƾoƽƿigǀȄƽon (When
the village became almost empty, the couples went out.)

ᇵᄙᇶ Eƽenƻ Localisaƻion in Pasƻ Daǀs ƽsჯ in ƻhe CƼrrenƻ Daǀ
We saw in (1ᇺ) that the use of a past reference adverbial such as yesterday was
enough to require the use of sp. The same goes for (2ᇷ) with yesterday, and for
(2ᇸ) with last week:

(ᇾሁ) —Qu’es aquel lum, ailà luènh? demandèt. Mas ƿe digǀȄƽi iȄƽ qu’es lo
castèl del Diable: un castèl plen de bruèissas, sabes plan! (Lagarda, Tres
castèls del diable) (—What’s that light over there? he asked.—But I told
you yesterday that it’s theDevil’s castle: a castle full of witches, as well you
know!)

(ᇾሂ) —Alara, demandèt, la ƾeƿmana paƾƾada, ƾe debanȄƿ plan aquela passe-
jada a La Vila? Èretz un tropèl? (Delèris, Los crocants de Roergue) (So, he
asked, last week, did it gowell, that walk around LaVila?Were theremany
of you?)

Nevertheless, out of ᇶ2 occurrences of ièr (yesterday) in our 1 million word
corpus of authors born before 1ᇻᇶ0, we found 2 occurrences in cp sentences
(less than ᇷነ). A quick look at the Lengadocian texts written in classical
spelling by authors born after 1ᇻᇶ0 shows that the proportion of ièr occur-
ring in cp sentences increases to 12ነ. For now, we hypothesise that they are
due to French-Occitan language contact, but the question would need fur-
ther investigation on a contrasted diachronic corpus, that we leave for further
research.

The hodiernal use of cp is illustrated by the following examples where the
localisation of the event in the current day is direct (2ᇹ–2ᇺ) or indirect (2ᇻ):

(ᇾሃ) Lo questionavan: « E qǀᅷa diƿ, ǀȄi, lo regent? » (Esquieu, Dels camins barᄵ
tassièrs) (They were questioning him: “and what has he said, today, the
teacher?”)

(ᇾሄ) —Òc, tè! Toƿ ǀȄi ne ƾoi eƾƿadamalauta. (Molin, E la barta floriguèt) (Yes,
look! I have been sick all day)
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(ᇾህ) Aqǀeƾƿe maƿin, en furgant al granièr de l’ostal de familha, ai ƿƽobada
la grasala de la mamè Paulina. (Rapin, A costat del vent) (This morning,
searching through the attic of the family house, I have found grandma
Pauline’s bowl)

ᇵᄙᇷ Eƽenƻ Localisaƻion in a Time Inƻerƽal Ending before Speech Time ƽsჯ
Noƻ Ended aƻ Speech Time

ᇵ.ᇷ.1 sp Locates the Event in a Time Interval Ending before Speech Time
We already illustrated this property of sp with examples (2ᇷ) and (2ᇸ), includ-
ing reference to past days (yesterday, last week), which can be considered as
time intervals ending before Speech Time. In (ᇵ0), we have an sp in a present
context, its use being required by the past time adverbial last year, which also
describes a time interval ending before Speech Time.

(ᇿᇼ) Dempuèi que lo camin de fèr passa, la cauç la crompam a carradas que
retiram a la gara sens cap de maganha. Lᅷan paƾƾaƿ encaǀcinȄƽem tota la
bòria e vesètz se la nòstra tèrra volonta pas de blat! (J. Bodon, Lo pan de
froment) (Now the railway comes here, we buy lime by the cartload that
wepick up from the stationwith no trouble. Last year,we spread limeover
the whole farm and look how our soil likes wheat!)

ᇵ.ᇷ.2 cp Locates the Event in a Time Interval Not Ended at Speech Time
Example (ᇵ1) from our written corpus resembles the elicited example (10) in
section 2.ᇷ and illustrates the use of cp with an adverbial describing a time
interval that has not ended at Speech Time “augan” (this year).

(ᇿᇽ) —Paure, disiá ela al Francés, te caldrà beure d’aiga.AǁȄmpaƾ fachde citra
aǀgan, e de vin ne parlem pas! A sièis o sèt sòus la litra que lo vendon,
ne crompam pas jamai. (E. Molin, E la barta floriguèt) (Poor you, she was
saying to Francés, youwill have to drinkwater.We haven’tmade cider this
year, and let’s not talk about wine! They’re selling it for six or seven sous a
litre, we never buy any.)

Let us examine another example including a deictic adverbial noun phrase
composed of a proximal determiner aqueste and a time noun prima, as in (ᇻ):

(ᇿᇾ) — […]. De segur qu’as vist quicòm que t’agrada pas.
—Aqǀeƾƿa pƽima, un mainat nos eƾ mʕƽƿ de fam. Quauqu’un nos aviá
panada la cabra. Me fa dòl de ne veire maites repotegar, jogar, cridar e
rire coma de padenas. (Delèris, Los crocants de Roergueᄃ (— […]. You’ve
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clearly seen something you don’t like.—This spring, one of our children
has starved to death. Somebody had stolen our goat. It grieves me to see
other children moaning, playing, yelling and laughing like crazy.)

At first sight, we interpret ᅎaquesta primaᅐ ᄂthis springᄃ as describing a time
interval that has not ended at Speech Time. However, when going back care-
fully in the left context, we discover that the conversation takes place after the
end of the spring period. So, as the tense used is cp and not sp, this contra-
dicts the condition described in row [ᇷ] of Table ᇹ.1 since the spring interval
has ended at Speech Time. A closer examination leads to the hypothesis that
the time interval at stake here is the current year, including the spring inter-
val, rather than the spring interval itself, which is part of it, as represented in
Table ᇹ.2.

table ሡ.ሜ Time interval relationship for (ᇵ2)

ᅸaqǀeƾƿᅷanᅺ ᄧ ᅸaǀganᅺ ᄬƿhiƾ Ǆeaƽᄭ

“aquesta prima”
(this spring)

“aqueste estiu”
(this summer)

“aquesta davalada”
(this autumn)

“aqueste ivèrn”
(this winter)

Let us now analyse a similar example to further the investigation:

(ᇿᇿ) Lo dilǀnƾ al ƾeƽ, a son arribada a la Castanhal, Raols aviá trobada una
Auròra enfuscada.
—Lo vicari eƾ ǁengǀƿ aqǀeƾƿa pƽangiȄƽa, diguèt. Cresiá que seriás tornat
de Najac per anar a La Vila amb Bòrses e Baròts. M’a fisat qu’el partirà
deman o subrendeman. (Delèris, Los crocants de Roergue) (On Monday
night, at his arrival at La Castanhal, Raols had found Auròra excited.—
The vicar has come round this afternoon, she said. He thought you would
be back from Najac to go to La Vila with Bòrses and Baròts. He has told
me that he will leave tomorrow or the day after.)

In (ᇵᇵ), the conversation including the cp clause is located by the frame ad-
verbial “lo diluns al ser” (on Monday night) of the first utterance. So, the time
interval referred to by the temporal adverbial modifying the cp clause “aquesta
prangièra” has surely come to an end at the time the speech act is made. Thus,
as for (ᇵ1), the time interval at stake here is not the interval explicitly referred
to by the temporal adverbial in the cp clause, “aquesta prangièra”, but rather,
the current day.
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table ሡ.ም Time interval relationship and Time Noun Type relationship for (ᇵᇵ)

Adǁeƽbial ᅸǀȄiᅺ ᄬƿodaǄᄭ ᄧ Time Noǀn ƿǄpe ኙ daǄᄖ conƿinǀoǀƾ ᄘءا holonǄm

“aqueste matin”
(this morning)

Time Noun type ኙ
part-of-day / morning
Discontinuous tn:

meronym

“aquesta prangièra”
(this afternoon)
Time Noun type ኙ

part-of-day / afternoon
Discontinuous tn:

meronym

“aqueste ser”
(this evening)

Time Noun type ኙ
part-of-day / evening
Discontinuous tn:

meronym

In both cases, the temporal location adverbial modifying the cp clause
(ᅎaquesta primaᅐძ ᅎaquesta prangièraᅐ) refers to a time interval which occurs
discontinuously in time (a spring interval follows a winter interval, an after-
noon follows a morning), whereas the interval associated to their super-type
(year, day) occurs continuously in time (a year follows another year, a day fol-
lows another day) (Bras & Molinès 1ᇻᇻᇵ, Bras 200ᇷ). This relationship from
discontinuous meronyms to their continuous holonyms seems to be the basis
of the temporal reasoning enabling a cp to occur even if the interval explicitly
referred to in the clause has come to an end.We represent this for example (ᇵᇵ)
in Table ᇹ.ᇵ.

To account for these situations, we have to make the conditions for cp use
(listed in row [ᇷ] of Table ᇹ.1) more precise:
– When the clause includes a deictic temporal location adverbial (tla), the

time interval T implied in the interpretation of cp is not necessarily the one
referred to by the tla modifying the clause:

– if this tla refers to a continuously occurring interval type (todayძ thismonthძ
this year, etc.), T is the interval referred to by the tla;

– if this tla refers to a discontinuously occurring interval type (this springძ this
morningძ this evening), T is an interval implicitly referred to by the continu-
ous occurring holonym of the explicit discontinuous occurring meronym
time noun.

– When there is no tlamodifying the cp clause, as in (2) or (ᇶ), the time inter-
val T is the Speech Time itself.

Now, with constraint [ᇷ] reformulated this way, the hodiernal constraint ex-
amined in sections 2.ᇶ and ᇵ.ᇶ (row [ᇶ] in Table ᇹ.1), according to which a cp
clause locates its event in the current day, is redundant with [ᇷ], at least for cp,
because the current day is a particular case of an interval that has not ended at
Speech Time.
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Let us examine a last example, which comes from BaTelÒc, but lies outside
the scope of our corpus because the authorwas born after 1ᇻᇶ0. Nevertheless, it
is very interesting to explain the phenomena at stake. (ᇵᇶ) is part of a dialogue
with someone losing his memory who is asked why he knocked at a woman’s
door:

(ᇿሀ) —Ac sabi pas. Çò que sabi es qu’aqǀeƾƿemaƿin ƾoi paƽƿiƿd’aquelmembre
a sèt oras permen’anar al trabalh, equ’aqǀeƾƿe ƾeƽ, quand ǁolgǀȄƽidurbir
la pòrta amb la clau qu’es aquí sul burèu, pogǀȄƽi pas. Alavetz ƿƽǀqǀȄƽi e
la femna que me dǀeƽbȄƿ èra pas la miá … (I don’t know. What I know is
that this morning I have left this room at ᇹ o’clock to go to work, and that
tonight, when I wanted to (ኙ went to) open the door with my key that is
here on the desk, I couldn’t. So I knocked and the woman who opened to
me was not my wife …). (B. Bergé, Lᅍestilò negre)

It is clear from the use of the tla “aqueste ser” (tonight) that the Speech Time
for the whole utterance is located at the end of the current day. We have a
present clause “sabi” (I know) embedding a cp clause “soi partit ჰ” and then
a sp clause “poguèri pas”. The cp clause includes a tla, “aqueste matin”, which
is over at SpeechTime.The timenoun “matin” is of the discontinuous occurring
type, and, just as in example (ᇵᇵ), the reference interval has to be the interval
denoted by its holonym, i.e. the current day. So the use of the cp is in line with
our analysis above.

It is not the same for the use of the sp in the following, where the events are
located in a time period that is not yet completed, “aqueste ser”, and included
in the current day. So what can justify the use of the sp here? A closer examina-
tion of the whole sp sequence ᅎe quᅍaqƼesƻe serძ quand ƽolgƼǽri durbir la pòrta
amb la clau quᅍes aquí sul burèuძ pogƼǽri pasჯ Alavetz ƻrƼqƼǽri e la femna que
me dƼerbǽƻ èra pas la miá ჰᅐ. reveals the presence of a temporal subordinate
clause ᅎquand ƽolgƼǽridurbir la pòrtaamb la clauquᅍes aquí sul burèuᅐ, that trig-
gers the same switch from a present context to a narrative context as the ones
we observed in examples (ᇷ) and (21). This switch proves to be possible despite
the explicit link with the present situation in “la clau quᅍes aquí sul burèu” (the
key which is here on the desk). The “switch to narrative context” sp thus opens
the narrative sequence formed by the three sp clauses ᅎpogƼǽri pasჯ Alavetz
ƻrƼqƼǽri e la femna que me dƼerbǽƻ èra pas la miá ჰᅐ.

These data therefore show that the sp can be used to report events located
in the current day, provided that a switch to a narrative context be triggered.
As such, they form a counterexample to the sp part of the hodiernal constraint
in [ᇶ], according to which an sp clause cannot report an event located in the
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current day.Moreover, it shouldbepointedout that thanks to the temporal sub-
ordinate clause, the event in the main clause is located in a temporal interval
that has ended at speech time. Thus there is no contradiction with the sp part
of the time interval constraint in [ᇷ] (Table ᇹ.1).

In conclusion, we suggest deleting the hodiernal condition of row [ᇶ] in
Table ᇹ.1, considering that its cp part is covered by the rule in row [ᇷ].

ᇵᄙᇸ ׳צ Eƿpressing a Sƻill CƼrrenƻ Habiƻ
In the corpus, we found a use of cp that is not yet listed in cp descriptions:
it is illustrated in (ᇵᇷ) where the author describes his habits “comptar sus la
Providença” and “far sabròt” using cp and the adverb “totjorn” (always), all of it
describing a state of affairs still true at Speech Time. It is impossible to use sp
to express that (ᇵᇸ).

(ᇿሁ) Ai ƿoƿjoƽn compƿaƿ sus la Providença per me tirar de la petega quand li
me soi trobat (…) E que me venètz cantar de beure d’aiga e de crebar
de fam per alongar la vida! Laissatz-me far sabròt coma ai ƿoƿjoƽn fach,
e manjar de pan brun tant que lo Bon Diu voldrà! (E. Molin, E la barta
floriguètᄃ (I have always relied on Providence to get out of trouble when I
have been in it (…) And what’s all this nonsense of yours about drinking
water and starving so as to live longer! Letme pour wine intomy soup as I
have always done, and eat brown bread as long as the Good Lord wishes!)

(ᇿሂ) #CompƿȄƽi ƿoƿjoƽn sus la Providençaperme tirar de la petegaquand lime
soi trobat, e la Providença (…) E queme venètz cantar de beure d’aiga e de
crebar de fam per alongar la vida! Laissatz-me far sabròt coma # fagǀȄƽi
ƿoƿjoƽn, emanjar depanbrun tant que loBonDiu voldrà! (# I always relied
on Providence to get out of trouble when I have been in it (…) Andwhat’s
all this nonsense of yours about drinking water and starving so as to live
longer! Let me pour wine into my soup as # I always did, and eat brown
bread as long as the Good Lord wishes!)

ᇵᄙᇹ Reƽised ValƼes of ׳צ and ׳׶
Our corpus analysis results in Table ᇹ.ᇶ. Note that [1].sp, [2].sp and [ᇷ].sp all
pertain to the perfective value of sp, distinct from the values in [ᇸ].sp. As for
cp, [1].cp and [ᇷ].cppertain to the resultative value of cp,which is distinct from
the values expressed in [ᇵ].cp and [ᇶ].cp.
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table ሡ.ሞ Revised semantic values of Simple Past and Compound Past

Simple Paƾƿ Compoǀnd Paƾƿ

[ᇽ] sp locates the eǁenƿ in the past of Speech
Time

cp locates the ƽeƾǀlƿing ƾƿaƿe of the event at
Speech Time

[ᇾ] sp conveys naƽƽaƿiǁe pƽogƽeƾƾ
(Narration Relation)
sp can ƾǂiƿch ƿo a naƽƽaƿiǁe conƿeǃƿ
sp can support an Elaboƽaƿion Relaƿion

ኽ

[ᇿ] ኽ cp expresses the anƿeƽioƽiƿǄ of the event
described in the subordinate clause to the
event described in the main clause in the
present tense

[ሀ] ኽ cp expresses a ƾƿill cǀƽƽenƿ habiƿ
[ሁ] sp locates the event in a ƿime inƿeƽǁal T

ending befoƽe Speech Time
T can be referred to by a tla modifying the
clause or be implicit.

cp locates the event in a ƿime inƿeƽǁal noƿ
ended aƿ Speech Time
When the clause includes a temporal loc-
ation adverbial (tla), the time interval T
implied in the interpretation of cp is not
necessarily the one referred to by the tla
modifying the clause:
– if tla refers to a continuously occurring

interval, T is the interval referred to by
the tla;

– if tla refers to a discontinuously occur-
ring interval, T is an interval implicitly
referred to by the continuous occurring
holonym of the explicit discontinuous
occurring meronym time noun.

When there is no tla modifying the cp
clause, the time interval T is the Speech
Time itself.

[ሂ] Impeƽfecƿiǁe value and inchoaƿiǁe value
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ᇵᄙᇺ Compeƻing Consƻrainƻs
The analyses of the data in the preceding sections lead us to conclude that the
use of cp together with a tla referring to an interval located in the past of the
Speech Time is impossible, unless this interval has a discontinuously occur-
ring type and is included in another interval of continuously occurring type
corresponding to its direct holonym. This is impossible even if the sentence
is embedded in a present context where the resultative state is salient, as we
saw with example (1ᇺ) for which we may conclude that [ᇷ].sp (past location)
overrides [1].cp (resultative state).

Nevertheless, we found a few examples, such as (ᇵᇹ), where cp is used with
a past tla, most of them using the telic verb ᅎnáisserᅐ ᄂto be bornᄃ:

(ᇿሃ) —Sabes, ƾoi naƾcǀƿ ǀn poliƿ joƽn del meƾ de jǀnh dinƾ laƾ annadaƾ
ƿƽenƿa. A çò que me digǀȄƽon, ma maire s’èra entornada a çò de sos par-
ents a Melhan per la circonstància. Es aquí que naƾqǀȄƽi, dins l’ostal del
papeta. (C. Laus, Joan Delcaire) (You know, I have been born on a beauti-
ful June day in the thirties. Fromwhat they told me, mymother had gone
back toher parents’ place atMelhan for the event. It’s here that Iwas born,
in my grandpa’s house.)

Admittedly, “náisser” is a special verb when used in the first person because
its resulting state “being alive”/“being born” is necessarily true at Speech Time
for the speaker. This is also the case if the agent is a living person. By contrast,
it is impossible to use cp with “náisser” if the agent is deceased. Note also, for
example (ᇵᇹ), that once the birth has beenmentioned, the speaker switches to
narrative using sp in “diguèron” and ᅎnasquèriᅐ. To conclude on (ᇵᇹ), we note
that we have the opposite statement as the one for (1ᇺ) above: here [ᇷ].sp (past
location) is overridden by [1].cp (resultative state). Nevertheless, the case illus-
trated by (1ᇺ) is the most prevalent one.

ᇶ Occiƿan أئ and أؖ Relaƿed ƿo Pƽeƿeƽiƿ and Peƽfecƿ in Oƿheƽ
Langǀageƾ

ᇶᄙᇳ Romance LangƼages
Wenowpropose to comparebriefly theOccitan sp/cppairwith otherRomance
language sp/cp pairs.We will first base the description of these pairs using the
scale of development stages defined in (Harris 1ᇻᇺ2) and used in (Fleischman
1ᇻᇺᇵ). They both classify Occitan in stage iii (see Table ᇹ.ᇷ), which is confirmed
by our data.
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table ሡ.ሟ Evolution stages of Harris (1ᇻᇺ2) according to Fleischman (1ᇻᇺᇵ)

Sƿage Simpleǃ foƽm Compleǃ foƽm Langǀageƾ

i All past functions Only present states result-
ing from past situations.
Not used to describe the
past actions themselves.

Sicilian, Calabrian

ii Most past situations
(including recent past or
a time period still in pro-
gress)

Beginnings of perfect
function but limited to
situations of a particular
aspectual profile

Galician, Portuguese, Many
varieties of American Span-
ish

iii Preterit Archetypal Perfect value,
i.e. past action with present
relevance

Castilian Spanish, ƾome
ǁaƽieƿieƾ of langǀe dᅷOc
and langue d’Oïl, Catalan

iv Restricted to formal
registers, eventually elimin-
ated

All past situations (func-
tions of preterit and per-
fect)

Std. French, Northern
Italian, Std. Romanian,
Catalan

table ሡ.ሠ Aoristic drift of the Romance cp according to Squartini and Bertinetto
(1ᇻᇻᇷ)

ᄴMoƽe peƽfecƿalᄵ ᄴPǀƽelǄ aoƽiƾƿicᄵ

Spanish Occiƿan Standard Standard Standard Northern Italian and
Catalan Italian French Romanian French vernaculars

Squartini and Bertinetto (1ᇻᇻᇷ) further investigated this scale with more
extensive data on Romance Languages. They describe Occitan, according to
Schlieben-Lange’s work on Occitan and Catalan (1ᇻᇹ1, pp. 12ᇹ–1ᇵ2), as being
situated “at that point of stage iii where sp and cp coexist with different func-
tions (specifically, in terms of temporal distance), the cp being mostly used
for situations closer to the Speech Time” (Squartini & Bertinetto, pp. ᇶ1ᇸ–ᇶ1ᇹ).
They then discuss the diachronic interpretation of the four stages of Harris and
propose to view stages iii and iv for cp as a continuum ranging from “more per-
fectal” to “purely aoristic” values (ibid. p. ᇶ22), as schematized in Table ᇹ.ᇸ.

This schema is based on the observation of textual distributions of cp/sp in
Spanish, Catalan, Italian, and French in various contexts (p. ᇶ22, Table 1), that
we reproduce in Table ᇹ.ᇹ (discarding Italian varieties).
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table ሡ.ሡ Textual distribution of cp/sp in Romance according to Squartini and Bertinetto (1ᇻᇻᇷ)

Spaniƾh Caƿalan Fƽench

personal narratives Preferably sp (irrespect-
ive of temporal distance)

Preferably sp, but cp pre-
vails in hodiernal contexts

Preferably cp

informal conversation sp preferred for non-
hodiernal events

sp preferred for non-
hodiernal events

Preferably cp

historical events with
persistent results

Preferably sp Preferably sp Preferably cp

historical events Preferably sp Preferably sp Preferably sp
tales Preferably sp Preferably sp Preferably sp

According to our corpus data, the Occitan Lengadocian variety is close to
this description of Catalan but our analyses show that hodiernal contexts in
personal narratives do not exclude switches to narrative contexts, where sps
are used. They also show that the hodiernal/non hodiernal distinction for tense
analysis in conversation is not always adequate and has to be refined as we sug-
gest in section ᇵ. It would be interesting to integrate these findings in order to
refine the contexts at stake when comparing Romance languages.

ᇶᄙᇴ Germanic LangƼages
DeSwart (200ᇹ) andVet (2010) compare Frenchcp and spwith the correspond-
ing tenses in English, German and Dutch, starting from the observation that
use of the English Present Perfect (pp) is muchmore restricted than that of the
French Passé Composé (pc). Vet (2010) defines several contexts of use for cp
that result in situating the Dutch Voltooid Tegenwoordige Tijd (vtt) between
English pp and French pc on an evolution scale, as shown in Table ᇹ.ᇺ.

Our aim here is not to situate Occitan along an evolution scheme, but we
found it useful to apply the linguistic tests suggested byVet to Occitan. As such,
they assess Occitan cp as compatible with present tense and inclusive deictics,
like the English pp in Table ᇹ.ᇺ.

Nevertheless, our analyses in section ᇵ result in adding an intermediate
deictic context, between inclusive and exclusive ones, which is compatible
with cp in Occitan and French (and presumably in Dutch), but not with pp
in English:

(ᇿሄ) Joan es arribat a ᇹ oras del matin / Jean est arrivé à ᇹh du matin / *Joan
has arrived at ᇹ in the morning
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table ሡ.ሢ Evolution stages of cp in French, according to Vet (2010)

Sƿage Conƿeǃƿ Valǀe Paƾƾȅ
Compoƾȅ
ᄬFƽenchᄭ

Volƿooid
Tegenǂooƽdige
Tijd ᄬDǀƿchᄭ

Pƽeƾenƿ
Peƽfecƿ
ᄬEngliƾhᄭ

1 Present tense Resultative present ና ና ና
2 Inclusive deictics

(today)
Anterior to the present ና ና ና

ᇵ Exclusive deictics
(yesterday)

Anterior to the present ና ና

ᇶ Past (in ᇉᇑᇈᇏ) Anterior to the present ና ና
ᇷ Narrative sequence Preterit ና

table ሡ.ሣ Values of cp and sp in the Lengadocian variety of Occitan based on our corpus

Conƿeǃƿ Valǀe Lingǀiƾƿic ƿeƾƿƾ أؖ أئ

Present tenses Resultative present Vesi que ჰ ᄂI see that ჰᄃ ና –
Inclusive deictic adverbial Anterior to the present ና uèi ና aqueste ser (S ൭ T) ና –
Inclusive/exclusive deictic
adverbial

Anterior to the present ና a ᇏ oras ᄂaqueste matinᄃ (S ኝ T) ና –

Exclusive deictic adverbial Anterior to the present ና ièr
ና la setmana passada

– ና

Past adverbial Anterior to the present ና lᅍan dᅍabans
ና en lᅍan ᇉᇑᇈᇏ

– ና

Narrative past Preterit Quand [e1], [e2].
[e1] (puèi) [e2]

– ና

In (ᇵᇺ), there are two intervals at stake: the one described by the discon-
tinuous type adverbial, T (ᇹ o’clock), and the one described by its holonym
continuous type interval, Tኳ (the current day). T defines an exclusive deictic
context, while Tኳ defines an inclusive one. The use of cp is allowed by the ref-
erence to Tኳ which has not ended at Speech Time.

This context makes it possible to distinguish Occitan cp from English pp,
and to add a fourth combination of features to Table ᇹ.ᇺ. In Table ᇹ.ᇻ, we give
the linguistic tests associated to each context following Vet (2010) and our own
findings.
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Vet describes the evolution of French sp from the Latin perfect according to
Pinkster (1ᇻᇺᇹ), explaining how it moved from all present and past contexts to
only past contexts. In contrast, our analysis shows that the use of Occitan sp is
less restricted as it allows exclusive deictic past adverbials, which is impossible
in French:

(ᇿህ) Joan arribèt ièr / *Jean arriva hier (Joan arrived yesterday (oc) / *Joan
arrived yesterday (fr))

Caudal and Vetters (200ᇹ) associate the three preterital values of current sp in
English—perfective, imperfective, resultative—to sp in old French. These val-
ues are conveyed respectively by sp, Imparfait and cp in current French. As we
saw in section 2, current Occitan sp conveys the perfective value, and, much
more rarely, the imperfective one.

ᇷ Conclǀƾionƾ and Fǀƽƿheƽ Reƾeaƽch

In this paper, we have given an account of the roles of Simple Past and Com-
pound Past in context for the Lengadocian variety of Occitan, basing our ana-
lyses on a written corpus taken from the text base BaTelÒc. This enabled us to
refine an initial description of tense values in an oral corpus collected in a field
survey in Lot and organize it in contrastive pairs.

We have shown that sp and cp are in a complementary distribution. The
main use of sp corresponds to a perfective/aoristic value, which locates an
event in the past. It can convey narrative progress supporting a Narration rela-
tion, switch to a narrative context, and also support an Elaboration relation.
The sp clause can be modified by temporal locating adverbials referring to a
time interval ending before Speech Time. In some rare cases, sp can also con-
vey an imperfective value. Besides its perfect resultative value with present
relevance, cp can be used to report an event in a time interval not ended at
Speech Time. This interval can be directly referred to by the temporal locating
adverbial modifying the clause or be inferred as the “holonym interval” when
the locating adverbial denotes a discontinuously occurring interval. In both
cases, the interval includes Speech Time. This enables us to account for the
use of cp without hodiernal constraint. The cp can also express anteriority in
a subordinate clause and a still current habit.

Comparing these two tenses with preterits and perfects in Romance and
Germanic languages led us to conclude that they have rather prototypical
preterit and perfect functions. They occupy amiddle position in Romance lan-
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guages at stage iii in Harris’s scale (1ᇻᇺ2) and between Spanish and French in
the “perfect to aorist move” of Squartini and Bertinetto (1ᇻᇻᇷ). According to
Vet (2010), they are situated between English and Dutch, French cp being the
least restricted of the four languages. We refined the typology of contexts and
the linguistic tests proposed by Vet (2010) to account for the time interval to be
considered in the case of deictic inclusive contexts, which is not necessarily the
one denoted by the location adverbial in the sentence but the interval denoted
by its holonym type, if the current time noun denotes a discontinuous occur-
ring type. This new definition of contexts could be used to analyse the perfect
in other languages.

The significant differences between French andOccitan underlined in these
comparisons, in particular the number of different values conveyed by cp in
French and the restricted use of sp in French, explain the difficulty of native
French speakers learning Occitan when they have to choose between sp and
cp: either they map the French forms to Occitan forms, or they use sp for all
values of both French sp and cp. (Sauzet & Ubaud 1ᇻᇻᇷ, p. 2ᇸ, our translation)
give a practical rule to guide learners: “in a context of presents and futures, use
cp, in a context of imperfects and conditionals use sp”. Unfortunately, this tex-
tual heuristic approach focusing only on occurrences of tenses is not sufficient:
firstly because the sp can switch from a context including present, future or cp
tenses to a narrative context,ቃ even in the current day; secondly because the use
of a past locating adverbial, even in a context including present and cp tenses,
is enough to require sp.ቄ Aswe have seen, the locating adverbialsmodifying the
clauses and the speech situation have to be taken into account. An alternate set
of rules could be:
– when you want to tell a story, use sp
– when you want to talk about a past event or state, use sp, unless you want to

express:
– that the result of the past event is relevant now,
– or that the past event or state is explicitly located in a time interval still

going on at the moment of speech,
– or that such an interval can be inferred from the locating adverbial modi-

fying the clause;
in those cases, use cp.

This work concerns one dialect of Occitan, the Lengadocian dialect, and a reas-
onably large corpus (ᇷ0 K words for the oral part and nearly 1 million words for

ሂ See examples (21) and (ᇵᇶ).
ሃ See examples (1ᇺ) and (ᇵ0).
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the written part). Further research should extend to other dialects of Occitan
(Gascon, Provençau, Vivaro-aupenc, Lemosin, Auvernhàs).

It would also be useful to study the evolution of cp and sp in diachrony
(Bybee et al. 1ᇻᇻᇶ), as Caudal andVetters (200ᇹ) did for French. In a first step,we
aim to compare ourwritten corpus of texts by authors born before 1ᇻᇵᇻ, all hav-
ing Occitan as their native language, with a corpus of younger authors having
both French and Occitan as native languages or Occitan as a second language.
We hypothesize that there will be changes due to language contact.

Our project is also to extend the set of tenses studied. In Bras and Sibille
(2020), we tackled the other Simple / Compound pair, namely the Simple
Future / Periphrastic Future. Other tenses could also be studied and formal-
ized in the same theoretical framework, possibly using Segmented Discourse
Representation Theory to account for the semantics and pragmatics of tenses.
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chapter 8

Doǀble Modals in Scoƿsᄘ A Speakerᅷs Choice
HǄpoƿhesis

CaƴeƹƶƵMƶƹiƵ

ᇳ Inƿrodǀcƿion

Multiple Modals (mms) occur in a variety of European languages, some of
which license themquite straightforwardly (e.g. French IƳ dƶiƻ ƷƶƼƽƶiƹ ƽeƵiƹ, ‘He
should be able to come’; Dutch Daƻ ǁƶƼ ƴƶeƻeƵ ƲƼƵƵeƵ, ‘that would have to be
possible’; German Ich ƴƼƺƺ eiƵƺchƳafeƵ ƲɿƵƵeƵ, ‘I must be able to fall asleep’).
In English-speaking countries however, mms (I ƾiƳƳ caƵ heƳƷ ǀƶƼძ heƴighƻ cƶƼƳd
dƶ ƻhaƻ) are significantly more unusual and often perceived as idiosyncratic, if
not grammatically incorrect.Of all thephenomenacategorised asmms,Double
Modals (dms) are the most frequent: they have been studied most extens-
ively in South Midland and Southern American dialects, but they also occur
to a lesser extent in some varieties of Scots and Scottish English, as well as
Scots-influenced linguistic pockets in Northern England and Ulster, despite an
evident lack of collected data. dms have not garnered much research over the
decades, although they raise important theoretical questions, for instance in
terms of their syntactic structure; in particular, the literature dealingwith Scot-
tish dms is very sparse. This study offers, first and foremost, an updated picture
of dms inModern Scots; its second objective is the presentation of a newhypo-
thesis regarding their syntactic implications (a Speaker’s Choice), based on a
substantial amount of judgment data elicited in January 2018 from 60 respond-
ents in Hawick, considered a typical location for dms since Brown’s account
(1991). Generally, theoretical accounts of dms lack authentic samples of the
latter and may be completed by the contextual insight provided by a sociolin-
guistic, esp. folk-linguistic approach.
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166 morin

ᇴ sؠؠ and sؠؗ in Nonᅟsƿandard Varieƿies of Englishᄕ espᄙ Scoƿs

ᇴᄙᇳ Regions and DialecƻsWhere sHaƽeװװ Been Aƻƻesƻed or Claimed ƻo
OccƼr

As the term suggests, mms are constructs involving the combination of at least
two ‘modal auxiliaries’ despite it being unlicensed by the syntax of Standard
English. Before becoming a dedicated topic in dialectology, mms were recor-
ded in rare anecdotes and side-comments of projects dealingwith other issues.
From these kinds of remarks (e.g.McMordie 1897), it is believed that dms occur
to some extent in Northern Ireland, probably its Ulster-Scots speaking regions,
that is the counties of Antrim, Down and (London)Derry (Maguire 2012: 54).
There is a clear lack of research ondms inNorthern Ireland, despite a couple of
available accounts: in particular, Corrigan (2011) suggests that theymay at least
be part of the passive competence of speakers, based on acceptability judg-
ments analysed by Hickey (2007).

Linguistic research specifically focusing on mms was initiated in the 1970s
and was almost exclusively carried out in the United States, especially the fol-
lowing South Midland and Southern American dialects: North and South Car-
olina (Butters 1973; Coleman 1975); West Virginia (Wolfram & Christian 1976);
Texas (DiPaolo et al. 1979; Boertien 1979); Alabama (Feagin 1979); Tennessee
(recently studied in Brandstetter 2003; Hasty 2012). Exceptions include West-
ern states such as Utah (DiPaolo 1989) and African-American English in New
York (Labov et al. 1968). Themost prominent analyses of mms are based on this
literature. Themost typical forms have been compiled by theYaleGrammatical
Diversity Project (1a–g):

(ᇽ) a. I don’t think I have any grants youmighƿ coǀld apply for.
b. Wemighƿ can go up there next Saturday.
c. ImaǄ coǀld at Finger’s.
d. You know, if you drank a half a drink, youmighƿ oǀghƿa go home and

sleep it off.
e. This thing here Imighƿ shoǀld turn over to Ann.
f. How is it no onemighƿ noƿ ǂoǀld notice that but Anne?
g. Well, once we get under way, it shoǀldnᅷƿ oǀghƿa take us very long.

Given the linguistic proximity between the dialects of the Scottish Lowlands
and the northernmost regions of England (Maguire 2012: 65–68), it is not so
surprising that mms should occur there as well. According to Beale (2004: 127–
128), there is a rare and recessive set of dms, more restricted than in Scots, in
Northumberland and urban areas of Tyneside (2a–d):
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(ᇾ) a. I can’t play onaFriday. Iwork late. Imighƿ coǀld get it changed, though.
b. The girls usually makeme some (toasted sandwiches) but theymǀsnᅷƿ
coǀld have made any today.

c. Heǂoǀldnᅷƿ coǀldᅷǁeworked, even if you had asked him. (Tyneside)
d. A goodmachine clipperǂoǀld coǀld do it in half a day. (Northumber-

land)

Specific researchon the topic of mms in Scotlandwas initiatedbyKeithBrown’s
analysis of dms in Hawick (1990). Following this study, the regionmost worked
on with respect to mms was the Scottish Borders. Scarce occurrences of dms
have been observed in Glasgow (Cheshire et al. 1993: 84), but overall they seem
to be absent from most varieties of Urban Scots in Glasgow, Edinburgh, Aber-
deen and Dundee (the results of the recently published Scots Syntax Atlas
(Smith et al. 2019) partly confirm this). The Northeastern regions of the Low-
lands remain to be properly scanned for the presence of mms; the same holds
for Insular Scots e.g. in Orkney and Shetland, although it seems improbable
that there be any frequent dm usage in these areas: there are no occurrences,
for instance, in the corpus of Shetland Scots compiled by Jennifer Smith at the
Angus McIntosh Centre for Historical Linguistics (amc, Edinburgh). The most
typical dms in varieties of Scots are provided by Miller (2004: 53–54) (3a–g):

(ᇿ) a. Heᅷll can help us the morn.
b. Theymighƿ coǀld be working in the shop.
c. Shemighƿ can get away early.
d. Wi his sair foot heǂoǀld neǁer coǀld climb yon stairs.
e. Youmighƿ ǂoǀld like to come with us.
f. Youmighƿ shoǀld claim your expenses.
g. Hemighƿ coǀld do it.

The central region where Scottish dms are attested and studied is the Borders.
Their most complete mapping was done by Bour (2014) in Galashiels, Hawick,
Kelso, Jedburgh, Selkirk, Peebles, Eyemouth, Duns and Berwick-Upon-Tweed.
The linguistic micro-variation between these locations justify the label ‘Border
Scots’ but also more specifically ‘Hawick Scots’, ‘Galashiel Scots’, etc. The Scots
Syntax Atlas (2019) also shows that the Borders is where Scottish dms aremost
accepted by speakers.

The following section provides an overview of diachronic studies in mms
and dms in particular.
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ᇴᄙᇴ Diachronic Perspecƻiƽes on ƻhe Origins of sװק
While Nagle underlines that ‘the existence of dms in both Scottish and Amer-
ican Southern vernacular suggests that they have a common origin’ (1997: 1514),
Bour argues that some ‘exoticmultiplemodals’ were imported from the United
States to Scotland in the past few decades (2015: 35–36). The fact is that dia-
chronic studies of dms are even scarcer than synchronic ones (Novich 2016:
4).

One hypothesis is that dmsmay have arisen during the transitions fromOld
English (oe) to Middle and Modern English, especially during the formation
of themodal system as we know it today. Modals as morphosyntactic constitu-
ents were not present from the very first stages of the English language. Fischer
(2004) shows that at the starting point of the ‘modality cycle’, someof the forms
that we now recognise asmodals occurred in fact as lexical verbs. Although the
transition of the core modals from full-verb to auxiliary status was first pos-
ited as a relatively punctual ‘radical re-analysis’ (Lightfoot 1974, 1979), many
subsequent works have argued that it was in fact a gradual series of categorial
changes. Fennell (1993) agreeing with Kemenade (1989) adopts the view that
this allowed for two types of modal constructions: one inwhich themodal verb
(primarily deontic) behaved more like a full verb ‘in that it could take a full
range of complements and inflections’, and one in which a restricted group of
epistemic modals functioned as ‘true auxiliary elements’ (432). However, evid-
ence for this as the origin of dms seems sparse: Nagle (1995) points out that the
only known dm combination in Middle English fitting the description is ƺhaƳƳ
ና other modal type, which does not occur in any recent record of Northern
English or Scots dialects: (4a–e cited in Denison 2000: 115)

(ሀ) a. c1180 Oƹƴ. 2958
… Þatt I shall cǀnnenn cwemenn Godd …
that I shall have-ability(inf) please(inf) God
‘… that I shall have the ability to please God’

b. c1450 PiƳgƹჯװׯ(Cmb) 1.467
And whan ye wole go withoute me
and when you will go without me [ƺc. Reason]
‘and when you wish to go without me
ǀe shƼl ƾeƳmoƾn aƽaƼƵƻe ǀƶƾ
you shall well be-able-to be-boastful
you shall certainly be able to be boastful’

c. c1463 PaƺƻƶƵ 66.16
ჰ and wythowte I knowe þe serteynté
… and unless I know the truth
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I chal not conne answere hym.
I shall not be-able-to answer him.

d. c1483(?a1480) Caxton, DiaƳƶgƼeƺ 3.37
Who this booke shall ǂǄlle lerne …
he-who this book shall wish learn …
‘He who wishes to master this book …’

e. 1532 Cranmer Leƻ. inMiƺcჯWƹiƻ.(Parker Soc.) ii.233
I fear that the emperor will depart thence, before my letters shall maǄ
come unto your grace’s hands.

An alternative approach suggests that dms may have been borrowed from
Scandinavian, as indeed ‘probably because the modal verbs retain their status
as full verbs, mm constructions are more common in Scandinavian than in
English’ (Fennell 1993: 433). This is backed up by the fact that ‘the first attest-
ations [of dm constructions of the ƺhaƳƳ ቩ other modal type] are from late
oe, making them contemporary with Viking contact’ (Fennell 1993: 433). This
seems consistent with the situation of the spread of oe in Britain by that
time (approx. 1100): the Northern and Eastern varieties of ‘Anglo-Scandinavian’
were imported into the South of Scotland around the 12th century with the
growth of the Norman-inspired burghs and the infeftment of the Norman
nobles under the reign of David i, King of Scots. Anglo-Scandinavian, or ‘Ing-
lis’, gradually spread in the Lowlands until it was the predominant written
and spoken language there by the 1400s, and was termed ‘Scots’ by transfer-
ence of the originally Celtic name to the dominant language. Known borrow-
ings from Scandinavian into Inglis appear to be primarily phonological and
lexical (Maguire 2012: 12–13); however, it remains to be examined whether
dms were also included in these borrowings, which would neatly overlap with
contemporary occurrence patterns in Northern England and Lowland Scot-
land.

Both approaches rely on the assumption that dms are of British origin.
The existence of rare dm combinations in Northern Ireland can reasonably be
believed to originate from Scots. In the second half of the 16th century, most of
Ireland was firmly under the control of the English and Scottish crowns, which
allowed the ‘Plantation of Ulster’: as part of the consolidation of British power
in Ireland, tens of thousands of (mainly Protestant) English and Scottish ‘plant-
ers’ settled there. Owing to their geographical proximity, Scottish settlers were
most common in the counties of Antrim and Down. They brought their nat-
ive Scots dialects with them, which became a variety known as ‘Ulster Scots’. It
thus seemsquite logical that dms in these dialects should inherit fromLowland
Scots (Corrigan 2011: 45).
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Montgomery & Nagle (1994) defend the thesis of transatlantic inheritance
of dms from Scots to Southern American English, based on cultural evidence,
namely the significant immigration of over 250,000 speakers of (Ulster) Scots
from Ireland to North America sixty years before the American revolution,
and other similar human migrations in subsequent years. Not much is known
of how dms came to be used in the South rather than the North; for now,
an account combining cultural inheritance with independent evolution after
being first introduced in the areas concerned is probably the most convincing.

ᇴᄙᇵ Tripleძ QƼadrƼple andMiƿedװװs in Scoƻs
mms do not include dms only and cover a range of other phenomena, which
are worth mentioning although not directly tackled by this study. Triple mod-
als (tm) are sequences of not two but three modals in one tensed clause. They
are reported to be significantly rarer than dms.

(ሁ) The ladmaǄmighƿ canmuck the byre [‘take dung out of the cow-house’]
(Bour 2014: 81)
Rarer still and possibly extinct are Quadruple Modals (qm).

(ሂ) HemaǄmighƿ mǀsƿ can do it for you. (adapted from Bour 2015: 16)

According to Bour (2014), tms and qms follow a strict pattern according to
which all and every modal preceding the last constituent in the sequence are
de facƻƶ epistemic in meaning, and only the last constituent conveys (and has
to convey) a root sense.

A broader and allegedly more frequent range of phenomena analysed by
Bour is that of ‘mixed multiple modals’ (mmms). This label focuses less on the
number of modals in the sequence than on their nature. mmms combines one
or more central modal(s) with one or more peripheral or semi-modal(s). They
are sometimes described as ‘hybrid’. Below are presented in turn examples of a
mixed dm, a mixed tm and a mixed qm:

(ሃ) a. You haǁe ƿo can drive a car to get that job. (Bour 2014: 38)
b. One of our goalsmighƿ shoǀld oǀghƿ ƿo take her home. (Bour 2014: 79)
c. He mighƿ can ǀsed ƿo coǀld run the marathon. (adapted from Bour

2015: 16 and Fennell 1993)

The phenomena described in this section are so recessive (esp. tm and qm)
that they might be close to extinction (no examples collected in our study);
however, once dms are better covered, further research to examine them is to
be encouraged.
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ᇵ A FolkᅟLingǀisƿic Approach

The major methodological problem encountered when conducting research
on mms is the lack of data found in traditional repositories, despite the com-
pilation of a maximally comprehensive set of present-day Scots and Scottish
English corpora (amc, Edinburgh). Of all the dms attested in the literature
prior to this study, none occurred except ƾiƳƳ ᄰ caƵ a couple of times. And even
then, upon closer examination, their discursive contexts did not give any reli-
able picture of what contemporary recognition and usage of dms could be, as
in each case the speaker was either a writer of fiction or a language activist
deliberately recreating an idealised version of ‘Broad Scots’.

To compensate this absence of data, we made use of a more qualitative
method known as judgment elicitation, grounded in a ‘folk linguistic’ per-
spective (Hoenigswald 1966; Niedzielski & Preston 2000). The data produced
provides advantages as long as appropriate precautions are taken, notably in
terms of the subjectivity or vagueness of the speaker’s judgment (it has been
argued for example that intuition cannot completely replace empirical occur-
rence, Labov 1996).

For this study, a field survey was organised to distribute a questionnaire,
following the guidelines of Johnstone (2000) and Calvet & Dumont (1999),
essentially made up of closed and semi-closed questions. It was conceived to
be completed in an average of 15 minutes, running through five main tasks, the
target information of each being:
(ᇼ) Knowledge of the age, sex, activity and living area of the subject,
ᄬᇽᄭ Knowledge of how the subject represents the geography of their language

variety
ᄬᇾᄭ Recognition and claimed usage of typical dm structures,
ᄬᇿᄭ Syntactic manipulation of dm structures into negatives and questions,
ᄬሀᄭ Pragmatic and sociolinguistic information about the speaker’s usage of

dms,
ᄬሁᄭ Speaker’s recognition and claimed usage of all dms attested previously in

the literature (esp. Bour 2014).
The following sections focus on all tasks except (4), which looks at different
issues not immediately related to syntax. A crucial principle throughout this
experiment was aƼƻheƵƻiciƻǀ, in the sense that the respondent was told to pro-
duce data as spontaneously as possible. If dms were perceived as odd or even
unacceptable, it was explicitly indicated that they couldwrite alternative struc-
tures or nothing at all if they so wished. They also had the possibility of adding
comments e.g “I never use this”, “I’ve heard this but it’s bad grammar to me”,
etc. Every effort was deployed for the speaker to feel at ease and in satisfactory
conditions of natural data production.
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diagram 8.1 Distribution of respondents’ sex per age group (y axis ኙ number of individuals;
x axis ኙ age group in years)

The survey was carried out in January 2018 in Hawick, the second biggest
town in the Borders after Galashiels, detected as a central location for mms by
Brown (1991) and Bour (2014). 60 respondents completed the questionnaire,
four of which did so on an online version of the form.

ᇶ Resǀlƿs

ᇶᄙᇳ Demographicsძ Professional BackgroƼnds and Dialecƻal Areas ᄂTask
ᇈᄃ

Diagram 8.1 cross-examines the respondents’ age and gender. The age average
of the participants was 42 years old. The significant number of 15–25 year-old
respondents was achieved with the help of Hawick High School (hhs) which
had a full class of nineteen 14–15 year-old pupils complete the questionnaire:1
the majority of forms completed from other stacks were done so by 25ና year
old respondents. A significant majority of respondents were women; as Bour
notes (2014: 28), generally more women than men take part in such surveys
and display more interest in their content, although it is difficult to uncover
a straightforward set of causes for this contrast. The predominance of female
respondents is especially apparent in the 14–25, 26–45 and 61ና age groups,
whereas there is a very slight majority of male respondents in the 46–60 age
group.

ᇽ In keeping with our desire for authenticity (Section 3), it was repeatedly indicated that the
questionnaire was neither a kind of grammar exam, nor a compulsory set of tasks.
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diagram 8.2 Distribution of respondents’ types of activity (figure ኙ
number of individuals)

Diagram 8.2 showcases the type of employment or activity of the speakers.
Themajority of students is explained by the large group of respondents sur-

veyed at hhs. Amongst adults, the three main areas of activities were local
shops and businesses, education and local institutions, and a significant num-
ber of respondents indicated that they were retired.

Diagram 8.3 shows the proportions for the place of activity, birthplace and
perceived regional dialect of each speaker.

A vast majority of respondents indicated that their place of activity was
Hawick. The data for the third item was collected via a different sub-task from
the first two. The respondent had a blank map of Scotland in front of them
and had to circle what they considered the area their language variety was
spoken in. The smaller the circle was, the closer the dialect was assumed to
be related to a specific town. A majority of respondents perceived their dia-
lect as ‘Borders Scots’, but a significant number weremore precise in indicating
they spoke ‘Hawick Scots’. This not only suggests that speakers acknowledge
specific regional varieties of Scots, but also that some of those are specifically
connected to small centres of a few thousand inhabitants at most.

ᇶᄙᇴ Recogniƻion and Claimed Use of װק SƻrƼcƻƼres ᄂTasks ᇉ х ᇍᄃ
Task 1 faced the respondent with a sample utterance excerpted from the liter-
ature containing a dm structure. Six utterances in total were presented:

(ሄ) a. Youᅷll can enjoy your holidays now, I’m sure.
b. Wi his sair fit heǂoǀld neǁer coǀld climb the stairs.
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diagram 8.3 Distribution of respondents’ regional origins and dialects (y axis ኙ number of
individuals)

c. YoumaǄ shoǀld check this before making any decision.
d. Hemighƿ no coǀld do it, but he’ll try.
e. Hemǀsƿnᅷƿ coǀldᅷǁe done that!
f. He shoǀld can go if he finishes early.

For each utterance, three sub-tasks were featured: a closed question as to
whether the speaker recognised the form or not (in written or in oral form),
then a semi-closed question concerning the frequency of usage ranging from
‘Daily’ to ‘Often’, ‘Sometimes’, ‘Rarely’ and ‘Never’; and finally amore open ques-
tion asking for the speaker’s preferred alternative if they had never heard or
used the structure in question.

Task 5 added to the substantial data collected inTask 1 by asking for the same
type of information on awider range of decontextualised forms, comprising all
dm structures attested by the literature to occur in Scots.

Both tasks produced large amounts of data from which a tentative typology
was inferred, with three categories according to the frequency of recognition
and claimed usage:
ᄬiᄭ Ofƿen Used ᄬبآᄭ sؠؗ ᄬᇸᇲና ነ of claimed ǀsage from RarelǄ ƿo DailǄᄭ:

ƴighƻ caƵ (86,21%)ძ ƴighƻ Ƶƶ caƵ (82,45%)ძ ƾiƳƳ caƵ (77,19%)ძ ƾiƳƳƵae
caƵ (72,72ቦᄃძ ƺhƶƼƳd caƵ (70,18%)ძ ƴighƻ cƶƼƳd (65,52%)ძ ƴighƻ Ƶƶ cƶƼƳd
(63,8%).

ᄬiiᄭ Someƿimes Used ᄬبئᄭ sؠؗ ᄬᇶᇲᅬᇸᇲነᄭ: ƾƶƼƳdƵae cƶƼƳd (59,65%)ძ ƾiƳƳ
Ƶƶ caƵ (57,14%)ძ ƴaǀ Ƶƶ caƵ (53,57%)ძ ƴƼƺƻƵᅍƻ cƶƼƳd (46,42%)ძ ƾƶƼƳdƵᅍƻ
cƶƼƳd (43,45%)ძ ƾƶƼƳd cƶƼƳd (40%).
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ᄬiiiᄭ RarelǄ Used ᄬبإᄭ and Neǁer Used ᄬبءᄭ sؠؗ ᄬᇲᅬᇶᇲነᄭ: ƴƼƺƻ Ƶƶ cƶƼƳd
(36,85%)ძ ƺhƶƼƳd cƶƼƳd (35,71%)ძ ƴaǀ ƺhƶƼƳd (34,55%)ძ ƾiƳƳ ƴighƻ
(33,93%)ძ ƴaǀ Ƶƶƻ cƶƼƳd (31,48%)ძ ƴƼƺƻ ƾƶƼƳdƵᅍƻ (18,52%)ძ ƴighƻ cƶƼƳdƵᅍƻ
(14,29%).

Despite the widespread agreement in the literature that mms are rare and
recessive, Hawick dms still seem present and active in speech, based on
claimed usage. However, not everyone seems equally aware of it, and a number
of speakers don’t recognise nor use them. Nonetheless, dms seem to be a per-
sistent feature of Hawick Scots, notably among younger speakers. The survey
suggests that dms have been undergoing complex changes over the years. A
case in point is the increase in claimed use of new dms likeƴaǀ cƶƼƳd andƴaǀ
ƺhƶƼƳd in the space of a decade when previous research did not attest these
forms. They may be imports from American dialects in which the forms exist
(Bour 2014: 249), although this remains to be confirmed, keeping in mind that
a notable change in spoken and written usage since the early 80s throughout
the United Kingdom is the use of ƴaǀ instead of ƴighƻ. The fact that younger
speakers consistently recognise and claim usage of these forms, regardless of
their views onwhat is grammatical or socially acceptable, suggests that dms in
Scots are not endangered or extinct dialect features.

The data and judgments elicited in Task 3 will be presented in the next sec-
tion as provisional support for the main hypothesis of this study and its argu-
ments.

ᇷ SǄnƿacƿic Implicaƿions of sؠؗ Reᅟeǁalǀaƿed ǂiƿh Respecƿ ƿo ƿhe
Scoƿs SǄsƿem

At first sight, dms pose a problem for the Chomskyan generative rule that in
English, one andonly one verbper clausemaybear tense, and since an auxiliary
has the effect of carrying tense by becoming the head of the highest, finite vp,
it follows that it cannot iterate in a clause. Rather than postulating the actual
occurrence of two modals, which seems far-fetched, the issue is to reach an
accurate description of dm syntax in keeping with standardmodal syntax. The
vast majority of accounts dealing with this issue in the literature are groun-
ded on the American dm systems. We will see that such a picture is skewed,
and that the syntactic behaviour of the Scottish dm system warrants a close
re-examination of the problem.
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ᇷᄙᇳ An Adƽerb and aTrƼeModalხ Baƻƻisƻella ᄂᇉᇑᇑᇍᄃ
Battistella (1995) tackles the question of dm syntax in American systems. Ac-
cording to him, a ‘double modal’ is in fact an idiosyncratic sequence of an
adverb and a ‘true’ modal. He grounds his argument in the Core Grammar
framework of Chomsky & Lasnik (1977) which postulates that Universal Gram-
mar is ‘a small core set of general principles subject to a restricted degree
of variation’ (Battistella 1995: 19). From this he distinguishes a periphery that
empirically occurs in various grammars, and the dm construction would then
emerge from an extension of the mechanism in English that licenses adverbs
to somemorphosyntactic constituents of the traditional system of modal aux-
iliaries.

Battistella’s arguments include three diagnostics which were run by this
same study in Task 3 of the questionnaire. The respondent was asked, if he
could andwanted, to turn each of the original six sample utterancesmentioned
previously into a negative (or a positive if it was a negative to start with), an
interrogative, and a question-tag (of the type YƶƼ did dƶ iƻძ didƵᅍƻ ǀƶƼჴ). Bat-
tistella supports the following syntacticmanipulations forƴighƻ cƶƼƳd, attested
in the literature:

(ህ) a. Youmighƿ coǀldnᅷƿ tell me where the administration building is.
b. Coǀld Ǆoǀmighƿ tell me where it is?
c. You might could tell me, coǀldnᅷƿ Ǆoǀ?

The ‘tense affix’ which is inverted, negated or postposed would point towards
the ‘true’ modal.

There are several objections to be made when looking at the Scots system,
anticipated in fact by Battistella: ‘dms in Scots, which have somewhat differ-
ent syntactic properties, may be a different sort of construction entirely and
treated by a distinctmechanism’ (1995: 30). Firstly, the speakers of Hawickwho
produced an interrogative dm forƴighƻ cƶƼƳd show that both cƶƼƳdXƴighƻ and
ƴighƻ X cƶƼƳd are acceptable; the fact that most respondents produced cƶƼƳd
in tag-position can be taken as support for Battistella’s analysis. But applica-
tion of these diagnostics on other sequences reveals that the true modal in
ƾiƳƳ caƵ would be the first one ƾiƳƳ (ƾiƳƳ ǀƶƼ caƵჴ YƶƼ ƾiƳƳ caƵძ ƾƶƵᅍƻ ǀƶƼჴ);
ƾƶƼƳd would be the true modal in ƾƶƼƳd cƶƼƳd (WƶƼƳd he cƶƼƳdჴ ና slight edge
of ƾƶƼƳdƵᅍƻ he (13 respondents) over cƶƼƳdƵᅍƻ he (10 respondents)); and ƺhƶƼƳd
would be the truemodal in ƺhƶƼƳd caƵ (ShƶƼƳd he caƵჴ He ƺhƶƼƳd caƵძ ƺhƶƼƳdƵᅍƻ
heჴ). Moreover, Battistella notes inconsistencies even in American dm nega-
tion patterns, i.e. sometimes the first constituent and not the second bears
negation.
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figure 8.1
Syntactic structure of ƴighƻ cƶƼƳd (Nagle 1997: 1521)

Battistella argues that the first modal of a dm is ‘a defective modal form
which modifies the head modal cƶƼƳd—an adverbial rather than an adverb’
(1995: 27), a kind of adverbial hybrid enabled byHead Feature Licensing (Travis
1988) creating a sub-type of adverb of its own within the class of ip adverbs
which is speaker-oriented rather than subject-oriented. This insight is precious
for the following sections.

ᇷᄙᇴ Oƻher UsefƼl AccoƼnƻs of American װק Sǀnƻaƿ ƾiƻh Their Sƻrengƻhs
andWeaknesses ƾiƻh Respecƻ ƻo ƻhe SiƻƼaƻion inModern Scoƻs

Nagle (1997) agrees with Battistella’s diagnostic patterns, and goes further by
positing a second intermediate projection Iኳ that would account for the ambi-
guity between the first and second M of ip as carriers of tense and likely can-
didates for negation. This is shown in Figure 8.1.

At the top we have ip, which is at sentence-level (S) and is the maximal pro-
jection (Iኴ). Then a first intermediary projection Iኳ interprets the first modal as
[tense] because of its ability to be negated. Then a second intermediary projec-
tion occurs to show the interaction between the second modal, which is both
the head I and the true carrier of tense (because of its ability to be negated
aƵd inverted) and the non-finite vp that follows (which is underspecified here
as there are a near-infinity of possibilities).

But not only does this schema assume that I bears the true tense of the
sentence on the sole evidence of inversion in questions (which appears to be
contradicted by data in Scots, see 5.1); it consequently does not really solve the
problem shown earlier that the presence of two ‘true’ modals would pose.

Elsman & Dubinsky (2009) propose a different description contending that
bothmodals can be ‘analysed as truemodals, behaving exactly as theywould in
a single modal construction’ and that ‘they are, at the same time, syntactically
distinct, (…) the properties of the dm construction [resulting] from the inter-
actions between these twomodal types’ (75). This hypothesis is interesting as a
continuation of Nagle (1997) and is one of themore convincing accounts in the
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current literature, notwithstanding its theoretical stance and apparatus. Our
own account picks up on this insight, whilst differing from it in several ways.

ᇷᄙᇵ ANeƾHǀpoƻhesis for ƻhe Sǀnƻaƿ of sװק in Scoƻsხ A
ConƻeƿƻᄵDependenƻ Speakerᅍs Choice

The syntactic analysis of dms in Scots cannot be done without taking into
account some semantic and pragmatic parameters relating to context. The
near-entirety of available research on the topic is context-free; it analyses dms
as part of sentences, andnot utterances. Itmakes use of questions and tag form-
ation as abstract manipulations without really acknowledging that they may
be operations made by a speaker with a communicative intention. Elsman &
Dubinsky (2009) provide the interesting insight that bothmodals in these con-
structionsmay have the properties of truemodals, but despite its efforts it does
not escape the one clause-one tense marker rule that so many authors have
cited as a crucial problem.

Our hypothesis is that in each and every specific context where a dm is pro-
duced, the speaker has the choice between two potentially true modals; they
may select one as the realised true modal, and recategorise the other as an
idiosyncratic adverb along the lines defined by Battistella. It is a subtle choice
which is implicit in simple, assertive utterances, but explicit when manipula-
tions such as those in the questionnaire are made.

(ᇽᇼ) a. He will can go tomorrow,ǂonᅷƿ he?
b. He will can go tomorrow, canᅷƿ he?

Both utterances are apparently the same in theirmain clause, but the tag shows
which of themodals is chosen as the true one. The speaker either has the inten-
tion of focusing on ‘futurity’ with ƾiƳƳ or ‘ability’ with caƵ. The other modal
then becomes an adverbial hybrid, which would be glossed as an epistemic
adverb ƺƼƹeƳǀ or ceƹƻaiƵƳǀ for ƾiƳƳ, or a ‘root adverb’ such as ƷƶƺƺibƳǀ or eaƺiƳǀ
for caƵ.

(ᇽᇽ) a. Coǀld he might go?
b. Mighƿ he could go?

Here again, the speaker would choose to focus on (un)certainty withƴighƻ or
ability with cƶƼƳd. The item left aside becomes the hybrid. This kind of detail
is impossible to determine by looking at a context-free sentence which would
be virtually the same every time, i.e. He ƴighƻ cƶƼƳd gƶ. Regardless of how
frequent inverted and tag dms actually are (they appear to be significantly
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rarer than assertive dms), multiplying spontaneous elicitation of those types
is expected to help confirm what we presently coin as ‘Speaker’s Choice hypo-
thesis’.

Such an account has the advantage of not only explaining the very tangible
cases of ambiguity collected in the questionnaire in Hawick, but also accom-
modating cases where a true modal has a definite or frequent ‘edge’ over the
other; it could point out to dms that are in a sense ‘conventionalised’ or at
least presets for a typical context they would be used in. For instance, if the
true modal in ƴaǀ ƺhƶƼƳd is ƺhƶƼƳd, as our data seems to indicate, it is maybe
because this dm is a preset for contexts in which the question of ‘obligation’ is
central to the communicative interaction, and the question of ‘(un)certainty’
is secondary and yields the modalƴaǀ as an adverbial hybrid.

This hypothesis could be developed as a new, more convincing and more
realistic accountof the syntactic structureof dms, that retains theunique inter-
play of true modals suggested by Elsman & Dubinsky while accommodating
it to the syntax of Standard English and reducing the amount of postulated
formal features.

ᇸ Conclǀsion

Rather thanbeing extinct, dms still seem tobe activemorphosyntactic features
of Borders Scots. For years, these constructionswere left on the side by contrast
with American dms, to which the bulk of the literature onmmswas dedicated.
This article is a defence for a new, specific linguistic enquiry on mms in Scot-
land. Its aim was to provide an updated general picture thereof through the
case study of dms. Their formal and functional implications need to be fully
examined before moving on to tms, qms, and mmms. By doing so, we hope to
enable the elaboration of a new, unified theory of mms in English, instead of
considering the American and Scots systems as separate.
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chapter ሣ

The Conƿeǃƿǀalising Effecƿs of ƿhe Modal Parƿicle
vel in Norǂegian Inƿerrogaƿiǁes

TƨƶƹƺƻeƩƵ FƹeƻƨeƩƴ

ᇳ Inƿrodǀcƿion

In many languages, polar interrogatives are either syntactically independent
sentences used in requests for confirmation or disconfirmation of the content
of the propositional form developed by means of pragmatic inference com-
bined with the sentence’s truth-functionally incomplete logical form, as in DƩd
ǀƶƼ feed ƻƨe dƶgჴ, DƩdƵᅍƻ ǀƶƼ feed ƻƨe dƶgჴ, or else syntactically bound clauses
adjoined to a preceding declarative host sentence, as in YƶƼ fed ƻƨe dƶgძ dƩd
ǀƶƼჴ, YƶƼ fed ƻƨe dƶgძ dƩdƵᅍƻ ǀƶƼჴ, YƶƼ dƩdƵᅍƻ feed ƻƨe dƶgძ dƩd ǀƶƼჴ. The latter are
syntactic constructions whose communicative role is to seek the addressee’s
confirmation of the truth of the proposition pragmatically derived from the
declarative host sentence.

This paper* examines how free interrogatives relate to syntactically bound
interrogatives, a.k.a. tag questions, in the grammar of spoken Norwegian, more
specifically how the modal particle ƽeƳ in both types of positive-polarity inter-
rogative affects the addressee’s inferential steps toward comprehension of the
speaker’s informative intention, and how the bound and the free interrogat-
ives modified by ƽeƳ differ semantically. My aim is to demonstrate that, while a
Norwegian ƽeƳ-modified positive tag question after a negative declarative host
codes a request for confirmation of the proposition associated with the syn-
tactic host, the speech act performed bymeans of a free interrogativemodified
by ƽeƳ is an assertion of the truth of the negative counterpart proposition. Spe-
cial attention will be given to the rather complex input conditions that apply
to licit use of ƽeƳ in free interrogatives, conditions that must have developed
independently of the properties and the usage of tag questions. Human beings
have the mental capacity to attribute beliefs and desires to others, known as
Theory of Mind (ToM) in cognitive psychology. We are able to think about
other people’s as well as our own thoughts, and we can talk or write about
them, that is, we ƴeƻaƹeƷƹeƺeƵƻ them, an essential notion for relevance the-
orists (e.g. Sperber, 2000; Noh, 2000; Allott, 2017).ሾ In dyadic conversation,
interlocutors engage in mind-reading, notably interpretation of each other’s
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thoughts as a contextual prerequisite for tailoring one’s own stimuli to one’s
beliefs about the interlocutor’s beliefs, intentions, or desires.

Polar interrogatives are not descriptive of a state of affairs, they are interpret-
ive metarepresentations of thoughts entertained by the speaker, but assumed
by the speaker to be more strongly manifest (Sperber &Wilson, 1986/1995) to
the hearer. Their affirmation by the hearer is presumed to be relevant inform-
ation to the speaker. In Wilson & Sperber (1988a: 150–151) they are described
in the following way, “… although yes–no questions have fully propositional
forms, and therefore describe determinate states of affairs, they are never
descriptively used. The propositional attitudes encoded by interrogatives are
not descriptive but interpretive: their propositional forms are entertained not
as true descriptions of states of affairs, but as faithful enough interpretations
of thoughts the speaker regards as desirable to someone (not necessarily her-
self).”

Relevance theorists make a theoretical distinction between two kinds of
semantics: conceptual semantics and ƷƹƶcedƼƹaƳ ƺeƴaƵƻƩcƺ (Blakemore, 1987,
2002; Wilson & Sperber, 1993; Wilson, 2016; Carston, 2016; Escandell-Vidal,
Leonetti & Ahern, 2011; Nicolle, 2015; Hall, 2007; Fretheim, 2000, 2016, 2017a,
2017b, 2019). While members of open lexical classes encode a concept, infer-
entially adjustable in context, expressions whose semantics is of the proced-
ural sort encode a recipe for how to manipulate, in the inferential phase of
utterance comprehension, the conceptual structure that constitutes the con-
textually independent logical form of the linguistic stimulus. The addressee’s
compliance with the encoded procedure is supposed to eliminate, or nar-
row considerably, the gap between sentence meaning and speaker’s mean-
ing.

Modal particles have no denotational meaning. Their lexical semantics is
procedural, not conceptual. Like other expressions of procedural meaning,
their role in communication is to give instructions about how to draw infer-
ence “by creating cognitive ‘shortcuts’ that the hearer takes advantage of during
utterance interpretation.” (Assimakopoulos, 2015: 59).

Section 2 of this paper compares tag question constructions in English and
Norwegian. Section 3 examines the communicative role of the particle ƽeƳ in
syntactically independent polar interrogatives in spokenNorwegian, especially
the way it contextualizes the speech act for the addressee. This particle only
appears in interrogativeswith positive polarity, but a ƽeƳ-modified free interrog-

ᇽ A metarepresentation is an interpretive representation of a representation (mental, lin-
guistic, pictorial or other), which is supposed to preserve salient features of the original.
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ative is used to assert the truth of a propositionwith negative polarity. Section 4
speculates on the historical origin of the particle ƽeƳ in interrogatives, free and
bound ones. Section 5 concludes the paper.

ᇴ HoǂDo Norǂegian Tag Qǀesƿions Differ from English Tag
Qǀesƿionsᄞ

ᇴᄙᇳ English Tag Questions Attached to a Positive Declarative
Thedeclarativehost towhicha tagquestion is addedcontains an interpretation
of a thought that will be relevant to the speaker if the addressee confirms its
truth. English grammar has two different types of syntactically bound tag ques-
tions attached to a positive declarative, but just one type when the host sen-
tence is negative. This subsection discusses the semantic difference between a
positive-polarity and anegative-polarity tag added to apositive-polarity declar-
ative in English grammar as well as the relationship between negative-polarity
tag questions and free negative interrogatives in English, while subsection 2.2
takes a look at English tag questions attached to a negative declarative.

In tag question constructions, there must be agreement between what the
declarative host conveys about the speaker’s epistemic attitude and what the
syntactically postposed tag question indicates. The speaker assumes the
addressee’s perspective on the content of the declarative sentence, and wants
to know if the addressee endorses the speaker’s interpretation. The host and
the tag are functionally interconnected. Their combination means that the
thought attributed to the addressee is presented as mutually manifest (Sper-
ber &Wilson, 1986/1995), though judged by the speaker to bemoremanifest to
the addressee,which iswhy the speaker turns to the addressee for confirmation
of the truth of the assumption metarepresented in the declarative host.

When thepolarity of thehost is positive, a speaker of English is free to choose
between a tag question with the same polarity as the host sentence, and one
with negative polarity, the opposite of what the host displays (e.g. Houck, 1984).
The speaker’s choice between a same-polarity tag and an opposite-polarity tag
depends on the source of information that prompted its production. Thus, the
tags in (1) and (2) differ in terms of the kind of evidentiality indicated by the
polarity of the tag.

(ᇽ) It’s necessary to book in advance, is it?

(ᇾ) It’s necessary to book in advance, isn’t it?
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(1), with its positive polarity in host and tag, provides the procedural inform-
ation that the utterance was caused by something said or implied by the
addressee immediately prior to its production, information that triggers infer-
ence leading to expression of a proposition attributed to the addressee, but
entertained by the speaker as well at the time of utterance. On the other
hand, an utterance of (2) with a negative tag after a positive host gives the
addressee the procedural information that the assumptionmetarepresented in
the declarative is based on something the speaker seems to remember, maybe
just vaguely, as opposed to information that seems to follow directly frommen-
tal processing of a newly impinging stimulus.

The consequence-marking connective ƺƶ in (3)ሿ is an acceptable, possibly
ironic, addition to the same-polarity construction in (1). The conclusion is not
necessarily the speaker’s; it could reflect the speaker’s readingof the addressee’s
mind.

(ᇿ) So it’s necessary to book in advance, is it?

An opposite-polarity structure with a negative tag would sound slightly less
natural with the initial connective ƺƶ in place. However, a free negative inter-
rogative like the one in (4) may be added as a follow-up request for a verbal
reaction from the addressee.

(ሀ) So it’s necessary to book in advance.—Isn’t it?

Sƶ instructs the addressee to read the declarative as the speaker’s conclusion
that it is necessary to book in advance, and the tag question in (3) indicates
that this conclusion is prompted by the content of something the addressee
said immediately before. It is harder to reconcile the connective ƺƶwith the syn-
tactic structure of (2) above, where the negative tag indicates that the thought
expressed is extracted from a set of assumptions stored in the speaker’s long-
term memory. Because the negative-polarity question in (4) is not a tag but a
truncated free interrogative, there is no perceived clash there between what ƺƶ
indicates about the source of information and how the follow-up interrogative
added after a brief pause should be interpreted. The interrogative IƺƵᅍƻ Ʃƻჴ could
be a sign of impatience on the part of the speaker of (4). As the addressee did

ᇾ Sƶ indicates that the relevance of the metarepresented propositional form lies in the fact
that it introduces a contextual implication of the content of the stimulus that prompted the
speaker to use the connective (Blakemore, 1988).
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not immediately confirm the truth of the speaker’s conclusion, the speakermay
think that the addressee does not accept the conclusion as valid.

In contrast to (4), a free, positive-polarity interrogative added after an inter-
vening break will not normally be relevant,ቀ as indicated in (4ኳ).

(ሀኳ) So it’s necessary to book in advance.—#Is it?

The free, positive-polarity interrogative in (4ኳ) does not express the same pro-
cedural meaning as the segmentally identical tag question in (3). Rather, the
elliptical question Iƺ Ʃƻჴ in (4ኳ) seems to express a sceptical attitude to the
positive-polarity proposition derived from the preceding declarative, but a sig-
nalled sceptical attitude would contradict the procedural meaning of the con-
nective ƺƶ—though irony might be involved in the case of (3).

The pair of (5)–(6) illustrates the same contrast as (1) versus (2).

(ሁ) You collect stamps, do you?

(ሂ) You collect stamps, don’t you?

If the speaker is in the addressee’s home and has stopped in front of something
that looks like part of a stamp collection, the speaker’s interpretation of that
visual stimulus could cause the request for confirmation expressed in (5). (6)
contextualizes differently. Suppose we stipulate that the physical environment
is the same as for (5). The procedural meaning of the opposite-polarity tag in
(6) then supports the inferred premise that, seeing the stamps, the speaker
recollects that the addressee is a stamp collector, and the speaker now wants
confirmation of the assumption that the stamps in front of them do belong
to the addressee’s stamp collection. (6) is an indirect way of asking a question
aboutwhat seems tobea likely connectionbetweenwhat the speaker is looking
at and certain information about the addressee that is stored in the speaker’s
long-term memory and activated by the sight of the stamps. An utterance of
(6) could even have been produced out-of-the-blue, as a way of preparing the

ᇿ Whenever the adjective ‘relevant’ or the noun ‘relevance’ appears in this text, it is the relev-
ance-theoretic notion that is intended, not the everyday uses of these words. Relevance in
Relevance Theory (Sperber & Wilson, 1986/1995) is a property of perceptual stimuli, in par-
ticular so-called ‘ostensive stimuli’ of the verbal kind that make manifest an intention to
make an assumption (or assumptions) manifest to the parties in a communicative event. An
assumption is relevant in a context to the extent that its cognitive effects in this context are
large and to the extent that the mental effort required to process it is small (Carston, 2002).
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addressee for the speaker’s introduction of a new discourse topic. An utterance
of (5), however, cannot be relevant unless it is an immediate reaction to a per-
ceived stimulus, verbal or non-verbal.

In contrast to positive-polarity tag questions, production of free positive
interrogatives is consistent with an epistemically open attitude. Negative inter-
rogatives are generally more biased than their positive counterparts, and fre-
quently communicate an epistemic attitude that is the opposite of what the
overt negative polarity suggests (e.g. Fretheim 1998). Negative interrogatives
like (7) and (8) could be relevant responses performed by someone who ques-
tions the addressee’s propositional attitude metarepresented by the negative
propositional form of those sentences. (7) would then express the belief that
it is necessary to book in advance, and (8) would express the belief that the
addressee is a stamp collector. In either case, the communicated information
about the speaker’s epistemic attitude is due to what relevance theorists call a
higher-level explicature.ቁ

(ሃ) Isn’t it necessary to book in advance?

(ሄ) Don’t you collect stamps?

The speaker can change the relevance of these questions by using the full form
Ƶƶƻ instead of the contracted, vowel-free negation marker and give Ƶƶƻ a pros-
odic boost which indicates that the speech act performed by means of (7ኳ) or
(8ኳ) is a genuine request for confirmation of the negative propositional form.

(ሃኳ) Is it not necessary to book in advance?

(ሄኳ) Do you not collect stamps?

The full form Ƶƶƻ can be used in tag questions as well, but tag question con-
structions are always epistemically biased, as the polarity of the declarative
host indicates the speaker’s own (possibly rather weak) belief at the time of
utterance.

What would be the more relevant response to (7) and (8) above on a given
occasion, a response that confirms the negative thought expressed, or one
that confirms its affirmative counterpart? ForWilson & Sperber (1988a, 1988b),

ሀ Communication of a higher-level explicature involves embedding of the propositional form
of an utterance under a description of the speech act performed or a description of the
speaker’s propositional attitude (Blakemore, 1992; Wilson & Sperber, 1993).
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confirmation of the metarepresented negative assumption is more relevant
than confirmation of the contrary assumption. An answer that goes against
the speaker’s expectations is more relevant, they say, because it affects the
speaker’s cognitive environment more than an answer that just strengthens a
belief already entertainedby the speaker. However, a negative interrogative like
(7) could be an attempt to persuade the addressee to book in advance. That
would be an implicated consequence of an utterance of (7). If that is what
motivates the speaker’s production of the negative interrogative, the stimu-
lus is primarily meant to be relevant to the addressee, and its relevance will
depend on the addressee’s recognition of the speaker’s higher-level explicature
paraphrasable as ‘I question the assumption that it is not necessary to book in
advance’.

In producing (7), the speaker may be acting in the addressee’s best interest
by recommending advance booking, an indirect speech act accomplished by
way of an implicature. As for (8), it is probably less likely that there is any
implicated meaning that is meant to have consequences for the addressee’s
subsequent behaviour. The relevance of the stimulus may be restricted to the
fact that the speaker wants to know if the addressee is a stamp collector, in a
discourse where this information seems relevant to the speaker but where the
addressee has as yet not confirmed it.

Wilson & Sperber (1988a, 1988b) looked at free interrogatives only, but the
intended pragmatic interpretation may be the same for the free interrogative
in (7) and the positive-polarity declarative followed by a negative tag question
in (2), both repeated here.

(ᇾ) It’s necessary to book in advance, isn’t it?

(ሃ) Isn’t it necessary to book in advance?

One cannot read directly off the propositional form of a negative polar inter-
rogative like (7) whether the speaker is challenging the addressee by metarep-
resenting an assumption that contradicts the speaker’s own belief, or else tak-
ing a more neutral position by asking in all sincerity if the addressee believes
the negative proposition to be true. Just as the linguistic form of an utter-
ance underdetermines its propositional content, it may underdetermine the
speaker’s propositional attitude, and this is definitely true of negative interrog-
atives (Fretheim 1998). It is a plausible assumption that the emergence of the
tag question construction with opposite polarities in host and tag, like (2), was
spurred by the fact that it resolves the pragmatic ambiguity of free negative
interrogatives like (7).
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Sentence sequences like the declarative in (9) followed by the afterthought
interrogative IƺƵᅍƻ Ʃƻჴ may have been the historical input to the development
of syntactically complex tag question sentences like (2) and (6), which dis-
ambiguate the speaker’s propositional attitude in a way that the free negative
interrogatives of (7) and (8) do not.

(ህ) It’s necessary to book in advance, I suppose.—Isn’t it?

The affirmative declarative modified by themollifyingmodal marker I ƺƼƷƷƶƺe
in (9) shows that the following interrogative is a request for confirmation of
the assumption entertained by the speaker and communicated by way of the
declarative.

If the negative-polarity interrogative is meant to reflect an epistemically
open view of the subject matter, the speaker could increase the relevance of
(9) by adding the disjunctive coordinator ƶƹ before the elliptical interrogative,
as shown in (10). The overt disjunction indicates that the speaker admits there
may be a difference of opinion, and moreover discloses the sentiment that the
addressee probably knows best.

(ᇽᇼ) It’s necessary to book in advance, I suppose.—Or isn’t it?/Or is it not?

The added disjunct sentence indicates that the speaker takes one step back and
concedes that it does not necessarily follow from the interactants’ mutually
manifest set of contextual premises that advance booking is necessary. Unlike
the perfect match between a positive declarative and a negative tag question,
there is a deliberate attitudinal mismatch between the declarative in (10) and
the afterthought interrogative, a situation that does not arise in the case of tag
question constructions. The addressee’s recognition of the relevance of the lin-
guistic stimulus depends on the fact that the presence of the connective ƶƹ
forces the addressee to process the interrogative as a metarepresentational act
of questioning the thought expressed in the preceding declarative.

ᇴᄙᇴ English Tag Questions Attached to a Negative Declarative
Opposite polarity in host and tag is a grammatical requirement inEnglishwhen
the polarity of the host is negative. The polarity of the tag is then invariably pos-
itive, as in (11) and (12).

(ᇽᇽ) It isn’t necessary to book in advance, is it?

(ᇽᇾ) You don’t collect stamps, do you?
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The procedural-semantic difference in signalled evidentiality between the
members of pairs like (1)–(2) or (5)–(6) with positive polarity in the declarative
host is neutralized when the polarity of the host sentence is negative. An utter-
ance of (11) or (12) is therefore neutral with respect to whether the speaker’s
interpretation of the addressee’s epistemic stance rests on information stored
in long-term memory or on inference activated by some verbal or non-verbal
stimulus that the speaker is reacting to at the time of utterance.

A negative interrogative added as an afterthought comment on a negative
declarative, as shown in (11ኳ) and (12ኳ), would be highly confusing. This pre-
sumably accounts for the non-existence of negative tag questions attached to
negative declaratives.

(ᇽᇽኳ) It isn’t necessary to book in advance.—#Isn’t it?

(ᇽᇾኳ) You don’t collect stamps.—#Don’t you?

In contrast to the situation in English, Norwegian tag question constructions
dooffer procedural information about twodistinct sources of information even
when the polarity of the host is negative. There are two linguistically distinct
types of tag question in Norwegian syntax regardless of the polarity of the
declarative host. The options available to speakers of Norwegian are presented
in subsection 2.3.

ᇴᄙᇵ NorwegianTag Question Constructions
English (1) translates into Norwegian as (13), and English (2) translates as (14).ቂ

(ᇽᇿ) Deƻ
it

eƹ
is

ƵʕdƽeƵdƩg
necessary

ǖ
to

fƶƹƨǖƵdƺbeƺƻƩƳƳeძ
book-in-advance

eƹ
is

deƻ
it

deƻჴ
that

‘It’s necessary to book in advance, is it?’ (What you’re saying seems to
imply that.)

(ᇽሀ) Deƻ
it

eƹ
is

ƵʕdƽeƵdƩg
necessary

ǖ
to

fƶƹƨǖƵdƺbeƺƻƩƳƳeძ
book-in-advance

eƹ
is

deƻ
it

ƩƲƲe
not

ᄂdeƻᄃჴ
that

‘It’s necessary to book in advance, isn’t it?’ (That’s what I’ve been told.)

ሁ The abstract-entity, anaphoric demonstrative deƻ (‘that’) that represents the positive propos-
ition metarepresented in the declarative host is obligatory when the tag is positive, as in (13),
but optional when it is negative, as in (14), and when the tag includes a modal particle, as in
(18) and (20) below.
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Similarly, (15) corresponds to English (5), and (16) corresponds to (6).

(ᇽሁ) DƼ
you

ƺaƴƳeƹ
collect

Ʒǖ
on

fƹƩƴeƹƲeƹძ
stamps

gƮʕƹ
do

dƼ
you

deƻჴ
that

‘You collect stamps, do you?’ (I didn’t know that.)

(ᇽሂ) DƼ
you

ƺaƴƳeƹ
collect

Ʒǖ
on

fƹƩƴeƹƲeƹძ
stamps

gƮʕƹ
do

dƼ
you

ƩƲƲe
not

ᄂdeƻᄃჴ
that

‘You collect stamps, don’t you?’ (I know you used to be a stamp collector.)

Similar to what happens when the polarity of the host is positive, as in (15)
in contrast to (16), there is also a procedural-semantic difference between two
distinct Norwegian tag questions attached to a negative declarative host, and
this contrast corresponds semantically to the difference in evidentiality illus-
trated by (15) and (16). Nevertheless, when the Norwegian declarative host is
negative, the polarity is positive in both types of tag. The host in (17) and
(19) is followed by a particle-free tag like the ones in (13) and (15), respect-
ively, but in (18) and (20), there is an added modal particle ƽeƳ. Its presence
causes the addressee to activate the same idea about the speaker’s source of
information as thenegative tag after a positive host: the informationprompting
the negative metarepresentation must have been retrieved from the speaker’s
memory.

(ᇽሃ) Deƻ
it

eƹ
is

ƩƲƲe
not

ƵʕdƽeƵdƩg
necessary

ǖ
to

fƶƹƨǖƵdƺbeƺƻƩƳƳeძ
book-in-advance

eƹ
is

deƻ
it

deƻჴ
that

‘From what you’re telling me it looks as if it may be necessary to book in
advance, but is that really the case?’

(ᇽሄ) Deƻ
it

eƹ
is

ƩƲƲe
not

ƵʕdƽeƵdƩg
necessary

ǖ
to

fƶƹƨǖƵdƺbeƺƻƩƳƳeძ
book-in-advance

eƹ
is

deƻ
it

ƽeƳ
prt

ᄂdeƻᄃჴ
that

‘Can you confirmmy belief that it is not necessary to book in advance?’

(ᇽህ) DƼ
you

ƺaƴƳeƹ
collect

ƩƲƲe
not

Ʒǖ
on

fƹƩƴeƹƲeƹძ
stamps

gƮʕƹ
do

dƼ
you

deƻჴ
that

‘You a stamp collector? I would never have thought that.’

(ᇾᇼ) DƼ
you

ƺaƴƳeƹ
collect

ƩƲƲe
not

Ʒǖ
on

fƹƩƴeƹƲeƹძ
stamps

gƮʕƹ
do

dƼ
you

ƽeƳ
prt

ᄂdeƻᄃჴ
that

‘Can you confirmmy belief that you don’t collect stamps?’
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The contrast in procedural information between positive, particle-free tags
and positive tags with the particle ƽeƳ equals the difference in evidentiality
commented on above. (17) and (19) without ƽeƳ are syntactic structures that
the addressee will relate directly to the speaker’s reaction to a perceived stim-
ulus, while the ƽeƳ-modified tag questions in (18) and (20) indicate that the
speaker’s request for confirmation rests on stored information brought to con-
scious awareness in the course of the conversation, information believed by
the speaker to be more strongly manifest to the addressee. (17) is the preferred
form if the speaker hopes that it is unnecessary to book in advance but wants
to check if something the interlocutor has said means that it may be neces-
sary after all. (18) with the ƽeƳ-modified tag indicates that, as far as the speaker
knows from previous experience, there is no need to book in advance, but
the speaker wants to learn if the addressee will confirm that assumption. The
speaker of (19), whose positive tag does not contain the particle ƽeƳ, seems to be
prepared for the information that the addressee may actually be a stamp col-
lector, contrary to the speaker’s expectation, while the speaker of (20), whose
tag includes ƽeƳ, stresses the unlikelihood of an answer that goes against the
negative metarepresentation.

In the same vein, the pair of (21)–(22) illustrates that, when the declarative
host is negative, the tag without ƽeƳ in (21) indicates that there had better be no
nuts in the cake, although some newly received informationmakes the speaker
suspect that it could contain nuts. (22), with ƽeƳ in the tag, indicates that the
speaker believes the negative proposition to be true, but seeks its confirmation
to be on the safe side.

(ᇾᇽ) Deƻ
it

eƹ
is

ƩƲƲe
not

Ƶʕƻƻeƹ
nuts

Ʃ
in

deƵ
that

ƲaƲaძ
the.cake

eƹ
is

deƻ
it

deƻჴ
that

‘There are no nuts in that cake, are there?’ (If there are nuts in it, it’s not
for me.)

(ᇾᇾ) Deƻ
it

eƹ
is

ƩƲƲe
not

Ƶʕƻƻeƹ
nuts

Ʃ
in

deƵ
that

ƲaƲaძ
the.cake

eƹ
is

deƻ
it

ƽeƳ
prt

ᄂdeƻᄃჴ
that

‘There are no nuts in that cake, are there?’ (I take it that it contains no
nuts.)

The linguistic difference between the tag questions in (21) and (22) conjures
up certain differences relating to the speaker’s context-dependent input. Sup-
pose the speaker of (21) is allergic to nuts and is offered a taste of a cake that
looks a bit suspicious. The speaker fears that it may contain traces of nuts, and
wants to be assured of the truth of the metarepresented negative proposition.
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The discourse topic of (22), in contrast, may be the recipe for a particular cake.
It is important for the speaker to make sure that the recipe does not mention
nuts as a requisite ingredient. Here the presence of ƽeƳ in the tag suggests that
the speaker expects the addressee to pay attention to the implicated fact that
some people are allergic to nuts.

It is not so that the particle-free tag is contextually neutral, the unmarked
type, like the corresponding positive English tag after a negative declarat-
ive, and that the added particle ƽeƳ adds information which means that the
tag question contextualizes in a more complex manner than the particle-free
alternative. The form of the tag question in (21) places heavier constraints on
the addressee’s pragmatic inference than the corresponding positive-polarity
tag question inEnglish, and the rather obvious reason for this is the existence of
the linguistic alternative appearing in (22), which includes the modal particle
ƽeƳ and directs the addressee to information stored in the speaker’s memory,
just like English or Norwegian negative tags after a positive declarative.

As stated above, the historical origin of the negative tag attached to a posit-
ive declarative host in Norwegian is likely to be syntactically free afterthought
interrogatives. The particle ƽeƳ occurs in free interrogatives too, and the pro-
cedural semantics and pragmatic implications of ƽeƳ in free interrogatives is
the topic of the remainder of this paper. It will be argued that what is com-
municated as a weak assumption in Norwegian tag question constructions
with a negative-polarity declarative and a ƽeƳ-modified positive tag is actually a
straight assertion of the truth of a negative proposition in free, positive-polarity
interrogatives.

Unlike ƽeƳ in tag questions, the appearance of this particle in free interrogat-
ives is by nomeans familiar to all native speakers of Norwegian. Those who are
competent users of it (in 2019) are apparently mostly urban, elderly speakers
(like myself).ቃ The way that ƽeƳ contextualizes in free interrogatives cannot be
expressed by means of a few English glosses. There are contextual constraints
on its licit use in interrogatives which do not pertain to ƽeƳ in positive-polarity
tag questions.

The particle ƽeƳ as a constraint on the addressee’s pragmatic interpretation
of Norwegian free interrogatives is the topic of section 3, where 3.1 describes
the procedural semantics and the pragmatic function of free, ƽeƳ-modifiedNor-

ሂ A differentmodal particle ƽeƳ is widely used by all speakers of Norwegian. This is an epistemic
downtoner particle occurring exclusively in declaratives (Fretheim, 1981, 1991). Its pragmatic
function resembles that of the cognate German modal particle ƾƶƨƳ. No more will be said
here about a possible synchronic relationship at the lexical level between that particle ƽeƳ
and the particle that is the topic of this paper.
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wegian interrogatives, while 3.2 demonstrates how this particle constrains the
kind of intonational phrasing thatmay be superimposed on the sentence form.

ᇵ VelᅟModified Polar Inƿerrogaƿiǁes in Norǂegian

ᇵᄙᇳ The Procedural Semantics of ǁel in Free Interrogatives
An utterance of any one of the Norwegian interrogatives in (23)–(25) is at one
and the same timea request for a response andanassertion that contradicts the
positive propositional form.What makes this apparently paradoxical situation
possible is the fact that one person is the addressee of the speaker’s request
for confirmation of the negative counterpart of the metarepresented positive
proposition, and a different person, or party, is the addressee of the negat-
ive proposition communicated by the speaker, a physically present 3rd person
addressee. The speaker trusts the 2nd person addressee to witness against the
3rd person addressee.

(ᇾᇿ) Eƹ
is

deƻ
it

ƽeƳ
prt

ƵʕdƽeƵdƩg
necessary

ǖ
to

fƶƹƨǖƵdƺbeƺƻƩƳƳeჴ
book-in-advance

‘Is it necessary to book in advance?’ (Of course it isn’t.)

(ᇾሀ) Eƹ
is

deƻ
it

ƽeƳ
prt

Ƶʕƻƻeƹ
nuts

Ʃ
in

deƵ
that

ƲaƲaჴ
the.cake

‘Are there nuts in that cake?’ (Of course there aren’t.)

(ᇾሁ) Haƹ
have

ƽeƳ
prt

de
they

ƺagƻ
said

Ƶƶe
anything

ƻƩƳ
to

AƵƵaჴ
Anna

‘Have they said anything to Anna?’ (Of course they haven’t.)

What is made known in (23) is the speaker’s belief that it is not necessary to
book in advance, in (24) it is the belief that there are no nuts in the cake, and in
(25) the belief that the people referred to have said nothing to Anna.ቄ Observe
that these structures should not be confused with the function of rhetorical
questions. The speaker is convinced of the falsity of the propositional forms

ሃ In (23) and (24), the subject pronoun deƻ is obligatorily unstressed, and the unstressed
sequence deƻ ƽeƳ is cliticized to the verb form eƹ. In (25), the placement of the pronominal
subject pronoun de after ƽeƳ means that the pronoun is accented and so defies cliticization.
The order of Haƹ de ƽeƳ ƺagƻ Ƶƶe ƻƩƳ AƵƵaჴ, where an unstressed pronoun de is enclitic to the
verb, is a grammatically well-formed alternative to the order in (25).
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expressed bymeans of these sentences, yet the 2nd person addressee is reques-
ted to confirm the negative counterpart of the metarepresented assumption
that the speaker attributes to a third conversational partner present, someone
who is in disagreement with the speaker.ቅ

There are three response words in Norwegian (Fretheim, 2014, 2017a). Ja
(‘yes’) affirms a positive assumption, NeƩ (‘no’) denies a positive, or affirms a
negative, assumption, and Jƶ (‘yes’) denies a negative assumption. (26) is a
verbal exchange in which the answer Bቜ denies the assumption that the pro-
positional form metarepresented by A is true, and the answer Bቝ affirms it. Jƶ
in B቞ can only address a negative-polarity propositional form and reject it as
false, but the polarity of A’s propositional form is positive in (26), and so fails
to match the response Jƶ that requires a negative antecedent.

(ᇾሂ) A: Eƹ
is

deƻ
it

ƵʕdƽeƵdƩg
necessary

ǖ
to

fƶƹƨǖƵdƺbeƺƻƩƳƳeჴ
book-in-advance

‘Is it necessary to book in advance?’

Bቜ: NeƩ.
(‘No. It is not necessary to book in advance.’)

Bቝ: Ja.
(‘Yes. It is necessary to book in advance.’)

B቞: ᇇJƶ.
(no negative-polarity linguistic antecedent is available)

Apart from the added particle ƽeƳ in A’s interrogative in (27), the dyads in (27)
and (26) are structurally identical, but the incoherent answer in (27) is Ja, not
Jƶ as in (26).

(ᇾሃ) A: Eƹ
is

deƻ
it

ƽeƳ
prt

ƵʕdƽeƵdƩg
necessary

ǖ
to

fƶƹƨǖƵdƺbeƺƻƩƳƳeჴ
book-in-advance

‘Is it necessary to book in advance?’ (It is not.)

ሄ The thought metarepresented in the interrogatives of (23)–(25) are not desirable thoughts,
as in Wilson & Sperber’s analysis of interrogatives (Wilson & Sperber, 1988a, 1988b); they
are attributed thoughts that contradict the metarepresented positive-polarity propositional
form.
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Bቜ: NeƩ.
(‘No. It is not necessary to book in advance.’)

Bቝ: ᇇJa.
(no positive-polarity linguistic antecedent is accessible)

B቞: Jƶ.
(‘On the contrary. It is necessary to book in advance.’)

B’s disjunctive answers in (27) do not target themetarepresented propositional
formof A’s utterance.What the responsewordsNeƩ and Jƶ target in (27) is a neg-
ative proposition expressed by speaker A. Themodal particle ƽeƳ is responsible
for the negation. While A’s interrogative in (26) signals a neutral propositional
attitude, the ƽeƳ-modified interrogative in (27) encodes the explicature ‘It is
not necessary to book (whatever is being referred to) in advance’.ቆ B’s response
NeƩ in (27) Bቜ endorses A’s explicated assumption that advance booking is not
necessary, just as if B had uttered the negative declarative Deƻ eƹ ƩƲƲe ƵʕdƽeƵdƩg
ǖ fƶƹƨǖƵdƺbeƺƻƩƳƳe (‘It is not necessary to book in advance’) in the same con-
text. B’s response Jƶ in (27) B቞ rejects as untrue the explicated assumption that
advance booking is not necessary. Jƶ indicates that B takes issue with A’s opin-
ion and forwards the opposite belief. Ja in (27) Bቝ requires a positive-polarity
linguistic anchor, but there is no such anchor, or antecedent, inA’s utterance, so
the answer Ja is not licensed by A’s ƽeƳ-modified interrogative. NeƩ is the collab-
orative response that Awants fromB in (27). It confirms A’s explicated negative
proposition. Jƶ in (27) B቞ is a response that negates A’s negative explicature,
contrary to A’s conviction, a verbal reaction that A may be put off by.

How, then, do the disjunctive talk exchanges in (28) differ in meaning from
those in (27)?

(ᇾሄ) A: Eƹ
is

deƻ
it

ƩƲƲe
not

ƵʕdƽeƵdƩg
necessary

ǖ
to

fƶƹƨǖƵdƺbeƺƻƩƳƳeჴ
book-in-advance

‘Isn’t it necessary to book in advance?’/
‘Is it not necessary to book in advance?’

Bቜ: NeƩ.
(‘It is not necessary to book in advance’)

ህ The standard relevance-theoretic view is that no interrogative can express an explicature.
It will be argued here that the Norwegian ƽeƳ-modified interrogative does communicate an
explicature with negative polarity.
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Bቝ: ᇇJa.
(no positive-polarity linguistic antecedent is available)

B቞: Jƶ.
(‘It is necessary to book in advance’)

Superficially, the negationmarker ƩƲƲe in (28)may impress one as havingmuch
the same effect on the addressee’s choice of response word as the modal
particle ƽeƳ in (27), but there are some important differences. The negative
interrogative in (28)metarepresents a negative propositional formwithout dis-
closing the speaker’s own epistemic attitude to it, not in the absence of added
contextual information. We cannot tell, without adding contextual informa-
tion, if NeƩ in (28) Bቜ signals disagreement or agreement with the first speaker’s
opinion of the subject matter. Nor can we tell if Jƶ in (28) B቞ signals agreement
or disagreement without drawing on contextual constraints.

The particle ƽeƳ does not change the polarity of the propositional form
of A’s interrogative. Its positive polarity is preserved. Negation is neverthe-
less present in the explicature communicated by means of A’s utterance in
(27). VeƳ is responsible for the polarity switch from positive to negative that
matches the speaker’s stance. If we do not accept the fact that A’s utterance
in (27) and other ƽeƳ-modified interrogatives communicate an explicature, we
fail to account for why these interrogatives license NeƩ and Jƶ as subsequent
responses, but not Ja. When a Norwegian interrogative contains the particle
ƽeƳ, its positive-polarity propositional form does not reflect A’s own belief.
Rather, the metarepresented thought corresponding to the positive proposi-
tional form echoes a belief attributed to the 3rd person addressee who is oblig-
atorily present as a participant in the communicative event, a belief that A
rejects as false. While the corresponding tag question construction with a ƽeƳ-
modified tag is a request for confirmationof thenegativepropositionexpressed
in the declarative host, the free interrogative sentencemodified by ƽeƳ serves as
a correction that counteracts the 3rd person addressee’s belief, as interpreted
by the speaker.

Thus, there are some crucial differences between the functions of themodal
particle ƽeƳ and the negation marker ƩƲƲe in Norwegian polar interrogatives.
VeƳ encodes the information that the speaker repudiates the content of the
positive-polarity propositional form that the particle may be said to address,
and explicitly communicates its negative counterpart, an exceptional semantic
feature for an interrogative sentence structure. In comparison, use of a neg-
ative interrogative like (28) A is consistent with the belief that the metarep-
resented negative propositional form is false as well as the belief that it is
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true, and contextually derived information will resolve the addressee’s under-
standing of the speaker’s epistemic attitude.

The particle ƽeƳ in polar interrogatives contextualizes in a very special way
in present-day spoken Norwegian. I have said that it requires a conversational
setting in which three parties are present. In addition to the speaker, there are
two addressees with entirely different roles. They will henceforth be referred
to as the direct addressee and the indirect addressee, respectively. I propose to
define the procedural semantics of ƽeƳ in interrogatives as one instruction that
is meant for the 2nd person direct addressee and a different instruction that
is meant for the 3rd person indirect addressee. The addressees are assumed
by the speaker to share the knowledge of how this particle imposes pragmatic
constraints of type a. as well as type b.

(ᇾህ) The procedural semantics of ƽeƳ in Norwegian interrogatives:
a. Fƶƹ ƻƨe dƩƹecƻ addƹeƺƺee:

Construe the speech act as a request for agreement with the negative
counterpart of the assumption thatmatches the positive propositional
form of the interrogative.

b. Fƶƹ ƻƨe ƩƵdƩƹecƻ addƹeƺƺee:
Construe the speech act as an assertion of the negative proposition
explicated by the speaker, whose content contradicts the metarepres-
ented positive assumption attributed to the indirect addressee.

The direct addressee’s potential failure to serve as the speaker’s ally against the
indirect addressee does not cause a miscarriage of the illocution. It just means
that the speaker probably fails to persuade the indirect addressee that the pos-
itive proposition is false, because the direct addressee has unexpectedly sided
with the indirect addressee.

Let me now illustrate the pragmatic effect of ƽeƳ in polar interrogatives by
presenting another example of a question followed by the direct addressee’s
answer in the formof a responseword. The pragmatic consequences are as pre-
dicted by the procedural semantics of ƽeƳ stated in (29). Speaker A in (30) tells
an indirect addressee that Ronald Reagan’s period as President of the United
States preceded Jimmy Carter’s, which, as we know, happens to be false.

(ᇿᇼ) A: Kƶƴ
came

ƽeƳ
prt

Caƹƻeƹ
C.

fʕƹ
before

ReagaƵჴ
R.

‘Was Carter US President before Reagan?’
(expressing the false belief that Carter was not before Reagan)
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Bቜ: NeƩ.
‘No.’
(a false confirmation of the thought that Carter did not precede
Reagan)

Bቝ: # Ja.
(no positive-polarity antecedent is available)

B቞: Jƶ.
‘Yes.’
(a true denial of the thought that Carter did not precede Reagan)

The response NeƩ (‘no’) in Bቜ affirms the false assumption that Carter’s period
in theWhite House did not precede Reagan’s, perpetuating A’s confusion with
regard to the timeof Carter’s presidential period relative toReagan’s. B endorses
A’s denial of a belief advanced by the indirect addressee, here the belief that
Carter preceded Reagan. Ja in Bቝ is a ƵƶƵ ƺeƸƼƩƻƼƹ, because it would affirm
the truth of a positive proposition, but no positive linguistic antecedent that
matches the anaphoric response word Ja is accessible, because the ƽeƳ-modi-
fied positive-polarity interrogative explicates the assumption that Carter’s
presidential period did not antedate Reagan’s. Finally, Jƶ in B቞ communic-
ates the true assumption that Carter preceded Reagan, a rejection of A’s neg-
ative explicature communicated by way of a ƽeƳ-modified interrogative. The
response given in B቞ affirms the positive propositional form that A attributes to
the indirect addressee and rejects the opposite belief espoused by A. By utter-
ingB቞, speakerB risks tohumiliate speakerAby failing to offer the confirmation
that A is asking for. One possible side effect of the interrogative construction
modified by ƽeƳ is its potential threat to the speaker’s face in case the direct
addressee fails to behave as expected.

I feel that what initially appears to be an excursus may be useful at this
point. The tag particle da (Fretheim, 1989, 2000, 2014, 2015; Fretheim, Boateng
& Vaskó, 2002) is added to a declarative, an interrogative, or an imperative
host sentence. In conjunctionwith the utterance-terminal boundary tone (Hነ
vs. Lነ) assigned to the particle, the addressee of the da-modified polar inter-
rogative in (31) is offered information about the speaker’s epistemic attitude to
the positive propositional formmetarepresented in the interrogative host. It is
a sceptical attitude when the terminal boundary tone is high (Hነ), as in (31a),
but a conciliatory attitude when the terminal boundary tone is low (Lነ), as in
(31b).
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(ᇿᇽ) a. Kƶƴ
came

Caƹƻeƹ
C.

fʕƹ
before

ReagaƵძ
R.

daᄵHቦჴ
prt

‘Are you really sure that Carter came before Reagan?’

b. Kƶƴ
came

Caƹƻeƹ
C.

fʕƹ
before

ReagaƵძ
R.

daᄵLቦჴ
prt

‘So Carter came before Reagan, then?’

Much as (31a) and (31b) are biased questions, they are still serious requests
for (new) information, unlike ƽeƳ-modified interrogatives. The tag particle da
instructs the addressee to inform the speaker about the addressee’s attitude
to the propositional form of the interrogative. On the other hand, ƽeƳ in the
interrogative Kƶƴ ƽeƳ Caƹƻeƹ fʕƹ ReagaƵჴ in (30) above tells us that A holds
the belief that the negative counterpart of the metarepresented assumption
that Carter preceded Reagan is true, asks the direct addressee to confirm that
Reagan preceded Carter, and simultaneously informs the indirect addressee
that this is the truth. There is a direct clash between the procedural meaning
of the tag particle da (regardless of its terminal boundary tone) and the pro-
cedural meaning of the particle ƽeƳ. The result, in (32), is a structure that is not
well-formed.

(ᇿᇾ) ᄰKƶƴ
came

ƽeƳ
prt

Caƹƻeƹ
C.

fʕƹ
before

ReagaƵძ
R.

daჴ
prt

The co-occurring markers ƽeƳ and da contextualize in two irreconcilable ways
in (32). Da attached to an interrogative indicates that the speaker is seeking
information about the temporal order of the presidents from an addressee
whose encyclopaedic knowledge is believed to be more reliable than the
speaker’s, but ƽeƳ indicates that the speaker is certain that Carter did not
precede Reagan. One may legitimately speculate if this inconsistency really
deserves the asterisk mark for grammatical ill-formedness in front of (32), but
informants univocally reject (32) as an impossible sentence, without necessar-
ily asking themselves why.

I said that the speaker of a ƽeƳ-modified interrogative presents its invariably
positive propositional form as a faithful interpretation (metarepresentation)
of a belief attributed to the indirect addressee, a belief rejected by the speaker.
Even a negative interrogative can be used to transmit a sceptical attitude to
themetarepresented propositional form. An utterance of (33a)with the tonally
raised tag particle da-Hነ expresses a doubtful opinion about the metarepres-
entednegative propositional form.The tonal fall on the unaccented tag particle
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da-Lነ in (33b) indicates the opposite propositional attitude, a readiness to
accept the negative proposition if the addressee’s response confirms its truth.

(ᇿᇿ) a. Kƶƴ
came

ƩƲƲe
not

Caƹƻeƹ
C.

fʕƹ
before

ReagaƵძ
R.

daᄵHቦჴ
prt

‘Didn’t Carter come before Reagan?’ (I thought he preceded Reagan.)

b. Kƶƴ
came

ƩƲƲe
not

Caƹƻeƹ
C.

fʕƹ
before

ReagaƵძ
R.

daᄵLቦჴ
prt

‘Did Carter not come before Reagan, then?’ (Can you confirm that?)

Regardless of the terminal boundary tone assigned to the tag particle da, the
speaker of (33a) or (33b) genuinely wants to learn what the addressee thinks.
Not so when the modal particle ƽeƳ is inserted in a positive-polarity interrogat-
ive.

ᇵᄙᇴ Intonational Constraints Caused by ǁel in Interrogatives
The intonational phrasings superimposed on a ƽeƳ-modified interrogative like
(27) A, Eƹ deƻ ƽeƳ ƵʕdƽeƵdƩg ǖ fƶƹƨǖƵdƺbeƺƻƩƳƳeჴ, must be information-
structurally compatible with the procedural semantics of ƽeƳ. This implies that
the intonation pattern must present the positive polarity of the propositional
form as the metarepresented information focus of the utterance.

Those pitchmovements in the East Norwegian fundamental frequency (F0)
contours of Figure 9.1 and Figure 9.2 below that are due to the speaker’s global
intonational gestures are the risingmovements indicated by the arrows, two in
Figure 9.1 because that Intonation Unit (iu) consists of two Focal Phrases (fp)
terminated by the raised, focal phrase-tone Hᐟ, and a single one in Figure 9.2.
Both Figure 9.1 and Figure 9.2 display a prosodic highlighting of the accented
word form eƹ (‘is’) in the Accent Unit (au) [ሿer-det-vel-nød]au that terminates
an fp and so causes Hᐟ to dock on the initial, unstressed syllable Ƶʕd- of the
adjective ƵʕdƽeƵdƩg (‘necessary’), a syllable incorporated in the first fp. The
fallingmovements in the F0 contours have no phonological significance in East
Norwegian intonation. They are transitional phenomena caused by prosodic
properties of the accented words ƵʕdƽeƵdƩg and fƶƹƨǖƵdƺbeƺƻƩƳƳe, respectively,
the former with an East Norwegian Accent 1 (L*) on its second syllable -ሾƽeƵ-,
the latter with an East Norwegian Accent 2 (H* ና L) on the first syllable ሿfƶƹ-.

The low, level pitch at the end of Figure 9.2 is intonationally distinctive by
virtue of its contrast to the rise triggered by the fp-final focal phrase-tone Hᐟ at
the end of Figure 9.1. Thanks tomy colleagueWimvanDommelen’s cutting and
splicing, the first two aus were made identical in the two F0 contours, while
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figure ሣ.1 Polarity focus marked on the finite V plus a highlighted topic phrase

figure ሣ.2 Polarity focus marked on the finite V plus a post-focal background phrase

the third and final au is immediately dominated by an fp node in Figure 9.1 but
extrametrical at the iu level in Figure 9.2, that is, immediately dominatedby the
top node iu in the hierarchy of intonational constituents, skipping the second
fp node present in Figure 9.1. The former intonational phrasing generates an
utterance-final rise which highlights the concept “to book in advance”, while
the intonation in Figure 9.2, where there is no final Hᐟ, attenuates the same
phrase, a prosodic feature that is consistent with the fact that everything after
the first fp contains discourse-given information. The speaker has the privilege
to choose whether to make a prosodically prominent topic phrase out of the
constituent “nødvendig å forhåndsbestille” (“necessary to book in advance”),
as in Figure 9.1, or to leave it without a highlighting tone Hᐟ at the end because
the information it offers is exclusively discourse-given, as in Figure 9.2.

Lነ is a terminal boundary tone. That tone is a property of the iu, whereas
Hᐟ is a property of the fp. The terminal boundary tone is the same in Figure 9.1
and Figure 9.2. There is just a slight fall in fundamental frequency from Hᐟ in
the final syllable of Figure 9.1 to Lነ in the same syllable, but there is a man-
datory fall at the end of any (East) Norwegian interrogative produced with a
double-fp intonation structure. The fact that there is a fairly modest rise to Hᐟ
in the second fp of Figure 9.1 contributes to the impression that the final tone
in Figure 9.1 is Lነ, not its counterpart Hነ.
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Figure 9.1 and Figure 9.2 are images of the only two intonational phras-
ings that are licensed by the modal particle ƽeƳ in Norwegian interrogatives.
The issue at a given point in a conversation where a ƽeƳ-modified interrogative
appears is whether or not the positive propositional formmetarepresented by
the speaker reflects a factual state of affairs. In Figure 9.1, the topic is inton-
ationally highlighted by the presence of the focal phrase-tone Hᐟ in the final
syllable of the second Focal Phrase (fp). The phrase-tone Hᐟ docking on the
final syllable of the first fp draws attention to the accented, sentence-initial
copula form heading the Accent Unit (au) that exhausts the fp, an example of
polarity focus (Fretheim 1992, 2002, 2017b). It instructs the addressee to con-
strue the information focus of the utterance as the truth value of the speaker’s
positive-polarity metarepresentation of the propositional attitude of the 3rd
person indirect addressee. The complex predicate phrase meaning “necessary
to book in advance” is treated as a focally accented topic phrase in Figure 9.1,
whereas the absence of a second tone Hᐟ at the end of Figure 9.2 indicates that
the predicate phrase contains mutually manifest background information that
is not in need of prosodic prominence intended to arouse the addressee’s atten-
tion. The interplay of ƽeƳ and the accentual polarity focus that highlights the
sentence-initial copula form enables the addressee to identify the speaker’s
illocutionary point as a denial of the metarepresented assumption that it is
necessary to book in advance, hence an assertion of its negative counterpart.

All other intonational phrasings permitted by the intonational phonology of
(East) Norwegian, including broad-focus intonationwhere a single fp exhausts
the iu, may be superimposed on the interrogative in Figures 9.1 and 9.2 only if
the particle ƽeƳ is removed. They are all blocked by the presence of the particle
ƽeƳ, because the information structure that they indicate would have contra-
dicted the procedural semantics of ƽeƳ. It is a reasonable thought that the inton-
ation pattern of any ƽeƳ-modified free interrogative increases the relevance of
the utterance because it makes it easier for a native hearer to immediately cap-
ture the information structure of this type of linguistic stimulus.

ᇶ Where Does vel in Norǂegian Inƿerrogaƿiǁes Come Fromᄞ

There is no Swedish equivalent of the Norwegian particle ƽeƳ in interrogatives,
but it does exist in spoken Danish, as do positive-polarity tag questions mod-
ified by ƽeƳ. Maj-Britt Hansen (p.c.) points to a clinal difference in suitability
that determines when use of this particle is fully acceptable in Danish polar
interrogatives andwhen it is felt to be less natural. For instance, deonticmodal-
ity seems to make ƽeƳ-modified interrogatives quite acceptable in present-day

For use by the Author only | © 2022 Koninklijke Brill NV



the contextualising effects of the modal particle vel 205

spoken Danish, as illustrated in (34) and (35) with the modal auxiliaries ƴǖ
(‘may’) and ƺƲaƳ (‘shall’), respectively.ሾሽ Maj-Britt Hansen provided the data in
(34)–(36).

(ᇿሀ) Mǖ
may

Peƻeƹ
P.

ƽeƳ
prt

gǖ
go

Ƽd
out

efƻeƹ
after

ƲƳƶƲƲeƵ
the.clock

ƻƩჴ
ten

‘May Peter go out after ten o’clock?’ (He may not.)

(ᇿሁ) SƲaƳ
shall

ƽƩ
we

ƽeƳ
prt

Ʃ
in

ƺƲƶƳe
school

Ʃ ƴƶƹgeƵჴ
tomorrow

‘Are we supposed to/obliged to go to school tomorrow?’ (We’re not.)

Danish ƽeƳ-modified interrogatives are apparently less idiomatic when the pro-
positional form metarepresents an indicative state of affairs, as in (36), where
the truth value does not depend upon any established regulation or standard,
unlike (34)–(35).ሾሾ

(ᇿሂ) ᏲEƹ
is

Peƻeƹ
P.

ƽeƳ
prt

Ʋƶƴƴeƻ
come

eƵdƵƼჴ
yet

‘Has Peter arrived yet?’

My Danish informants have told me that ƽeƳ-modified interrogatives have a
childish ring to it in present-day spoken Danish, and at the same time two
informants gave vent to the opinion that this grammatical construction is
archaic. I find it slightly paradoxical that a modal particle whose procedural
semantics is as complex as the interrogative particle ƽeƳ is judged to be typ-
ical of child language, but certain comments on this grammatical phenomenon
from native Norwegian speakers do support the Danish observations that the
speakers who are most likely to employ ƽeƳ-modified interrogatives are chil-
dren. However, it may be more accurate to say that they were children in the
fifties or sixties but they still possess the competence that they acquired as
children. A majority of those Norwegians who told me they are familiar with

ᇽᇼ The input constraint requiring the presence of an indirect as well as a direct addressee
appears to be the same in Danish as in Norwegian.

ᇽᇽ The invariably unstressed modal particle cliticises to the finite verb in Norwegian syntax
when there is no intervening accented phrase, so ƽeƳ precedes Peƻeƹ in the Norwegian ver-
sions of (32) and (34). My judgment, and that of my Norwegian respondents, is that there
is no difference in acceptability in spoken Norwegian between denials of the type seen in
(32)–(33) and denials of the type seen in (34).
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the construction and occasionally did use it when they were kids are in the
age group fiftyና. Some elderly Norwegians, like myself, still occasionally use it,
probably a habit that lingers on from the distant past when it was first acquired
and then employedwhen it was socially suitable and the contextual input con-
ditions were met.

In Modern Icelandic, there is a grammatical construction whose syntactic
form and communicative function is said to equal the form and the semantics
of the Norwegian construction examined here (Tolli Eyþórsson and Sirrý Sig-
urðardóttir, p.c.). The role of the adversativemodal particle in Danish and Nor-
wegian interrogatives is taken over by an Icelandic word that is better known
as the existential quantifier in its neuter singular form, ƵƶƲƲƼϏ (‘something’).
NƶƲƲƼϏ in (37) looks like the result of grammaticalization of the existential
quantifier, a process that transforms it into a modal particle that makes this
Icelandic interrogative equivalent to Norwegian (23) in section 3.1, Eƹ deƻ ƽeƳ
ƵʕdƽeƵdƩg ǖ fƶƹƨǖƵdƺbeƺƻƩƳƳe, whose acceptable intonation contours were
rendered in Figure 9.1 and Figure 9.2 in subsection 3.2. Likewise, ƵƶƲƲƼϏ in the
Icelandic tag question construction in (38) contextualizes in the same way as
ƽeƳ in Norwegian tag questions after a negative declarative.

(ᇿሃ) Eƹ
is

ƵƶƲƲƼϏ
prt

ƵaƼϏƺǀƵƳegƻ
necessary

aϏ
to

ƷaƵƻa
book

fǀƹƩƹfƹaƴჴ
in-advance

‘Is it necessary to book in advance?’ (‘It isn’t.’)

(ᇿሄ) ÞaϏ
that

eƹ
is

eƲƲƩ
not

ƵaƼϏƺǀƵƳegƻ
necessary

aϏ
to

ƷaƵƻa
book

fǀƹƩƹfƹaƴძ
in-advance

eƹ
is

ϑaϏ
that

ƵƶƲƲƼϏჴሾሿ
prt

‘It isn’t necessary to book in advance, is it?’

Present-day Norwegian and present-day Icelandic are two mutually unintelli-
gible languages, but they may very well both have borrowed their respective
interrogative ƽeƳ and interrogative ƵƶƲƲƼϏ constructions fromDanish interrog-
atives that contain ƽeƳ.ሾቀ That this grammatical phenomenon does not exist in
any spoken dialect of Swedish strengthens this hypothesis. Iceland fell under
Danish rule in 1523 and remained part of Denmark until December 1, 1918. Nor-

ᇽᇾ Booth (2019: 159) argues that the Icelandic expletive ϑaϏ “emerged as a topic position
placeholder in topicless impersonal constructions, on the model of an earlier restricted
set of cataphoric contexts”.

ᇽᇿ I find it necessary to emphasize that it is the syntactic construction, with its procedural
meaning, that was presumably borrowed, as the switch-polarity particle ƵƶƲƲƼϏ bears no
formal resemblance to ƽeƳ.
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way was under Danish rule for 400 years, ending in 1814, and one of the two
present-day Norwegianwritten standards is a direct development of Danish, in
the course of the 20th century modified by quite a fewmorphological changes
that distance it from the Danish language. The Danish influence is neverthe-
less strongly present in what may still be referred to (somewhat inaccurately)
as urban spoken Norwegian.

While Norwegian and Icelandic may have borrowed ƽeƳ from Danish, the
Danish use of ƽeƳ in interrogatives is something the Danes may have borrowed
from their German-speaking neighbours south of the border. German ƾƶƨƳ (a
cognate of English ƾeƳƳ and Scandinavian ƽeƳ) is an adverb of manner as well
as a modal particle, the latter mainly found in declaratives but to some extent
even in interrogatives inmodernGerman, as in the following attested example.

(ᇿህ) GƩbƻ
gives

eƺ
it

ƾƶƨƳ
prt

beƹeƩƻƺ
already

fƹƩƺcƨe
fresh

EƹdbeeƹeƵჴ
strawberries

‘I wonder whether there are already fresh strawberries available.’

Myconjecture is that theGerman interrogative constructionwithƾƶƨƳwasbor-
rowed byDanish through language contact, and that the correspondingDanish
particle ƽeƳ in interrogatives underwent a change in its procedual semantics.
WƶƨƳ in a German interrogative like (39) indicates that the speaker does not
know if the metarepresented assumption is true or false at the time of utter-
ance. As Blass puts it,ƾƶƨƳ (in declaratives) “indicates less than full evidence of
mutual manifestness” (Blass, 2000: 42). WƶƨƳ indicates epistemic uncertainty
or vacillation in declaratives and in positive-polarity interrogatives alike, but
certainly no rejection of the metarepresented positive-polarity thought, in the
interrogative of (39) the assumption that fresh strawberries are available on the
market (see footnote 6 in 2.3). The appearance of the antithetic semantic com-
ponent of ƽeƳ seems to be due to an innovative diachronic process that took
place on Scandinavian soil, a process that came to separate ƽeƳ in interrogat-
ives lexically from the particle ƽeƳ in declaratives, the latter being a marker of a
weak belief that the proposition expressed is true, like German ƾƶƨƳ in declar-
atives. (39) and similar data seem to suggest that ƽeƳ in free interrogatives may
historically precede ƽeƳ in bound interrogatives in Danish, because ƾƶƨƳ does
not occur in German tags.

I have come upon one piece of evidence that Norwegian interrogatives with
ƽeƳmay have undergone certain intermediate stages before its present proced-
ural semantics was fixed. In 1886, the Norwegian poet Per Sivle (1857–1904)
wrote (40) in a letter to his girlfriendWenche Nilsen, later his wife (reproduced
in a biography on Per Sivle authored by Alfred Fidjestøl, 2007). The letter has

For use by the Author only | © 2022 Koninklijke Brill NV



20ሢ fretheim

an unmistakably Dano-Norwegian form, in spite of the fact that Sivle was a
pioneerwithin the nationalist struggle for advancement of ‘nynorsk’ (NewNor-
wegian), a resistance movement against the dominant position of the Danish
language in Norwegian society.ሾቁ

(ሀᇼ) [E]t “Kjærestebrev”—aldrig i Verden faar du et saadant fra mig!—Og du
vil
a “love letter”—never in the-world get you a such fromme!—and youwill
heller ikke fordre det.—Du forstaar mig?—Vil du vel?
either not demand it—you understand me?—will you prt?
‘A “love letter”—never ever will you receive one fromme!—
And you will not demand it either.—You understand me?—Will you?’

The interrogative VƩƳ dƼ ƽeƳჴ (‘Will you?’) in (40) is a request for confirmation
of the negative proposition expressed in the preceding declarative Og dƼ ƽƩƳ
ƨeƳƳeƹ ƩƲƲe fƶƹdƹe deƻ (‘And youwill not demand it either’), in his opinion prefer-
ably stated in her next letter to him. The function of the ƽeƳ-modified question
in Sivle’s letter is closely related to the way a positive-polarity tag question that
contains ƽeƳ is adjoined to anegative, declarative host:OgdƼƽƩƳ ƨeƳƳeƹ ƩƲƲe fƶƹdƹe
deƻძ ƽƩƳ dƼ ƽeƳჴ (‘And you will not demand it either, will you?’). The syntactic-
ally declarative polar question (‘Youunderstandme?’) intervening between the
writer’s own demand and the follow-up request for confirmation (‘Will you?’)
forces us to process the interrogative VƩƳ dƼ ƽeƳჴ not as a tag question but as
a free syntactic form. There is no illocutionary twofoldness in this elliptical
interrogative, no request for confirmation addressed to a direct recipient and
simultaneous communication of the speaker’s propositional attitude targeting
an indirect recipient. VƩƳ dƼ ƽeƳჴ is a sincere warning: Wenche cannot expect
to receive any love letters from Per, and he seems to take for granted that she
will comply with his wish that they both refrain fromwriting love letters to one
another.

If Imyself were toproduce anutterance of the free interrogative in (41), there
would be no escape from the illocutionary duality that I associate with ƽeƳ-
modified polar interrogatives. I would need a discourse settingwith an indirect
3rd person addressee whose opinion I want to rectify as well as a direct 2nd
person addressee who is willing to back up my claim that the abstract-entity
anaphor deƻ represents a state of affairs that will not come into existence, and

ᇽሀ ‘Nynorsk’ is one of theNorwegianwritten standards. Sivlewas an important ‘nynorsk’ poet
in its early days.
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the finite auxiliary ƽƩƳ (‘will’) would have to be highlighted by the focal phrase-
tone Hᐟ as an indicator that the information focus is restricted to the positive
polarity of the interrogative.

(ሀᇽ) VƩƳ
will

dƼ
you

ƽeƳ
prt

deƻჴ
that

‘Will you?’ (You won’t.)

What contextual premises must be activated in the mind of any person trying
to make sense of the syntactic form of (41)? I posed this question to nine Nor-
wegians, academics but not professional linguists, who had in advance toldme
that they are not only familiar with ƽeƳ-modified tag questions but they also
know how to use ƽeƳ-modified free interrogatives. All of them said they would
have to know who the 2nd person pronoun dƼ refers to, what the pronominal
complement deƻ denotes, and that the speaker expects to receive a negative
answer. None of them spontaneously came up with the claim made here, that
legitimate use of this syntactic construction requires the presence of two kinds
of addressee in the conversational setting: the 2nd person direct addressee is
presupposed to share the speaker’s belief and is asked to support the speaker
by serving as awitness against a 3rd person addresseewhose belief is in conflict
with the speaker’s communicated denouncement of themetarepresented pro-
positional form. I tried to convey to each of the nine people separately what I
felt to be missing in their characterizations of the contextual input conditions
for appropriate use of (41), without using technical terms. Five of them said
they felt my analysis was correct, one said my account was plausible, and the
remaining three people felt that my proposed input constraint was too strict,
implying that their idea of what is involved appears to conform more to Per
Sivle’s use of the interrogativeVƩƳ dƼ ƽeƳჴ in (40), written in 1886, and less to the
procedural semantics proposed in (29) in section 3.

ᇷ Conclǀsion

Did the antithetic procedural semantics of ƽeƳ in Danish and Norwegian polar
interrogatives develop before or after the tag question construction with a ƽeƳ-
modified tag adjoined to a negative declarative was established? Either tem-
poral order is imaginable. I am unable to offer any evidence that would def-
initely favour the answer that the ƽeƳ-modified tag after a negative declarative
host brings to that tag question construction just those semantic features of the
ƽeƳ-modified free interrogative that match the content of the negative declar-
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ative to which it is attached and ignores those that do not fit the content of
the declarative host. Nor can I point to any evidence that clearly supports the
alternative answer that the complex input constraints encoded by the modal
particle ƽeƳ in free interrogatives are likely to have developed subsequent to the
emergence of the ƽeƳ-modified tag question construction.

What I can state with a high degree of confidence is that the procedural
semantics of ƽeƳ in free interrogatives, presented as (29) in subsection 3.1,
encodes a procedural semantics which is considerably more complex than
what is needed to account for ƽeƳ in tag questions after a negative declarative
host (subsection 2.3).

Still, I admit that my exploration of ƽeƳ in free interrogatives has made me
realize that not all Norwegians who are occasional or regular users of this
particle associate it with as multifarious and strict contextualizing conditions
as I do. In particular, while I have found that many in my own age group share
with me the intuitive feeling that the presence of an indirect addressee is
required in addition to the direct addressee who is asked to confirm a negative
proposition that contradicts the metarepresented positive propositional form,
I have come across native speakers who judge the physical presence of the per-
son here dubbed the indirect addressee to be optional.

Given that there are still people, like myself, who feel intuitively that they
can use ƽeƳ in free interrogatives only when the conditions expressed in (29)
are fulfilled, it follows that for us, this particle must be lexically distinct from
the formally identical particle ƽeƳ in positive-polarity tag questions. The only
procedural meaning of the particle ƽeƳ in tag questions is that the assumption
derivable from the negative declarative host sentence depends upon informa-
tion stored in the speaker’s long-termmemory.

One has no guarantee that the free interrogative construction with the
modal particle ƽeƳ will survive another generation. We who were kids in a
medium-sized East Norwegian town in the forties and fifties found it to be
a neat linguistic tool in situations where we tried to convince our peers that
they were wrong about something. By and large, Norwegian kids growing up
today appear to be unfamiliar with the contextualizing role of this particle in
free interrogatives, and my impression is that many young people today are
even unaware of its existence. They may be familiar with its presence in tags
adjoined to a negative declarative, without necessarily being active users of
ƽeƳ even in tag questions. No proper sociolinguistic study of ƽeƳ in interrogat-
ives, free or bound ones, exists to this date. It is an indisputable fact, however,
that many Norwegians who have no problem with the existence of ƽeƳ in tag
questions nevertheless frown upon data with the modal particle ƽeƳ in free
interrogatives.
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chapter 10

Belief and PerformatiǁitǄ

AƳdaMaƹi

ᇳ Belief and Assertion

According to the influential view stemming from the work of Frege (1918), the
speech act of assertion is the result of the communicative intention of mak-
ing visible some internal state or thought. In Frege’s view, asserting is making a
belief known.ሾ Language provides a handle to investigate the nature of belief,
and, on the assumption that the verb beƳieƽe (and its correspondents across lan-
guages) is the reflex of the notion of belief, the assertion of the “believe that Ʒ”ሿ
(Ʒ ኙ ‘it is raining’) (1-a) and the assertion of Ʒ (1-b) would amount to one and
the same act (for recent discussion, see Lauer, 2013; Howthorne et al. 2016).

(ᇽ) a. I believe that it is raining.
b. It is raining

In support of this view, the following so-calledMoorean paradoxical sentences
show that BƷ (‘believe Ʒ’) and AƷ (‘assert Ʒ’) are equivalent. (2-a) shows that it
is impossible to assert BƷ while denying the assertion that Ʒ. (2-b) shows that
it is impossible to assert Ʒ, while denying BƷ.

(ᇾ) a. I believe that it rains, #but it does not rain.
b. It rains, #but I do not believe that it rains.

This first set of data would show that belief statements and bare assertion have
a comparable strength and that belief statements are as ‘strong’ as assertions,
indicating full commitment to the truthfulness of the prejacent.

On the other hand, the minimal pair in (3) shows that belief, as Ʒeƹ its lex-
icalization beƳieƽe, is weaker than bare assertion, given the possibility of the ‘I
am not certain’ continuation with the latter only (Hawthorne et al. 2016). If BƷ

ᇽ Weuse small caps for notions (e.g. belief), capital letters for cross-linguistic expressions (e.g.
belief), and italics for expressions in a given language (e.g. cƹedeƹe).

ᇾ Ʒ is called the prejacent when embedded under a modal element—a modal verb or an atti-
tude.
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and Ʒ were of a comparable force, they would both be incompatible with the
not-CƷ continuation (where not-CƷ is ‘I am not certain that Ʒ’).

(ᇿ) a. It is raining, #but I am not certain that it is raining.
b. I believe that it is raining, but I am not certain that it is raining.

The question thus arises of whether belief statements are strong as or weaker
than assertion and what this tell us about belief more generally.ቀ

This paper adds new elements to the debate from the standpoint of lan-
guage, grounding the discussion in the lexicalizations belief and specifically by
consideringmood choice in languages that allow both indicative and subjunct-
ive under believe-predicates. It thus tackles the question of the strength of
belief by considering different cross-linguistic lexicalizations of this concept.

Cross-linguistically, the literature has traditionally adopted the Hintikkean
semantics according to which believe predicates reveal ‘credence’ or full epi-
stemic commitment to the truthfulness of prejacent (a.o. Farkas, 1985,2003;
Giannakidou, 1999; Villalta, 2008; Anand and Hacquard 2013; Gosselin, 2015,
2016).

(ሀ) Hintikka semantics for beƳieƽe:
All worlds in the doxastic space of the attitude holder are Ʒworlds.ሿ

By uttering ‘I believe that it is raining’, the speaker signals in all worlds that are
compatible with themental state it is raining, and in this way, beƳieƽe expresses
certainty in Ʒ. The set of worlds compatible with what the speaker believes is
homogeneous and homogeneity in a belief state reveals certainty.

According tomost of the theoreticians of mood (a.o. Farkas, 1985,2003; Gian-
nakidou, 1999; Homer, 2007; Villalta, 2008; Anand and Hacquard 2013; Port-

ᇿ Let us note right from the bat that posing the question in these termsmight be somehowmis-
leading. Indeed, it is unclear that knowledge and belief are norms for assertion. It is a daily
habit to assert without fully believing Ʒ let alone without knowing Ʒ. When the question is
posed of how strong belief is in comparison with the bare assertion, the theoretician has in
mind the idealized assertions justifiedby full belief and,most importantly sincere, conceiving
it as the most reliable manifestation of the speaker’s epistemic state. In this respect, the bare
assertion establishes the norm of strength, by setting the highest possible standard of com-
mitment to the truthfulness of the prejacent on behalf of the assertor. While this is certainly
a simplification, it is a simplification that allows us to dig a bit deeper in the semantics of the
belief and to tease out some important differences between belief and assertion which we
will be more at ease to refine once we have established a clear framework to compare them
based on empirical evidence.
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ner and Rubinstein, 2013; Gosselin, 2015,2016), the subjunctive is triggered by
uncertainty. Uncertainty is conceived as a partitioning in the mental state, or,
in terms of possible worlds, as a partition in the set of worlds compatible with
what the speaker believes.

Since the Hintikkean doxastic space is homogeneous, believe-predicates
are considered to be indicative selectors across languages. Italian, however,
licenses both subjunctive and indicative under cƹedeƹe (beƳieƽe)—with an over-
whelming preference for the subjunctive.

(ሁ) PaƶƳƶ
Paolo

cƹede
believes

che
that

Maƹia
Mary

ƺiaჽǽ
be.subj.3sg/ind.3sg

iƵciƵƻaჯ
pregnant

‘Paolo believes that Mary is pregnant.’

We considermood shift as key entry into the semantics of expressions of belief,
whichallowsus to see adistinctionbetweenƷƹiƽaƻe andƷƼbƳicaƻƻiƻƼdeƺ. Private
attitudes are such that the content is not deemed to become common ground.
Public attitudes are such that the content of the attitude can become common
ground.

While the distinction between private and public beliefs is not new (see
most notably Gunlogson, 2001), the novelty here is that the belief verbs are
equipped with update instructions that make them akin to speech acts. In this
way, we revisit the dichotomousHamblin distinction (Hamblin, 1960) between
public and private commitments as introduced by speech acts and attitudes
respectively.ቁ

We thereby also propose a new distinction between two different types of
belief statements as fulfilling different discourse functions (adding or not pref-
erence for Ʒ in the common ground).ቂ

Finally, we argue that the concept belief has a variety of possible lexicaliza-
tions, and ultimately it can be itself polymorphic in such a way that seemingly
contradictory moorean paradoxes can arise.

The paper contains three main sections discussing the data (section 2),
presenting the analysis (section 3) andderiving the predictions (section 3). Sec-
tion 4 concludes.

ሀ Our goal here is not to provide a theory of mood choice, and mood is only instrumental to
revealing a distinction between two different types of beliefs.

ሁ On the private/public distinction, see Mari and Portner 2021.
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ᇴ The SolipsisticᅭInqǀisitiǁe Distinctionᄘ Data

In Italian, the use of the subjunctive is pervasive with non-factive epistemic
attitudes, escaping a well-established cross-linguistic generalization accord-
ing to which belief predicates trigger the indicative (Farkas, 1985;2003 Gian-
nakidou 1999; Farkas 2003; Villata, 2008; Anand and Hacquard, 2013; Gosselin,
2015,2016; see for pragmatic account of Italian subjunctive with belief predic-
ates, Quer, 1998; Farkas, 2003; Schlenker, 2007; Portner and Rubinstein, 2013).

(ሂ) a. PaƶƳƶ
Paolo

cƹede
believes

che
that

Maƹia
Maria

ƺia
be.subj.3sg

aƹƹiƽaƻaჯ
arrived

‘Paolo believes that Mary has arrived.’

b. PaƶƳƶ
Paolo

ƷeƵƺa
thinks

che
that

Maƹia
Maria

ƺia
be.subj.3sg

aƹƹiƽaƻaჯ
arrived

One straightforward explanation would posit that belief in Italian conveys
uncertainty, and that cƹedeƹe would mean ‘I believe but I am not sure’ (see
Rhis, 2013). The ‘I am not sure’ could be argued to be an implicature, and
indeedHomer (2007) has proposed an account along these lines.This proposal,
however, stumbles onmooddistributionswithpredicates of certainty as shown
in (7).

(ሃ) a. GiƶƽaƵƵa
Giovanna

ǽ
is

ƺicƼƹa
certain

che
that

Maƹia
Maria

ƺia
be.subj.3sg

iƵciƵƻaჯ
pregnant

‘Joanne is certain that Mary is pregnant.’

b. GiƶƽaƵƵa
Giovanna

ǽ
is

cƶƵƽiƵƻa
convinced

che
that

Maƹia
Maria

ƺia
be.subj.3sg

iƵciƵƻaჯ
pregnant

‘Joanne is convinced that Mary is pregnant.’

To establish the distinction between private and public belief, we propose a
detour through fictional attitudes,whichprovide a useful handle to understand
the possible meanings and uses of believe-predicates.

ᇴᄙᇳ Private and Public Fictional Predicates
Fictional attitudes like dream, imagine are consensually described as select-
ing the indicative (e.g. Giorgi and Pianesi, 1996; Giannakidou, 1999; Farkas,
2003). They are claimed to trigger a homogeneous modal base, consisting of
Ʒ-dreaming/imagining worlds. The usual semantics mimics the semantics for
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Hintikka belief, and most if not all theoreticians of mood would agree on the
following analysis in (8) (Giannakidou, 1998).

(ሄ) Fictional attitudes.
All worlds in the fictional modal base of the attitude holder are Ʒworlds.

Unexpectedly, fictional predicates can also license the subjunctive in Italian
(see Mari, 2016; Giannaidou and Mari, 2021, Mari and Portner, 2021).

(ህ) IƴƴagiƵƶ
Imagine.ind.1sg

che
that

Maƹia
Mary

ƺia
be.subj.3sg

iƵciƵƻa
pregnant

ƶƹaƴaiჯ
by-now.

‘I imagine that Mary is pregnant by-now.’

The use of the subjunctive can trigger a conjectural interpretation and in this
case, the sentence states that the speaker does not know whether Ʒ is true, but
she is reporting that in worlds that are compatible with what she knows and
which comply with her imagination, Mary is pregnant. One important feature
of (9) is that whetherMary is pregnant or not can be known and settled as true
or false in the common ground. This leads to set the following distinction.

(ᇽᇼ) Solipsistic and inquisitive-imagine (adapted fromMari, 2016).
a. Solipsistic-imagine-sentences are true if and only if
in all worlds compatible with the mental state of the assessor Ʒ is true.
b. Inquisitive-imagine-sentences are true if and only if
Ʒ caƵ be ƲƵƶƾƵ
the assessor dƶeƺ Ƶƶƻ ƲƵƶƾwhether Ʒ is true and
in all worlds compatible with the mental state of the assessor Ʒ is true.

Generalizing cross-linguistically, and submitting that the verb iƴagiƵe in Eng-
lish shares these two interpretations with the Italian iƴƴagiƵaƹe, at a first
approximation, it would be plausible to pose two different truth conditions for
imagine-sentences, which Mari (2016) distinguishes as solipsistic-imagine-
sentences and inquisitive-imagine-sentences. As with inquisitive-imagine,
truthfulness of Ʒmatters.With pure imagination (solipsistic-imagine), it does
not. For an in depth analysis on the solipsistic and suppositional distinction,
see Giannakidou and Mari (2021).ቃ With this distinction in mind, we now turn
to cƹedeƹe (beƳieƽe).

ሂ For an in depth analysis on the solipsistic and suppositional distinction, seeGiannakidou and
Mari (2021).
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ᇴᄙᇴ ხר׹ר׬ׯרץ Solipsistic and Inquisitive Distinction
Mari 2016 (see, since the writing of this paper, recent developments in Gian-
nakidou andMari 2021) proposes that there is a parallel difference between an
solipsistic-cƹedeƹe as an indicative selector in Italian and an inquisitive-cƹedeƹe
as a subjunctive selector. Solipsistic-cƹedeƹe sentences report an internal, sol-
ipsistic state (a credence) and that inquisitive-cƹedeƹe sentences report hypo-
thesis about the truthiness of Ʒ (a conjecture) of the attitude holder.

We now show that solipsistic-belief and inquisitive-belief differ in one im-
portant respect. Solipsistic-belief is blind to the ƲƵƶƾabiƳiƻǀ of Ʒ (i.e. it does not
require that Ʒ be knowable), it is a pure expression of credence considered as a
solipsistic thought. Inquistive-beƳief requires that Ʒ be ƲƵƶƾabƳe in the context
of utterance and conveys lack of knowledge about the truthfulness of Ʒ (see
Giannakidou and Mari 2021). To highlight the ‘knowability’ constraint on the
use of inquistive-beƳief, we consider two contexts, in which Ʒ is not settled and
cannot be known. These two contexts are futurity and predicates of personal
taste. If our hypothesis that the subjunctive deals with finding and establish-
ing the truthfulness of Ʒ, specific accommodations are needed in order for the
subjunctive to be operational in these two contexts.

2.2.1 Subjunctive and Futurity
The non-deterministic view of future represents past and present as settled
and the future as open (e.g. Thomason, 1998; Copley, 2002; Kaufmann, 2005;
Mari, 2015; Giannakidou andMari, 2018). As a consequence, if p is evaluated at
a time that follows the time at which the attitude holds, it cannot be assigned a
truth value (seeMcFarlane, 2005), and cannot be known (seeGiannakidou and
Mari 2018a for a recent discussion). The deterministic view of future represents
future just as determined as settled as past and present but acknowledges that
the future cannot be known. The future, under any theory is un-knowable.

By accommodating plans and decisions, Ʒ can be ‘known’ relative to those
plans and decisions at the time at which the attitude holds (for simplicity we
will from now on assume that this is the time of utterance) (see Copley, 2002).
For instance, the sentence I ƾiƳƳ gƶ ƻƶ ƻhe Ʒaƹƻǀ ƻƶƵighƻ is true now if and only if
in all worlds that comply with my plans I go to the party tonight. Likewise, the
truthfulness of Ʒ can already be assessed at the time of utterance if the assessor
has a sufficiently reliable body of evidence (Giannakidou andMari, 2018). Ʒ, in
that case, will be true relative to the epistemic modal base of the assessor.

We see in (11) that the subjunctive can be used unproblematically in a con-
text where the time of evaluation of Ʒ is in the future. Consider the following
scenario. We are organizing a party and John is invited. Usually John does not
come toparties, however, he is verymuch in lovewithMary andMary is coming
for sure.
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(ᇽᇽ) Cƹede
Believes

che
that

ƽeƵga
come.subj.3sg

aƵche
also

GiaƵƵi
Gianni

ƸƼeƺƻa
this

ƽƶƳƻaჯ
time.

(Mari 2016)

‘She believes that John is coming too this time.’

In some other contexts, though, the subjunctive is infelicitous. Consider the
following minimal pair. My son has a tendency to forget stuff at school. My
husband wants to buy him an expensive scarf and asks me whether it is a good
idea, or whether I believe that he will lose it.

(ᇽᇾ) a. Cƹedƶ
Believe.pres.1sg

che
that

Ƴa
that

Ʒeƹdeƹǂჯ
lose.fut.ind.3sg

(Mari, 2016)

‘I believe that he will lose it.’

b. Cƹedƶ
Believe.pres.1sg

che
that

Ƴa
that

Ʒeƹdaჯ
lose. subj.3sg

‘I believe that he will lose it.’

In (12) the indicative is the only possible choice. The following contrast also
reveals that the subjunctive can be used only in those contexts where Ʒ can be
assigned a truth value at the time at which the attitude holds. Specifically, the
truthfulness/falsity of Ʒ in (13-a) can be assessed relatively to a plan (those of
the Olympics committee). The truthfulness of Ʒ cannot instead be assessed at
the time of utterance in (13-b), if not by an expert (or anyone considering him-
self an expert) with knowledge sufficient to assess the truthfulness of Ʒ at the
time of utterance. (The examples (13a/b) are from Mari (2016). In very recent
work,Mari and Portner 2021 propose several other tests to establish the distinc-
tion between two types of belief statements.)

(ᇽᇿ) a. Cƹede
Believes

che
that

Ƴe
the

OƳiƴƷiadi
Olympics

ƺi
refl

ƺƽƶƳgaƵƶ
take place.subj.3pl

a
in

TƶƲǀƶჯ
Tokyo

‘She believes that the Olympics will take place in Tokyo.’

b. ᄂᇇᄃCƹede
Believes

che
that

Ƴa
the

FƹaƵcia
France

Ʒeƹda
lose.subj.3sg

ƸƼeƺƻa
this

ƺeƹaჯ
night

‘She believes that France will lose, tonight.’

Our conclusion will thus be that, if Ʒ is not knowable, subjunctive with cƹedeƹe
is less felicitous.
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2.2.2 Subjunctive and Predicates of Personal Taste
Across the variety of theories for predicates of personal taste P, theoreticians
agree that there is no fact of the matter about P (see in particular discussion
in Lasersohn, 1995; Stephenson, 2007). When uttering (14), truth cannot be
assessed ƺiƴƷƳiciƻeƹ relative to the circumstances.There is no ‘fact of thematter’
of the soup being or not being tasty, and, once again, in this respect, Ʒ cannot
be known.

(ᇽሀ) The soup is tasty.

As with futurity is it possible to accommodate some form of ‘objectivity’ (see
Mari 2016). In particular, some criteria can be adopted for assessing the truth-
fulness of Ʒ that the participant can share. These criteria will help them to
together establish, in the common ground, whether Ʒ is true or false. A group
of friends is looking for a restaurant. One of them suggests:

(ᇽሁ) a. AƵdiaƴƶ
Go.imp.1sg

Ƴȴძ
there

cƹedƶ
believe.ind.1sg

che
that

ǽ
be.ind.3sg

bƼƶƵƶჯ
good

‘Let’s go there, I believe it is good.’

b. AƵdiaƴƶ
Go.imp.1sg

Ƴȴძ
there

cƹedƶ
believe.ind.1sg

che
that

ƺia
be.subj.3sg

bƼƶƵƶჯ
good

‘Let’s go there! I believe it is good!’

The statements in (15-a) and (15-b) rely on different types of evidence. By
choosing the indicative the speaker indicates that his judgment relies on some
internal perception (he has already eaten at that restaurant, he likes how it
looks like, …). The evaluation is subjective in a proper way, based on some
visual experience or an experience of taste. This type of subjective judgment
is incommensurate with one that could be expressed by other speakers.ቄ In
choosing the subjunctive the speaker signals instead that he is relying on some
external evidence (15-b), that he has heard or read about the restaurant. In this

ሃ The debate on faultless disagreementwas bornwith Aristotle and is still very active, in partic-
ular in the philosophical literature, which strives to account for the sources of subjectivity. It
would be impossible to propose here a list of relevantworks. The linguistic literature, instead,
has mostly considered predicates of personal taste from the perspective of the evidential
underpinnings of the subjective judgments, and the incommensurability of the evidential
experience is an appealing notion, to which we would be willing to subscribe. However,
regardless of what the explanation of the subjectivity might be, what matters for our demon-
stration here is that predicates of personal taste appeal to a notion of truth which cannot be
‘objective’, unless objectivity is overtly accommodated.
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case, some other source of knowledge, a more reliable one, is accommodated.
Ʒ can be ‘known’ relative to this body of knowledge and, relative to this type
of evidence, the evaluations of the participants are commensurable with each
other.

Note that the choice of the first person here is not random. The idea guid-
ing our interpretation of indicative-cƹedeƹe is that it is akin to exclamatives,
whereby a personal appreciation is being put forward (see e.g. Castroviejo,
to appear, for an overview). Given the inscrutability of third person personal
appreciation, third person examples are less revealing of the distinctions that
we are attempting to settle here.ቅ

ᇵ AnalǄsis

Our analysis will articulate a semantic and a pragmatic dimension around the
update instruction of the attitudes. Along with Mari (2017), we distinguish
private and public attitudes and argue that, when public, the attitudes instruct
to update the negotiation space with the semantic content of the attitude. This
allows us to establish a distinction between two different types of believe-
statements fulfilling two different types of discourse functions, one of which
only consists in proposing Ʒ for uptake. In this framework we will be able to
understand the similarities and differences between believe-statements and
bare assertions.

ᇵᄙᇳ The Semantics of Solispsistic and Inquisitive Belief
Following Mari (2016), we posit a difference between two types of beliefs in
the semantics. According toMari (ibid.) andGiannakidou andMari (2021), two
solipsistic-belief and inquisitive-belief correspond to two different inter-
pretations of belief. By resorting to the standard tools in the analysis of mood,
the difference would result in positing a doxastic space (or modal base) for the
solipsistic-belief and a supplementary epistemic space (or modal base) for the
inquisitive belief. Solipsistic belief would be a one layer belief (doxa only) con-
veying doxastic certainty, inquisitive belief would disentangle knowledge and
doxa and convey lack of knowledge but doxastic certaintyቆ.

ሄ For experimental data on predicates of personal taste with belief predicates, see Bourgeois-
Gironde, Mari, Nicolas and Blunier (2019).

ህ For further developments on this, see Giannakidou and Mari (2021).
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(ᇽሂ) Solipsistic and inquisitive-cƹedeƹe. To be completed.
a. Solipsistic-believe.
All doxastic worlds are Ʒworlds.
b. Inquisitive/conjectural-believe.
Presupposes that Ʒ is knowable.
The attitude holder does not know whether Ʒ is true.
All doxastic worlds are Ʒworlds.

The semantics of inquisitive-belief thus codes (i) knowability of Ʒሾሽ and (ii)
lack of knowledge besides (iii) signalling that the doxastic worlds of the atti-
tude holder are all Ʒ worlds. This accounts for the fact that subjunctive-belief
is used in contexts where the interlocutors are striving to settle truthfulness of
Ʒ. Knowledge thus matters, and not only the individual credences.

ᇵᄙᇴ The Pragmatics and the Update Instructions of Epistemic Attitudes
3.2.1 Articulating Public and Private Commitments
Moving to consideration of how knowledge is interactively built in conversa-
tions (Stalnaker, 1978; Roberts, 1996/2012), we submit that conjectural belief
is chosen to raise a question, and thus revisit the meaning of attitudes—
and believe in particular—, considering their contribution in attempting to
update the common ground C and more precisely, as we now argue, the nego-
tiation space N.

We claim that ƹeƷƹeƺeƵƻaƻiƶƵaƳ/eƷiƺƻeƴic attitudes can contribute to both
the private and the public (modal) spaces because, unlike pure bouletics,ሾሾ they
are sensitive to the knowability of Ʒ, and thus to the possibility of establishing
truth.

Both old and much recent work on speech acts has proposed fruitful revisita-
tions of the notion of common ground, and, more broadly, of doxastic spaces
(see e.g. Hamblin, 1970; Clark and Schaefer 1989; Frakas and Bruce, 2010; Gin-
zburg, 2011; Krifka, 2015). In particular, they have overcome the Stalnakerian
view according to which the common ground shrinks as conversations unfold.
According to Stalanker, each assertion of Ʒ eliminates non-Ʒ worlds, with con-
versations pursuing the goal of narrowing down the common ground to the
actual world, thus establishing truth.

Several theoreticians now conceive the common ground as a space where
issues or questions are solved (Roberts, 1996/2012) and proposals are made.

ᇽᇼ For further developments on “knowability”, see Giannakidou and Mari in press.
ᇽᇽ It is a well-known fact that there are mixed cases of bouletic-epistemic predicates, like

hƶƷe. These predicates also have a public use, which we do not discuss here.
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With Farkas and Bruce (ibid.) we assume that for any given conversation, three
spaces must be distinguished: a private space ƺ, keeping track of the private
beliefs, and a negotiation space N, which is a public space where proposals are
made or questions are asked, and finally the common ground C, where ratified
and mutually accepted propositions are stacked.

Negotiation spaces are supersets of common grounds (see also Portner,
2007). According to Farkas and Bruce (2010:88), assertions (by adding Ʒ to N)
project a future C that includes the asserted proposition, whereas a question
(by adding at least two alternatives to N) projects a set of Cs, each containing
only one of the possible answers to the question. This is a feature that we will
maintain in our account, where negotiation spaces rather than the common
grounds will play a role (in order to be added to the common ground dialogical
moves are needed. For assertion, this dialogical move is ratification (which can
amount to lack of objection); for questions, even biased, an answer from the
addressee is needed; see discussion in Farkas and Bruce, 2010).

Our account considers the private and the public space as independent from
each other.ሾሿ Overall, different interpretations of belief statements reveal dif-
ferent articulations between ƺ and N. The possibility of privately committing
without publicly committing (or only partially publicly committing, i.e. the
addition of both Ʒ and not-Ʒ to N) gives a handle to disentangle assertion and
belief andmakes a new case, besides lies, to separate the public and the private
spheres of belief as not mutually entailing.

3.2.2 Public and Private Attitudes
Based on the distinction that Italian allowed us to draw, we assume that atti-
tudes divide in two classes according to whether they are public or private.

Public attitudes are such that if Ʒ is true, Ʒ becomes necessarily common
ground and is believed by all participants. As for belief, if subsequent to the
utterance ‘I believe that John is arriving’, John arrives, the prejacent Ʒ ኙ ‘John
arrives’ becomes common ground and is believed by all the participants in the
conversation. Instead, for private attitudes even if Ʒ becomes true, it is not

ᇽᇾ To shed some light on the difference between (1-a) and (1-b) we will abandon two gener-
ally held assumptions. The first assumption that we abandon is that N andC are subsets of
the private space ƺ of (or doxastic commitments, see Farkas and Bruce 2010:86). With no
further specifications, on this assumption, one cannot account for the fact that a belief is
consistently held privately, without being held publicly. Let us assume that (1-a) states that
Ʒ is decided in ƺ (i.e it follows from ƺ; e.g. Farkas, 1982,2003; Anand and Hacquard, 2015;
Giannakidou 2016). If N is a subset of ƺ, then Ʒ is also added to N. Moreover, for sincere
assertions it is also assumed, as per Grice, that if Ʒ is decided in N, then Ʒ is decided in ƺ
(see the ‘perspective’ section below). We also abandon this assumption.
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table 10.1 Want

Want Attitǀde Update

Semantics Ʒ ኝ non-Ʒ
Pragmatic Attitude type: Private Adds Ʒ ኝ non-Ʒ to ƺ

necessarily endorsed by all participants. If one utters ‘I want an ice-cream’ and
then buys himself an ice-cream, it does not follow that the other participants
are in a state of wanting an ice-cream.

Prior to the verification of the truth of the prejacent, we claim that, with
public attitudes, Ʒ is presented for uptake.With private attitudes, it is not.More
generally for attitudes the following distinction is established:

(ᇽሃ) Private and Public attitudes.
a. private attitudes: Ʒ is not for uptake
b. public attitudes: Ʒ is for uptake

One given attitude type, e.g. believe-predicates, can have different realiza-
tions both as private and as public. Italian cƹedeƹe is one such attitude.

Our new claim here is that attitudes have update instructions, just like asser-
tions or imperatives.

Our understanding of the solipsistic-conjectural distinction for cƹedeƹe is
thus as follows:

(ᇽሄ) Solipsistic and Inquisitive-believe. Final.
a. Solipsistic -believe
All worlds in the doxastic space ƺ of the attitude holder are Ʒ worlds (ኙ
Hintikka belief)
b. Inquisitive-believe.
All worlds in the doxastic space ƺ of the attitude holder are Ʒ worlds (ኙ
Hintikka belief) & the attitude holder does not know whether Ʒ is true
update instruction: present Ʒ, where present is as in (19).

(ᇽህ) present: update the negotiation space N with Ʒ ኝ not-Ʒ

In a context where participants strive to build a consensus around Ʒ, either Ʒ or
its negation has to make it into the common ground. Since the attitude holder
does not know whether Ʒ is true, s/he is not in a position of adding Ʒ itself in
the negotiation space. Instead, s/he can only add a preference for Ʒ.
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table 10.2 Solipsistic belief

Solipsistic belief Attitǀde Update

Semantics Ʒ
Pragmatic Attitude type: Private Adds Ʒ to ƺ

table 10.3 Inquisitive belief

Inqǀisitiǁe
belief

Attitǀde Update

Semantics Layer 1:
Presupposition: Ʒ& notᄵƷ (lack of knowledge)

Layer 2:
Assertion: Ʒ
(personal belief)

Pragmatic Attitude type: Public Adds Ʒ ኝ non-Ʒ to N

Letus illustrate theproposal and startwithwant, aprivate attitude. Since there
is no instruction to update the negotiation space, the private space is updated.

As for solipsistic-belief, we have argued that the truthfulness of Ʒ does not
matter, and, in this case, thepredicate expresses amere credenceof the attitude
holders. As we noted, expressions of credence in the indicative are typically
used in prayers. This is explained by the textual genre: prayers express a per-
sonal credence, and their content is not there for an uptake.ሾቀ

(ᇾᇼ) Iƶ
I

cƹedƶ
believe.ind.1sg

che
that

eƺiƺƻe
exists

Diƶჯ
God

‘I believe that God exists.’ (https://www.chiesavaldesetrapani.com/)

The attitude gives no instruction to update the negotiation space, and, as a con-
sequence, the private space is updated.

Inquisitive-believe proposes Ʒ for an uptake; this is signaled by the update
instruction associated with the public attitude, present, which urges an

ᇽᇿ For recent developments on this, see Mari and Portner 2021.
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table 10.4 Public and private dimensions of the attitudes

Attitǀde Priǁate space s Negotiation space N Common groǀnd C

want Ʒ ታ nonᄵƷ
belief (private) Ʒ
belief (public) Ʒ Ʒ ታ nonᄵƷ

update to the negotiation space with a preference for Ʒ. Unlike the bare asser-
tion, inquisitive-believe conveys that the speaker is not confident enough to
just add Ʒ to N. In other terms, she is not fully committed to Ʒ publicly.

Note that the attitude holder (which in the first person is the speaker) is fully
committed to Ʒ privately.

Inquisitive-belief, unlike private belief, is used informatively, as we discuss
more at length in section 4.1.

ᇵᄙᇵ Eƿtension to Immaginare
As we have noted in section 2.1, iƴƴagiƵaƹe and cƹedeƹe follow the same pat-
tern. Recalling here the examples, we see that the use of the subjunctive can
enhance a reading that we can classify as ‘inquisitive’, that it is to say, it conveys
a conjecture about an actual state of affairs.

(ᇾᇽ) IƴƴagiƵƶ
Imagine.pres.1sg

che
that

ƻƼ
you

ƺia
be.subj.3sg

aƹƹiƽaƻƶ
arrived.subj.3sg

iƵ
in

ƹiƻaƹdƶჯ
late

‘I imagine that you were late.’

To obtain the pure imagination reading, the indicative can be used (the indic-
ative cannot be used to convey a conjecture, instead). For completeness, we
have to mention that the subjunctive can also be used with a non-conjectural
reading. Interestingly, in this case, the sentence has a tendency to describe a
‘pretend’ situation (22), where the attitude holder is not simply imagining, but
she is behaving as in a ƷƹeƻeƵd game, with a pretend N.ሾቁ

(ᇾᇾ) IƴƴagiƵaƽa
Imagine.impf.3sg

che
that

iƳ
the

ƺƼƶ
his

Ƴeƻƻƶ
bed

fƶƺƺe
be.subj.3sg

ƼƵᅍ
a

aƼƻƶƴƶbiƳeჯ
car.

‘He was imagining/pretending that his bed were a car.’

ᇽሀ We thank Ivano Ciardelli for this example. For further delopments on this idea, see Mari
and Portner 2021.
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As for the starting contrast between indicative-iƴƴagiƵaƹe and subjunctive-
iƴƴagiƵaƹe, and generalizing from there, we can see that the pattern emerged
for belief replicates here.

(ᇾᇿ) Solipsistic -imagine.
All worlds in the imagination space are worlds in which the prejacent is
true. There is no update instruction, requesting to update the negotiation
space.

(ᇾሀ) Inquisitive-imagine.
Ʒ is knowable
All worlds in the imagination space are worlds in which the prejacent is
true.
The speaker does not know whether Ʒ is true in the actual situation.
update instruction: present Ʒ.

ᇶ Belief and Assertionᄘ Back to the Initial Pǀǅǅles

With this distinction between private and public belief, we are now ready to
reconsider the initial puzzles in a new perspective, which considers attitudes
not only as expressing private commitments as Ʒeƹ Hamblin, but also public
commitments. By featuring a present update instruction, and insofar as they
manipulate public spaces, public attitudes enter in a complementary distribu-
tion with the bare assertion. On the assumption that the illocutionary makeup
of a bare assertion is as in (25), we propose that the illocutionary makeup of a
belief sentence is as in (26).

(ᇾሁ) Bare assertion of Ʒ.
assert Ʒ

With the bare assertion, Ʒ is added to N

(ᇾሂ) assert John believes-present Ʒ

While the higher assert in (26) updates N with the proposition [believe Ʒ],
present is in charge of requesting an update of N. When an inquisitive-belief
sentence is chosen rather than the bare assertion, a signal is given that N must
be updated with a ƷƹefeƹeƵce for Ʒ revealing partial commitment to Ʒ.

Table 10.5 summarizes the results.
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table 10.5 Comparison between bare assertion
and belief statements

Attitǀde s N C

solipsistic belief Ʒ
inquisitive belief Ʒ Ʒ ኝ non-Ʒ
bare assertion Ʒ Ʒ
lie non-Ʒ Ʒ

Both solipsistic-belief and inquisitive-belief are weaker than assertion
when it comes to the negotiation space. Solipsistic-belief does not even
request to update that space, and inquisitive-belief requests to update it with
a preference for Ʒ rather than with Ʒ itself.

Considering the contribution to N, we thus see that solipsistic-belief and
inquisitive-belief differ in informativity. We define informativity as the addi-
tion to N at least as strong as a preference for Ʒ.

(ᇾሃ) InformatiǁitǄ scale.
When added to N: Ʒ ኝኝ [Ʒ ኝ non-Ʒ] ኝኝ [Ʒ or non-Ʒ]

(ᇾሄ) InformatiǁitǄ. An utterance is informative if it adds at least a preference
for Ʒ in the negotiation space N.

Solipsistic-belief is not informative, as it adds nothing to N. Inquisitive-
belief, on the other hand, is informative, as it adds a preference for Ʒ in N.

Comparing now bare assertions and belief statements, we can now account
for the paradoxes observed in section 1.

As the table illustrates, there is a variety of combinations of private and pub-
lic commitments to the truthfulness of Ʒ. With solipsistic belief, the speaker
is only privately, but not publicly committed. With inquisitive/public belief,
the speaker is fully privately committed but only partially publicly committed.
With sincere bare assertions, he is both privately and publicly fully committed
to Ʒ. With lies she/he is only publicly fully committed.

We can now see that believe-statements differ from sincere assertions not
in the private dimension but in the public one. The fact that there is no dif-
ference between belief statements and assertions in the private dimension
explains why belief statements and assertions seem to be mutually entailing,
as the data in (2-a)–(2-b)—recalled in (29-a)–(29-b)—reveal.
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(ᇾህ) a. I believe that it rains, \#but it does not rain.
b. It rains, \#but I do not believe that it rains.

However, we have also noted in line with the literature that belief statements
seem to be weaker than assertions, as the contrast between (3-a)–(3-b)
repeated here in (30-a)–(30-b) reveals.

(ᇿᇼ) a. It is raining, #but I am not certain that it is raining.
b. I believe that it is raining, but I am not certain that it is raining.

Assertion and believe statements differ in their public commitments: while
both rely on a full private commitment, with believe statements the speaker
signals that s/he is not ready to (fully) publicly commit.

ᇷ Conclǀsion

This paperhad the goal of bringingnewelements to thedebate about the intric-
acies between belief statements and assertions, a very live debate in philo-
sophy, to which we believe that linguistics can fruitfully contribute. Indeed,
we have observed that belief predicates come in two sorts: as private and as
public attitudes, and that languages that feature mood choice allow us to see
this distinction clearly. From a semantic and, more broadly, a conceptual per-
spective, languages that do not featuremood choice can also feature these two
interpretations; however, they are hardly visible in the absence of grammatical
marking.

If our analysis is on the right track, it is possible to tease apart two categories
of attitudes, those whereby the speaker intends to contribute to finding truth
and those whereby the speaker intends to make her state of mind known. The
first are public attitudes, the second private ones. We have used the ‘uptake’
criterion: only those attitudes that present Ʒ for uptake are public. Attitudes
that present Ʒ for uptake are such that, if Ʒ is true, then Ʒ becomes common
ground. In order to be so, Ʒmust be knowable (must be such that a truth value
can be assigned to it, in the context of utterance) and only epistemic attitudes
can be public, granted absence of future orientation and absence of judgments
of personal preference which cannot be verified as true or false objectively in
the context of utterance.
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chapter ማማ

Poƾƿᅟmodal Conceƾƾiǁe Meaningƾᄘ A Conƿƽaƾƿiǁe
Coƽpǀƾ SƿǀdǄ of Fƽench and GeƽmanModal Veƽbƾ

Corinne Rossari and Elena Smirnova

ᇳ Inƿƽodǀcƿion

This paper aims at characterizing the modal meanings of French and Ger-
manmodal verbs by looking at their textual argumentative environments. Our
idea is that the argumentative patterns in which a modal form occurs have an
impact on the values that the forms can endorse. On the other hand, the basic
meaning of a modal form constrains the argumentative patterns in which it
can occur.

In previous studies (Rossari 201ᇺ, Rossari et al. 201ᇺ), we have investigated
the relationship between French and Italian modal expressions and the argu-
mentative patternwith the adversative connectors fr.mais and it.ma. Using the
newspaper corpus data from 21th century, we have seen that modal forms with
the basic meaning of necessity (nec) tend to behave differently from modal
forms with the basic meaning of possibility (pos). More specifically, some
of pos forms display a statistically highly significant attraction to mais/ma,
whereas this is not the case for nec forms (Rossari et al. 2016, Rossari 201ᇺ, 201ᇻ,
Rossari et al. 201ᇺ). This is particularly intriguing because the non-attraction of
nec forms cannot be accounted for in terms of grammatical, semantic or prag-
matic incompatibility. In the literature, it has been pointed out that nec and
pos forms can convey epistemic values in inferential contexts (Kronning 1ᇻᇻ0,
1ᇻᇻ6, Dendale 1ᇻᇻ4, Vetters 2012), cf. (1)–(2):

(ᇽ) Marie doiƿ être fatiguée après ses examens, il vaut mieux ne pas la dé-
ranger.
‘Mary must be tired after her exams, it is better not to disturb her.’

(ᇾ) Paul peǀƿ être fatigué après ses examens, il vautmieux ne pas le déranger.
‘Paul may be tired after his exams, so it is better not to disturb him.’

It has also been noticed (see e.g. Vetters 2012) that somemodal expressions dis-
play so-called “post-modal” values, as e.g. in (3)–(4). In this case, the form no
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longer seems to express the value associated with its basic modal meaning, in
this case pos, but has concessive reading.

(ᇿ) Je suis peǀƿᅟȆƿƽe une femme, mais … ኙ/ኙ il est possible que je sois une
femme, mais …
‘Maybe I am a woman, but … ኙ/ኙ it is possible that I am a woman, but …’

(ሀ) Je peǀǃ être un homme, mais … ኙ/ኙ il est possible que je sois un homme,
mais …
‘Maybe I am a man, but … ኙ/ኙ it is possible that I am a man, but …’

The difference between (1) and (2) has been usually accounted for in terms of
the strength of inference (Dendale 2000, Desclés &Guentchéva 2001). Accord-
ing to Tasmowski and Dendale (1ᇻᇻ4), pouvoir can be used when several pos-
sibilities are at stake, whereas devoir selects only one possibility as the most
probable due to the reasoning of the speaker (see Dendale & De Mulder 1ᇻᇻ6,
Desclés & Guentchéva 2001). Post-modal uses as in (3) and (4) are usually
treated as cases of pragmaticalisation (Vetters 2012), or as polyphonic variants
(Nølke 1ᇻᇺᇺ, 2014). However, no explanation has been presented so far for the
fact that only pouvoir and peutᄵêtre, and not devoir, display such post-modal
uses.

Things get more complicated whenmodal verbs are used in the conditional
mood. Dendale (2000) examines the effect of the conditional marking of infer-
ential devoir and argues that it does not affect the inferential interpretation
of the verb; instead, it weakens the degree of certainty of the conclusion. In
our previous research (Rossari et al. 201ᇺ), we have analysed it. dovere and fr.
devoir and demonstrated that the conditionalmarking does not show the same
effect in both languages, especially if the argumentative patterns and contex-
tual environment of themodal expressions are taken into account.Thepurpose
of this paper is to elaborate further on the theoretical framework that mod-
els different uses of modal expressions with pos and nec values, focusing on
French and German.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 introduces our model of modal
meanings and its general application to French and Germanmodal verbs. Sec-
tion 3 formulates the hypotheses of the present study. In Section 4, we briefly
describe the data and method of the corpus study. Section 5 discusses the res-
ults of our corpus study, and Section 6 concludes.
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P1. The core semantics (cs) of themodal form (mf)

P2. The semantic object (so) to which the cs applies:
proposition (P)
enunciation of proposition (ep)

if cs can be applied to ep ኙኝ
P3. The particular value resulting from the application of cs to ep,

which is triggered by a rhetorical purpose (RhP)
cs ኙ nec: the speaker wants to strongly support the statement
cs ኙ pos: the speaker does not want to strongly support the statement

figure ማማ.ማ General three-layer model of modal meanings

ᇴ A Unified Appƽoach ƿoModal Meaningƾ

ᇴᄙᇳ The GeƵeƹaƳ ThƹeeᄵLaǀeƹMƶdeƳ ƶf MƶdaƳMeaƵiƵgƺ
Our model consists basically of three parameters which are used to represent
the contribution of the modal form to the utterance in which it occurs.

With these three layers, our model accounts for different values a modal
form can convey in different contexts of use. The set of parameters P1 and P2
is conventional. Each form conveys a particular cs which may be applied to P
and/or ep. P3 is relevant only if the mf can apply to ep. If the cs is pos, the RhP
involves a weak endorsement by the speaker, if the cs is nec, the RhP involves
a strong endorsement by the speaker. Strong endorsement often results in a
conjectural interpretation as in (5); weak endorsement may result either in a
concessive interpretation (6) or in an interpretation where the speaker takes a
dismissive attitude towards the proposition (ᇹ).

(ሁ) Avec tout ce qu’il a bu il doiƿ être saoul, ᐜᐜmais j’en sais rien.
‘With all he has drunk, he must be drunk by now, ᐜᐜ but I don’t know.’

(ሂ) Je peǀǃ être une femme, mais je sais m’imposer.
‘Maybe I am a woman, but I know how to impose myself.’

(ሃ) Je poǀƽƽaiƾ le faire mais il vaut mieux ne pas faire appel à moi.
‘I could do it, but it’s better not to ask me.’
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ᇴᄙᇴ FƹeƵch poǀǁoiƽ aƵd deǁoiƽ
Asmentioned above, pouvoir can occur in concessive contexts, whereas devoir
cannot. It can only occur in strong endorsement contexts.

(ሄ) Je peǀǃ être une femme, mais …
‘Maybe I am a woman, but …’

(ህ) *Je doiƾ être une femme, mais …
‘I must be a woman, but …’

(ᇽᇼ) Avec tout ce qu’il a bu, il doiƿ être saoul (ኙ il est forcément saoul).
‘With all he has drunk, hemust be drunk by now (ኙ he is certainly drunk).’

We argue that this difference may be accounted for in terms of the applica-
tion of the third parameter P3 of our model presented above. Pouvoir conveys
a basic meaning of pos, which can apply to P or to ep. When it applies to ep,
the cs is still active and pouvoir indicates that the utterance of the proposition
is possible (ኙ pos). This is to say that the speaker makes a statement, but at
the same time, s/he indicates that s/he does not completely endorse it, as the
realization of the utterance is only possible. These mode of employment of the
modal verb is analogous to the rhetorical figure where the speaker explicitly
utters that s/he is not saying it, but at the same time, s/he is saying it, as in the
following sentence:

(ᇽᇽ) Je ne dis pas que Paul est stupide.
‘I’m not saying that Paul is stupid.’

By means of pouvoir, the speaker marks her/his utterance as possible, and this
allows for an interpretation where the speaker distances her/himself from the
statement, meaning that it should be put in the background of the discourse
flow.We can rephrase (ᇺ) as follows:

(ᇽᇾ) Je peǀǃ être une femme, mais …
“what really matters is not that I am awoman or not, as it can be assessed
as incompatible with my capacity of doing this or that, but that I can do
this or that”

On the other hand, the cs of devoir is nec. If it is applied to ep, it indicates that
the utterance of a statement is necessary (ኙ nec). This indication is incompat-
ible with an interpretation where the speaker distances her/himself from the
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P1. The core semantics cs of themodal formmf ኙ ئآأ

P2. The semantic object (so) to which ئآأ applies
proposition pos(P) ኙኝ possibility, capacity, permission
enunciation of proposition pos(ep)

if ئآأ is applied to ep ኙኝ
P3. The particular value resulting from the application of cs to ep,

which is triggered by a rhetorical purpose (RhP)
the speaker wants to weakly endorse the statement ኙኝ concessive value

figure ማማ.ሜ Pouvoir in the present tense indicative form

P1. The core semantics cs of themodal formmf ኙ ؘؖء

P2. The semantic object (so) to which ؘؖء applies
proposition nec(P) ኙኝ necessity, obligation
enunciation of proposition nec(ep)

if ؘؖء is applied to ep ኙኝ
P3. The particular value resulting from the application of cs to ep,

which is triggered by a rhetorical purpose (RhP)
the speaker wants to strongly endorse the statement ኙኝ epistemic value,
strong inferences

figure ማማ.ም Devoir in the present tense indicative form

statement.When applied to ep, devoir always indicates that the speaker has to
say what s/he does. Therefore, s/he cannot weakly endorse the statement, as
shown in (ᇻ). This difference between pouvoir and devoir is modeled in Figures
11.2 and 11.3.

2.2.1 Pouvoir and devoir in the Conditional Mood
The uses of devoir and pouvoir in the conditionalmood are different from those
in the indicative. On the one hand, the conditional formof pouvoir cannot have
concessive readings, cf. (13); but it can be used in contexts when the speaker
shows a dismissive attitude, cf. (14):

(ᇽᇿ) ᐜᐜJe poǀƽƽaiƾ être une femme, mais …
‘Maybe I am a woman, but …’
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(ᇽሀ) Je poǀƽƽaiƾ le faire, mais …
‘I could do that, but …’

On the other hand, devoir cannot be used in “pure” inferential contexts:

(ᇽሁ) Pourquoi a-t-il pris froid?
‘Why did he catch a cold?’
Il doiƿ encore être sorti sans se couvrir / ᐜᐜIl deǁƽaiƿ encore être sorti sans
se couvrir
‘He devoir.pres.ind have gone out without warm clothes. ᐜᐜHe devoir.
cond have gone out without warm clothes.’

The core semantics changes when both forms are used in the conditional
mood. As for pouvoir, the form can apply to both P and ep; devoir, on the other
hand, can only apply to P.With pouvoir, the application to ep involves an inter-
pretation according to which the speaker not only wants to weakly endorse
the statement, but s/he adds a condition to endorse it. This allows pouvoir to be
used in dismissive contexts, such as (ᇹ) above. On the contrary, it does not allow
the use of pouvoir in a concessive context, because the indication of a condi-
tion to utter the statement cannot be relevant in a contextwhere the statement
is self-obvious. As for devoir, the form applies only to P. Thus, the values that it
can endorse are linked tonecessity or obligationplus condition. Such values are
not compatible with pure inferential contexts, where a necessity or an obliga-
tion interpretation cannot hold. On the other hand, some inferential contexts
can be ambiguous between a necessity submitted to condition interpretation
and an epistemic one:

(ᇽሂ) A l’heure qu’il est il deǁƽaiƿ être arrivé.
‘By now he should have arrived.’
ኙ Il est nécessaire qu’il soit arrivé si tout se passe comme prévu.
‘It is necessary that it has happened if everything goes as planned’
ኙ Tout porte à croire qu’il est arrivé.
‘All indications are that he has arrived.’

Insteadof considering the functioningof devrait as qualifying ep,we consider it
as qualifying P. Devrait always conveys a flavour of necessity even if it is used in
inferential contexts. Therefore, when the necessity interpretation is not avail-
able, as it is in the pure inferential contexts, the use of devrait is not possible.
The use of doit is instead natural, because the form applies to ep indicating
that it is necessary to utter P since the speaker has strong evidences, even if
s/he does not explicitly address them, as in (15) above.
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P1. The core semantics cs of themodal formmf ኙ ئآأ ና ؗءآؖ

P2. The semantic object (so) to which ئآأ ና ؗءآؖ applies
proposition pos(P) ኙኝ possibility, capacity, permission
enunciation of proposition ئآأ ና ؗءآؖ (ep)

if ئآأ ና ؗءآؖ is applied to ep ኙኝ
P3. The particular value resulting from the application of cs to ep,

which is triggered by a rhetorical purpose (RhP)
the speaker wants to weakly endorse the statement ኙኝ dismissive attitude

figure ማማ.ሞ Pouvoir in the conditional mood form

P1. The core semantics cs of themodal formmf ኙ ؘؖء ና ؗءآؖ

P2. The semantic object (so) to which ؘؖء ና ؗءآؖ applies
proposition ؘؖء ና ؗءآؖ (P) ኙኝ conditional necessity, obligation

figure ማማ.ሟ Devoir in the conditional mood form

ᇴᄙᇵ GeƹƴaƵMƶdaƳ Veƹbƺ
The paradigm of German modals consists of six verbs: könnenძ sollenძ müssenძ
mögenძ dürfen, and wollen. Unlike French, several modal verbs are associated
with each of the core values pos and nec, whereby a distinction between epi-
stemic and non-epistemic uses is usuallymade for all of them (cf. e.g. Öhlschlä-
ger 1ᇻᇺᇻ, Diewald 1ᇻᇻᇻ, Mortelmans 1ᇻᇻᇻ, Abraham & Leiss 200ᇻ, Maché 2013,
Baumann 201ᇹ). In this study, we focus on two different modal verbs from the
pos domain, können and mögen, and one nec verb müssen.ሾ In terms of fre-
quency, können and müssen are the most frequent ones, mögen is much less
frequent, independently of which corpora of present-day German are consul-
ted (see Maché 2013: 31–33 and references therein).

Depending on the particular context of use, könnenmay be associated with
three basic modal readings: 1. dynamic ability/capacity reading, 2. situational

ᇽ The verbs wollen and sollen will not be considered in this study, as they differ from the
other four verbs in several respects (see e.g. Maché 2013, Ch. ᇹ). First, wollen is a modal verb
with volitive semantics, and thus does not correspond to the core notions of pos and nec
focused on in this study. Second, the epistemic readings of these verbs are of evidential kind,
expressing reportative modality/evidentiality. Third, there is no formal distinction between
the preterit indicative and the preterit subjunctive forms of these verbs (sollteძ wollte).
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possibility reading, and 3. epistemic possibility reading. The ability reading of
können represents a prototypical instance of dynamic modality, where können
ascribes an ability or capability to the first argument participant of the infin-
itive verb, which is usually the agent participant realized as the subject of the
clause.

(ᇽሃ) Sie kann schwimmen.
‘She can swim.’

In its situational reading, können denotes possibility which is not ascribed to a
particular individual but is inherent in the state of affairs, cf. (1ᇹ).

(ᇽሄ) Es kann hier manchmal regnen.
‘It can rain here sometimes.’

In its epistemic reading, können involves an estimation of the likelihood of the
proposition expressed in the clause. More specifically, können expresses epi-
stemic possibility.

(ᇽህ) Er kann zu Hause sein.
‘He may [lit.: can] be at home.’

With respect to the general model of modal meanings introduced above, we
propose to treat all three readings of können, i.e. those of physical ability, situ-
ational possibility, and epistemic possibility, in a unifiedmanner.We argue that
in each case, können, similarly to its French pendant pouvoir, invokes its basic
meaning of pos, and ascribes this possibility value on the propositional level.
That is, the proposed notation of the semantic contribution of können is in any
case: pos(P), that is, the propositional content is evaluated by the speaker as
possible. Whether the pos value is ascribed to the first argument participant
of the lexical verbs, as in the case of ability/capability reading in (1ᇹ), or to the
state of affairs as awhole, as it is the casewith the situational (1ᇺ) and epistemic
readings (1ᇻ), our semanticmodel does not differentiate between these usages,
because the core contribution of können remains in each case the same (see
Figure 11.6).

What is important for the purposes of the present study, is that können can
be used in the indicative as well in the preterit subjunctive (Konjunktiv ii)
form. The function of the German preterit subjunctive is usually described
as indication of the non- or counter-factual status to the proposition (Kasper
1ᇻᇺᇹ, Diewald 1ᇻᇻᇻ). Additionally, it has been noted that its function may be
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P1. The core semantics cs of themodal formmf ኙ ئآأ

P2. The semantic object (so) to which ئآأ applies
proposition pos(P) ኙኝ ability/capacity, situational/ epistemic possibility
enunciation of proposition pos(ep)

figure ማማ.ሠ Können in the present tense indicative form

described as an implicit reference to some non-fulfilled condition(s) prevent-
ing the proposition from being a fact.

Können with the preterit subjunctive marking mostly results in a compos-
itional meaning, as exemplified in (20) for the dynamic reading of können: as
können operates at the level of the proposition, its respective semantics ismod-
ified by the subjunctive morphology so that the ability reading remains the
same, but the state of affairs is marked as non-factual due to the non-fulfilled
status of some condition(s).

(ᇾᇼ) Ich kʢnnƿe schwimmen (, wenn ich meinen Badeanzug dabei hätte).
ኙኝ Ich kann imMoment nicht schwimmen.
‘I could swim (, if I had my swimsuit with me).’
ኙኝ ‘I cannot swim at the moment.’

With respect to the epistemic reading of können, the situation with indicative
vs. preterit subjunctive forms ismore complicated, however.Maché (2013: 54ff.)
for example proposes to see the major difference between the epistemic kann
and könnte in the way they qualify the evidence underlying the epistemic judg-
ment of the speaker. The degree of certainty isweakened,when the subjunctive
form könnte is used, mainly due to the fact that the speaker does not know
whether his/her premises hold, i.e. it is the premiseswhose status is questioned
and thus non-fulfilled,which canbeparaphrased as follows: “if mypremises are
correct, it is possible that p”.

(ᇾᇽ) Er kʢnnƿe zu Hause sein. (Wenn meine Information stimmt, dass er um
diese Zeit nicht arbeitet.)
‘He could be at home. (If my information is correct that he is not working
at this time.)’

In any case, epistemic kann and könnte seem to be notmutually replaceable (cf.
Coates 1ᇻᇺ3, Lötscher 1ᇻᇻ1, Fritz 1ᇻᇻᇹ: 101, Mortelmans 1ᇻᇻᇻ: 205, Maché 2013:
63), as the degree of certainty decreases as soon as a subjunctive form is used.
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P1. The core semantics cs of themodal formmf ኙ ئآأ ና ؗءآؖ

P2. The semantic object (so) to which ئآأ ና ؗءآؖ applies
proposition ئآأ ና ؗءآؖ (P) ኙኝ conditioned ability/capacity, weakened

degree of situational/epistemic possibility

figure ማማ.ሡ Können in the preterit subjunctive form

Müssen is usually associated with four different modal readings: 1. dynamic
reading of a physical need, 2. dynamic circumstantial reading, 3. deontic read-
ing of obligation, and 4. epistemic necessity reading.

In its first dynamic necessity reading, müssen indicates a physical need of
the first-argument participant, cf. (22):

(ᇾᇾ) Ichmǀƾƾ etwas essen, ich bin so hungrig.
‘I must eat something, I am so hungry.’

In its dynamic circumstantial reading, müssen refers to the necessity that is
conditioned by external factors (“participant-imposed”modality in Nuyts 2016;
“participant-external” modality in van der Auwera & Plungian 1ᇻᇻᇺ), cf. (23):

(ᇾᇿ) Siemǀƾƾ viel lernen, um die Prüfung zu bestehen.
‘She has to learn a lot to pas s the exam.’

Deontic müssen indicates an obligation which is imposed upon the first-
argument participant by some laws and regulations, see (24):

(ᇾሀ) Dieses Gebäudemǀƾƾ überwacht werden. (Niemand darf es ohne Erlaub-
nis betreten)
‘This building needs to bemonitored. (Nobody is allowed to enterwithout
a permission)’

Epistemic müssen indicates that the proposition is not part of the speaker’s
knowledge and expresses high degree of certainty of the epistemic judgment
of the speaker, cf. (25).

(ᇾሁ) Dieses Gebäude mǀƾƾ überwacht werden. (Im Garten sind Polizisten zu
sehen)
‘This building needs to be monitored. (One can see police officers in the
garden)’
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P1. The core semantics cs of themodal formmf ኙ ؘؖء

P2. The semantic object (so) to which ؘؖء applies
proposition nec(P) ኙኝ necessity, obligation
enunciation of proposition nec(ep)

if ؘؖء is applied to ep ኙኝ
P3. The particular value resulting from the application of cs to ep,

which is triggered by a rhetorical purpose (RhP)
the speaker wants to strongly endorse the statement ኙኝ epistemic value,
strong inferences

figure ማማ.ሢ Müssen in the present tense indicative form

In our model of modal meanings introduced above, different readings of
müssen receive two different notations (see Figure 11.ᇺ). The dynamic and the
deonticmeanings introduced in (22), (23) and (24) invoke the basicmeaning of
necessity and modify the event expressed in the proposition: nec(P). Müssen
ascribes this necessity value to the proposition: nec value may be either to the
first argument participant of the lexical verb, as in the case of physical need
and deontic readings, or to the state of affairs as a whole, as it is the case with
the circumstantial reading.

On the other hand, if müssen is used in its epistemic reading, as in (25), the
basic semantic contributionnec,which remains the same, is applied not at the
level of the proposition, but at the level of enunciation: nec(ep), and the result-
ing interpretationmay be paraphrased in the followingmanner: “it is necessary
to say (E) that P”. In our view, this fact explains whymüssen is often associated
with evidential nuances, in the sense: “in view of what I know, it is necessary to
conclude that P”.

As is the case with könnenძ müssen comes across in two morphological real-
izations: as indicativemuss and as preterit subjunctivemüsste. Non-epistemic
müsste can be treated along the same lines as the dynamic readings of the
preterit subjunctive forms of könnte, cf. (26). As müssen operates at the level
of the proposition, its respective semantics is modified by the subjunctive
morphology so that the obligation reading remains the same, but the propos-
ition is marked as non-factual due to the non-fulfilled status of some condi-
tion(s).

(ᇾሂ) Erm˦ƾƾƿe jetzt eigentlich arbeiten (wenn er nicht krank wäre).
ኙኝ Er muss imMoment nicht arbeiten.
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P1. The core semantics cs of themodal formmf ኙ ؘؖء ና ؗءآؖ

P2. The semantic object (so) to which ؘؖء ና ؗءآؖ applies
proposition ؘؖء ና ؗءآؖ (P) ኙኝ conditioned necessity/obligation
enunciation of proposition nec ና cond (ep)

if ؘؖء ና ؗءآؖ is applied to ep ኙኝ
P3. The particular value resulting from the application of cs to ep,

which is triggered by a rhetorical purpose (RhP)
ኙኝweakeneddegree of situational/epistemic possibility due to non-factual
or uncertain status of the premises

figure ማማ.ሣ Müsste in the preterit subjunctive form

‘He would have to work now (if he wasn’t sick).’
ኙኝ ‘He does not have to work at the moment.’

As in the case of epistemic könnte, the interplay of the subjunctive marking
and the epistemic reading of müssen is rather complex. For the sake of simpli-
city, we can say at this point that müssen behaves more or less analogously to
können in that the degree of certainty is weakened when the subjunctive form
müsste is used (see Figure 11.ᇻ).

(ᇾሃ) Erm˦ƾƾƿe zu Hause sein.
‘He should be at home.’

Mögen is probably themost difficult verb to analyse, as it involves awhole range
of usages which do not seem to be related to each other (any more). It can
be used as a volitive verb, and it always exhibits a concessive value whenever
used as an epistemic modal verb, whereas its epistemic possibility reading has
been lost in the last centuries. Additionally, its preterit subjunctive formmöchte
exists as an independent lexeme.

Volitivemögen is very similar to the other volitive modal verb wollen and is
mostly restricted to negative contexts, as exemplified in (26) (see Welke 1ᇻ65:
115, Öhlschläger 1ᇻᇺᇻ: 1ᇹᇻ, Weinrich 1ᇻᇻ3: 30ᇹ, Fritz 1ᇻᇻᇹ, Diewald 1ᇻᇻᇻ, Maché
2013):

(ᇾሄ) Ichmag jetzt nicht darüber reden.
‘I don’t want to talk about it right now.’
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Interestingly,mögenwas able to express any type of circumstantial and epi-
stemic possibility until the Early NewHighGerman period, and ceased to do so
in present-day German (cf. Bech 1ᇻ51, Fritz 1ᇻᇻᇹ, Diewald 1ᇻᇻᇻ). Diewald (1ᇻᇻᇻ:
3ᇻ2) argues that this semantics shift was due to the rise of another possibility
modal verb können, which replacedmögen in themost relevant possibility con-
texts. As one of the outcomes of this competition,mögen has developed amore
specialized volitive meaning and promoted it as its primary semantics.

The epistemic uses of mögen are restricted to the indicative form mag and
are rather complicated to capture. As has been pointed out in multiple studies
(e.g. Becker 1ᇺ36, Bech 1ᇻ4ᇻ, Welke 1ᇻ65, Öhlschläger 1ᇻᇺᇻ, Fritz 1ᇻᇻ1, Diewald
1ᇻᇻᇻ, Maché 2013), the so-called “epistemic”mag is mostly concessive and not
at all epistemic. The speaker does not seem to judge the proposition asmore or
less likely. Instead, s/he is indifferent as to the epistemic status of the proposi-
tion.Mag signals that there is another speaker that believes the proposition to
be true, and states at the same time that this is irrelevant in the actual discourse
situation. Usually, another statement follows the sentence with mag in which
a proposition is presented which the speaker treats as a fact, cf. e.g. (2ᇻ):

(ᇾህ) Ermag der beste Schauspieler sein, aber ich finde ihn nicht gut.
‘Let him be the best actor, but I don’t think he’s good.’

Summing up, mögen is a “not well-behaved” possibility modal verb. With
respect to the model of modal meanings introduced above, we focus only on
the epistemic reading of mag, as the volitive/desire semantics of this modal
verb cannot be accounted for in terms of pos (see Figure 11.10). As noted in
Diewald (1ᇻᇻᇻ), the concessive variant of this verb has developed from the
former epistemic possibility reading, which by now has almost completely
been lost and has been taken over by the modal verb können. Mögen has obvi-
ously been subject to massif semantic shifts in the course of its diachrony,
resulting in the lexical split introduced above.

For the concessive reading of the indicative mag, we argue that the core
semantics pos is attachedat the level of enunciation, andnot at the level of pro-
position: pos(ep). Asmag is used only in the indicative, there is no additional
contribution of the subjunctive, and the semantic contribution of magmay be
paraphrased as “it is possible to say that P”. However, as the short description
above has revealed, this interpretation does not capture in itself the concess-
ive semantics of mag, which seems to have become dominant in present-day
German. At this point, however, we let it as it is, in the least specific form, and
postpone the discussion of the specific semantic contribution of mag to Sec-
tion 5, after the presentation of the results of our corpus study.
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P1. The core semantics cs of themodal formmf ኙ ئآأ

P2. The semantic object (so) to which ئآأ applies
proposition pos(P)
enunciation of proposition pos(ep)

if ئآأ is applied to ep ኙኝ
P3. The particular value resulting from the application of cs to ep,

which is triggered by a rhetorical purpose (RhP)
the speaker wants to weakly endorse the statement ኙኝ concessive value

figure ማማ.ማሚ Mögen in the present tense indicative form

ᇵ HǄpoƿheƾeƾᄘ ئآأ ǁƾ Modalؘؖء Eǃpƽeƾƾionƾ and ConceƾƾiǁiƿǄ

Our quantitative analysis will focus on the significance of the association
between the modal verb and the conjunction fr. mais/germ. aber. A conjunc-
tion plays a non-negligible role in the liability of the modal form to occur in its
left or right environment, since it gives an indication on the endorsement of
the utterances it coordinates. According to the seminal work of Anscombre &
Ducrot (1ᇻᇹᇹ), it is acknowledged that the left utterance has less argumentative
strength, and thus is less strongly endorsed than the right one when both are
linked bymais/aber. According to this background, we hypothesize that a pos
form ismore compatiblewith anutterancewith less argumentative strength, in
contrast to a nec form. The conjunction indicating that the utterance in which
it occurs is backgrounded in the discourse can hardly minimize the indication
of necessity. On the other hand, it can strengthen the nec value when it occurs
in the utterance that followsmaisჽaber. We thus expect that the association of
maisჽaber with nec modal forms on its left (ኙ nec … maisჽaber) is less signi-
ficant than the association of maisჽaber with nec forms in its right context (ኙ
maisჽaber… nec).

Conversely, we expect that pos modal forms are more compatible with the
utterance which is discursively backgrounded, thus pos forms are expected to
be associated withmaisჽaber to their right (ኙ pos …maisჽaber). Additionally,
we canhypothesize that posmodal forms that canoccur in concessive contexts
(pouvoir andmögen) showa significant attraction to the conjunctionmaisჽaber
in their right context. Thus, we expect, in particular for French, that pouvoir in
the present tense shows more attraction to rightmais than pouvoir in the con-
ditional mood, which is not compatible with concessive contexts.
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table ማማ.ማ Corpora used for this study

Fƽench Geƽman

newspaper Le Monde 200ᇺa zeit 200ᇺb
corpus size 20,410 ᇹ66 tokens 563,306 51ᇹ tokens

a Accessed through btlc (BaseTextuelle Lexico-statistique deCologne,
Diwersy 2014), constituted within the French-German project Presto
(http://presto.ens‑lyon.fr) and Emolex (http://phraseotext.univ‑greno
ble‑alpes.fr/emoBase).

b Accessed through the dwds interface (www.dwds.de).

ᇶ Daƿa andMeƿhodologǄ

To test our hypotheses, we have conducted two different corpus studies, one for
the quantitative purposes, and one for the more detailed semantic analysis of
the argumentative patterns the modal expressions are used in. For both stud-
ies, we used comparable corpora of German and French, namely the corpora
of national newspapers (Le Monde for French, Die Zeit for German), from the
same year 200ᇺ, to increase the comparability rate. Table 11.1 contains the basic
information about the corpora used.

For the first quantitative study, we extracted all occurrences of the respect-
ive modal verbs from the corpus, as well as their occurrences with the relevant
connectors, i.e. fr. mais and germ. aber. Note that for German, we considered
only the indicative formsofmögen, as thepreterit subjunctive formmöchte rep-
resents an independent lexical element and cannot be used epistemically at all
(see Section 2.3 for details). The relevant context window was set to 10 words
(to the left and to the right; see Rossari et al. 201ᇺ:10ᇹ for the test of the most
efficient window). To estimate the degree of association between modal verbs
and the connectors, we have calculated the loglikelihood value (ኙ ll score) of
the cooccurrence of the modal expressions in question, i.e. modal verbs, with
the adversative connectors fr. mais and germ. aber. The significance level was
set to 10.3ᇺ.

For German, we have added to this quantitative study a qualitative inquiry
concerning the modal verb mögen (mag in the present indicative form), the
unique modal verb having conventionalized the concessive meaning, in order
to identify relevant contextual elements. We have extracted a random sample
of 200 examples of the modal verb mögen from the same zeit-corpus. Each
individual example in the sample was annotated according to the following
parameters:
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figure ማማ.ማማ Association between modal expressions in the present indicative and the connectormais
(G indicates thatmais follows the modal expression)

– reading of the modal verb: dynamic, concessive, etc.;
– connectors present in the broader context, i.e. one sentence before and after

the sentence with the modal verb;
– infinitive verb in the scope of the modal verb;
– subject of the clause: human, agentive, propositional, expletive, etc.;
– syntactic structure, e.g. main/embedded clause, conditional clause;
– lexicalmaterial in the broader context pointing towards a particular reading

of the modal verb, e.g. sentence adverbials, modal particles, etc.
The rationale behind these parameters was to see whethermag, which, in the
course of the last centuries, has obviously become conventionally associated
with the concessive meaning and seized to convey any epistemic judgment of
the speaker, is still tied to particular contexts of use which point to the (dia-
chronic) origins of the concessive interpretation. In doing so, we hope to be
able to understand how a potential interpretation of modal expressions of pos,
which is largely due to the particular contextual and discursive environment,
could have become the dominant reading of this modal verb.

ᇷ Reƾǀlƿƾ and Diƾcǀƾƾion

ᇷᄙᇳ FƹeƵchMƶdaƳ EƿƷƹeƺƺiƶƵƺ
Figure 11.11 shows the association strength values of the French modal forms
with core meanings nec and pos on the one hand and the connectormais on
the other. We have extended our paradigm to all modal expressions convey-
ing pos (pouvoir, il est possible) or nec (devoir, falloir, il est nécessaire) as core

For use by the Author only | © 2022 Koninklijke Brill NV



ሜሟሚ rossari and smirnova

meaning, in order to demonstrate that the results are due to the core meaning
and not to the idiosyncrasy of the semantics of devoir or pouvoir.

The numbers are quite clear-cut for the nec or pos forms. The nec forms
have no specific associationwithmaiswhen they occur in the left environment
of the connector; on the contrary, they have a high degree of association with
maiswhen they occur in its right environment (211 for devoir, 632 for falloir and
12.25 for il est necessaire que).

The results for the pos forms are more complex. Pouvoir is associated with
mais in the right and the left environment (11ᇻ left and 504 right), but il est
possible is specific in the right environment only (11.ᇻ). This difference in the
quantitative data between pouvoir and il est possible meets a difference in
their distribution: il est possible cannot occur in concessive contexts, whereas
pouvoir, as already seen, can:

(ᇿᇼ) ᐜᐜIl eƾƿ poƾƾible que je sois une femme, mais …
‘It is probable that I am a woman, but …’

(ᇿᇽ) Je peǀǃ être une femmemais …
‘Maybe I am a woman, but …’

In our model, this difference of use is accounted for by the application of cs to
different semantic objects: pouvoir can apply to P or to ep; il est possible applies
only to P. Therefore, it cannot appear in contexts in which the utterance is dis-
cursively backgrounded due to the content that is not relevant in the actual
flow of discourse. In this context, the only way to interpret il est possible is to
understand it as indicating that P is possible, which is a non-sense. Our model
predicts thus that only pos forms that apply to ep can appear in concessive
contexts.

To sum up, the quantitative data show that:
(i) The nec forms are more frequently used in the right context of mais,

because of their core meaning whether they apply to P or to ep.
(ii) The pos forms are more attracted to the left environment of mais when

they apply to E(P) (pouvoir or peutᄵêtre) and convey a concessive value.
When the form applies to P (il est possible que or probablement) it shows
no attraction to the left of mais.

For the modal verbs in the conditional mood, we have modelled that devoir
only apply to P and pouvoir to both semantic objects, but when it applies to
ep it can only convey dismissive value not a concessive one. If (i) and (ii)
above are correct, we should observe that pouvoir in the conditional mood
is not attracted by mais to the left of it. Devoir should not reveal any differ-
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figure ማማ.ማሜ Association between modal expressions in the conditional mood (cnd) and the connector
mais (G indicates thatmais follows the modal expression and D indicates thatmais pre-
cedes the modal expression)

ences, since the nec forms show no attraction to the left of mais. We have
done the inquiry for the nec verbal modal forms falloir, devoir and pos mf
pouvoir.

The trends are straightforward for pouvoir: the score shows no attraction to
mais in the left position (1.4), whereas in the right position the score keeps on
showing attraction (100). For the nec forms, the ll score shows attraction for
falloir in the right position but no attraction for devoir. This can be due to a
corpus bias since in press the large majority of the occurrences of devoir in the
conditional mood (ᇻ0ነ) have temporal interpretation.

(ᇿᇾ) Le ministère de la justice a transmis lundi ᇻ juin, au Conseil d’État un
avant-projet de loi pénitentiaire qui deǁƽaiƿ être présenté au Parlement à
l’automne.
ኙ l’avant-projet sera si tout se passe comme prévu présenté …
‘OnMonday, Juneᇻ, theMinistry of Justice sent theCouncil of State adraft
penitentiary bill, which would be presented to Parliament in the fall.
ኙ the draft will be presented if everything goes as planned …’

In this reading,devoir couldnot be rephrasedwith faudrait, which conveys very
strongly a necessity value:

(ᇿᇿ) Le ministère de la justice a transmis lundi ᇻ juin, au Conseil d’État un
avant-projet de loi pénitentiaire qu’il faǀdƽaiƿ présenter au Parlement à
l’automne.
ኙ/ኙ l’avant-projet sera si tout se passe comme prévu présenté …
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‘On Monday, June ᇻ, the Ministry of Justice sent the Council of State a
preliminary draft of a prison law that should have been presented to Par-
liament in the fall.
ኙ/ኙ the draft will be presented if everything goes as planned …’

To sum up, the quantitative data concerning the modal verbs in the condi-
tionalmood are consistentwith the assumptions (i) and (ii): the blocking of the
concessive value makes pourrait less compatible with mais in the right envir-
onment.

ᇷᄙᇴ GeƹƴaƵMƶdaƳ Veƹbƺ
Asmentioned in Section 3, only two Germanmodal verbs,müssen and können,
may occur in both forms, the present indicative and the preterit subjunctive,
thereby maintaining basically the same semantics, including epistemic read-
ings. For reasons of comparability,wewill start bypresenting the first quantitat-
ive results for these two verbs; the results for (mag)will be presented separately.

Figure 11.13 shows the association strength of können and müssen in the
present tense indicative form and the connector aber. Similarly to French
modal expressions with the basic meaning of nec,müssen shows a strong neg-
ative attraction to aber in the following context (-ᇻᇺ.5ᇹ), whereas both forms
are strongly attracted to each other when aber precedesmüssen (34.ᇺ). In view
of themodel and the hypotheses presented above, this is exactly what we have
expected of müssen due to its semantic core (cs) component of nec.

A look at können reveals a similar picture: here again, there is an attraction
with the preceding aber (50.04), and a dis-attraction with aber in the following
context (-1ᇻ.32). That können and aber show a high degree of attraction when
aber precedes können, is again not surprising, and follows the same trend as in
French.More specifically, könnenbehaves in this respect like theFrenchexpres-
sion il est possible queჽde, but not like French modal verb pouvoir. The reason
for this behaviour is thus the same and is accounted for in our model by the
application of the core semantics of pos to different semantic objects. As we
have proposed in Section 2.3, können in all its readings applies only to P. For this
reason, its usage in contexts where the utterance is discursively backgrounded
is blocked. This is to say that the only way to interpret German können is to
understand it as indicating that P is possible, be it dynamically, situationally,
or epistemically. Moreover, as will be shown further below, it is the German
modal verbmagwhich serves as a modal expression with the same basic com-
ponent of pos, but applies almost exclusively at the level of ep, and, contrary
to können, displays a very high degree of attraction to aber in the preceding
context.
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figure ማማ.ማሞ Association strength between modal verbs in the preterit subjunctive and the
connector aber

figure ማማ.ማም Association strength between modal verbs in the present indicative and the
connector aber

Figure 11.14 presents the same association scores for the preterit subjunctive
forms of the verbs können and müssen. This time, we find only negative val-
ues, but only those for können exceed the significance level of 10.3ᇺ. Können
shows thus a straightforward dis-preference with respect to the contexts with
the adversative connector aber. Referring back to the point (ii) in Section 5.1:
when amodal expression applies only to P, it is not likely to occur in concessive
contexts and therefore should show no attraction to the following adversative
connector. Therefore, we can say that this is again an expected result.

Figure 11.15 gives the association values of the modal verb mag (present
indicative) and aber in the same corpus. What is particularly important, it the
relation between mag followed by aber, which are extremely strongly asso-
ciated with each other. Compared with the modal verbs können and müssen
discussed above, mag is the only modal verb that is strongly associated with
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figure ማማ.ማሟ Association strength between modal verbsmag and the connector
aber

the connector aber to its right in the discourse. And of course, this is what we
had expected from our qualitative analysis, since mag is conventionally asso-
ciated with the concessive value in present-day German, and, in this reading,
applies exclusively at the level of ep, rendering the utterance inwhich is occurs
as irrelevant and backgrounded in the actual discourse situation.

In the following, we will focus only on the modal verb mag,ሿ and present
the results of the qualitative semantic analysis of a sample of 200 examples
extracted from the same newspapers corpus (zeit 200ᇺ). Table 11.2 gives the
first overview of the readings found in this sample. As can be seen from this
first overview, the concessive reading of mag is more frequent in our sample
(ca. 60ነ); the rest of the examples represent the desire or preference reading
of mag, wheremögen only rarely combines with infinitive verbs, and instead is
used with nominal complements, cf. e.g. (34):

(ᇿሀ) Sehen Sie, ichmag auch Schmuck. [Zeit Magazin, 13.11.200ᇺ, Nr. 4ᇹ]
‘You see, I like jewelry too.’

ᇾ At this point, wewould like to add a short remark on the diachrony of können. As presented in
Figures 11.13 and 11.14, können is not associatedwith the followingaber in the synchronic news-
papers data. However, if one looks into the diachronic data from the 1ᇺth century, bothmodal
verbs carrying pos value as their core semantics, i.e. können andmögen, were compatiblewith
the adversative contexts and could be interpreted as markers of concessive value. However,
whereas mögen established itself as a dominant expression of concessivity in German, and
conventionalized this interpretation as its central semantic reading, this did not happen to
können. Though both verbs were compatible with concessive readings in an earlier period
of time, mögen seem to have occupied this semantic domain, and können has weakened its
contextual ties with the adversative connective.
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table ማማ.ሜ Distribution of different readings of mag in the
analysed sample

Reading Aƿƿeƾƿaƿionƾ ነ

concessive ᇽᇽህ ሁህ.ሁነ
desire/preference/directive ሄᇽ ሀᇼ.ሁነ
total ᇾᇼᇼ ᇽᇼᇼነ

The general idea of our model is to say that the core modal semantics of pos
is applied at the level of enunciation (ep), and this application results in a par-
ticular discursive or rhetorical value of the form. For mag, it can be said that
the proposition in the scope of this modal verb is not evaluated with respect to
its epistemic status (anymore) and does not bear any epistemic value. Instead,
a particular status of the utterance in the discourse is indicated by usingmag.
That is,mag serves exclusively tomark the status of the utterance as irrelevant,
from the speaker’s point of view, in contrast to another—explicitly formulated
or implicitly present—proposition.

Konzessive Bedeutung ist inhärent phorisch, indem sie eine Verbindung
zwischen zwei Sachverhalten herstellt. Zwischen beiden Sachverhalten
besteht ein Gegensatz, dem jedoch kein Gewicht beigemessen wird. Bei
den meisten Verwendungen von mag ist diese Verbindung textuell voll-
ständig ausgeführt: dermag enthaltene Satz gesteht dieMöglichkeit eines
entgegenstehenden Sachverhalts zu, ein nachfolgender (Teil-)Satz stellt
den Sachverhalt dar, den der Sprecher trotz des möglichen Vorliegens
einesWiderspruchs als faktisch bewertet.ቀ

diewald 1ᇻᇻᇻ: 23ᇹ

Wewould like to argue that in the case ofmag, which is very strongly associated
with concessive semantics and has practically lost its epistemic interpretation
in present-day German, the application of the core modal meaning pos at the

ᇿ Concessive meaning is inherently phorical in the sense that it establishes a link between two
facts. There is a contradictionbetween them, but noweight is attached to it.Withmost uses of
mag, this connection is fully explained in the text: the clause containingmag introduces the
possibility of an opposite fact, a following clause represents another fact, which is evaluated
by the speaker as factual despite the possible existence of a contradiction. (our translation).

For use by the Author only | © 2022 Koninklijke Brill NV



ሜሟሠ rossari and smirnova

level of ep—together with the contextual information presented in the text—
gives rise to the concessive semantics of the contemporarymag. Therefore, we
would like to propose the following qualification of themodalmeaning of con-
cessivemag in present-dayGerman (Note that this characterization is different
from those of the French pos verb pouvoir that covers different types of mean-
ings which are represented in German by at least two distinct modal verbs,
können andmögen).

By shifting the modal qualification of possibility (pos) to the enunci-
ation (ep) level by using mag, the speaker indicates that it is possible
for him/her to utter the propositional content, alƿhoǀgh s/he consider it
irrelevant for the current discourse.

The main point is, however, that this rhetorical interpretation is still heavily
dependent on the particular communicative situation; it is always related to a
particular argumentative strategy. This discursive interpretation of mag is still
very tightly associated with different contextually present expressions which
clearly express different nuances of contrast, irrelevance, adversativity, and
concession.

Further above,wehave shown thatmag in general is strongly associatedwith
the adversative connectors aber (32 out of 11ᇻ) following the clause containing
mag, consider (35).

(ᇿሁ) Man mag einwenden, es sei nichts Neues, dass die Chefs amerikanis-
cher Konzerne eine Menge Geld kassieren. Aber es ist neu. [Die Zeit,
13.10.200ᇺ, Nr. 46]
‘Onemight argue that it is nothing new that the bosses of American com-
panies collect a lot of money. But it’s new.’

In the sample analysedmore thoroughly in this study, there are also other con-
textually present means which—together withmag—co-operate to trigger or
support concessive interpretation. Table 11.3 below gives a list of most frequent
expression types:

The examples (36)–(3ᇻ) from the corpus illustrate these four main expres-
sion types found in the contextual environment of mag:

(ᇿሂ) adversative/concessive connectors:
Dies mag teilweise die Zögerlichkeit Angela Merkels, die Bernd Ulrich
beschreibt, erklären. Andererseits ist die Kanzlerin eine strategisch den-
kende Frau … [Die Zeit, 1ᇹ.12.200ᇺ, Nr. 52]
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table ማማ.ም Most frequent linguistic elements in the contextual environment of mag

Eǃpƽeƾƾion ƿǄpe Eǃampleƾ Foǀnd in N
eǃampleƾ

adversative and
concessive
connectors

aber ‘but’ძ allerdingsძ jedoch, ‘however’, andererᄵ
seits ‘on the other hand’ძ dennochძ doch ‘neverthe-
less’ძ dagegen ‘in contrast’

60
50.4ነ

infinitive verb sein ‘be’ძ klingen ‘sound’;
daher rühren ‘result from’ძ daran liegen ‘lie in’ძ
damit zusammenhängen ‘be connected to’

35
2ᇻ.4ነ

irrelevance
conditionals

verb-initialmag-clause;
wie auch ‘as well as’ძ doch so ‘no matter how’ძ noch
so ‘no matter how’ძ so sehr auch ‘so much as’

2ᇹ
22.ᇹነ

explicit lexical
expressions of
contrast

auf den ersten Blickᅃbeim näheren Hinsehen ‘on
the first sight—upon a closer look’წ die einenᅃdie
anderen ‘the ones—the others’, etc.

32
1ᇺ.5ነ

‘This may partly explain Angela Merkel’s hesitancy, described by Bernd
Ulrich. On the other hand, the Chancellor is a strategically thinkingwom-
an …’

(ᇿሃ) infinitive verb sein:
Der moderate Präsident wird sein Land schon wieder auf Beitrittskurs
bringen.Mag sein. Muss aber nicht sein. [Die Zeit, 2ᇺ.02.200ᇺ, Nr. 10]
‘The moderate president will get his country back on track for accession.
May be. But it does not have to be.’

(ᇿሄ) irrelevance consitionals:
Doch ganz gleich, wie gut seine Gründe dafür seinmʢgen, das Ergebnis
ist, dass am Ende die Union als Lordsiegelbewahrer der Menschenrechte
dasteht … [Die Zeit, 21.05.200ᇺ, Nr. 22]
‘But nomatter how good his reasons may be, the result is that, in the end,
the Union stands as the lord seal holder of human rights …’

(ᇿህ) lexical material:
Im Rest von Europamag das eine Rolle spielen. Spanien aber ist anders.
[Die Zeit, 06.03.200ᇺ, Nr. 11]
‘In the rest of Europe this may play a role. But Spain is different.’

For use by the Author only | © 2022 Koninklijke Brill NV



ሜሟሢ rossari and smirnova

A closer look at the individual examples of concessivemag and at the con-
textually present linguistic cues has thus revealed that there are two basic com-
ponents that come together in this interpretation:
– mag always evokes a kind of conƿƽaƾƿ between two propositions (this com-

ponent is called “phoric” in Diewald’s 1ᇻᇻᇻ interpretation): mag not only
modifies the clause it is used in, but it also connects this clause to another
one (be it explicitly formulated in the following text or implicitly present in
the discourse situation);

– mag qualifies the utterance as iƽƽeleǁanƿ, though possibly or even factually
true (this component comes from the core modal semantics pos of mögen).

Most importantly, our qualitative study revealed that—thoughmag indeed can
convey concessive meaning on its own, that is, the concessive meaning can be
considered conventional semantics of this verb (form)—this reading is inmost
cases still supported by contextual clues and is closely tied to particular argu-
mentative patterns, as e.g. adversative structures and irrelevance conditional
structures.

ᇸ Conclǀƾion

In this paper, we have elaborated on the three-layer model of modal meanings
developed in earlier studies. On the basis of this model, we have hypothes-
ized that the modal expressions with the core meaning of pos are likely to be
compatible with concessive contexts. We have observed that in the data, both
German and French verbs show associations which very strongly support our
hypotheses. At this point, we would like to interpret this tendency as a univer-
sal, cross-linguistic tendency, which of course should be tested against the data
frommore languages.

On the other hand, we also have found relevant differences between the
two languages:Most importantly, in German,mögen is now strongly associated
with the adversative contexts and has conventionalized concessive reading,
whereas pouvoir in French only displays concessive reading as a possible inter-
pretation in particular contexts. This suggests that there are relevant language-
specific factors, as for example the presence of more than one modal verb in
the semantic domain of pos in German, which may influence the synchronic
situation as well as the diachronic development.
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chapter ማሜ

The Semanƿic Pƽƺfile ƺf ƿhe Paƾƿ Eǁidenƿial in
Udmǀƽƿ in CƺnƿemƻƺƽaƽǄ Teǃƿƾ

Rebeka Kubitsch

ᇳ Aim ƺf ƿhe Paƻeƽ

The paper discusses the semantic profile of the verb forms expressing evidᅟ
entiality in the Udmurt language. It discusses the typological features of the
Udmurt evidential system and the evidential past in particular. The paper
focuses on the semantic features of theparadigmassociatedwithnonᅟfirsthand
evidentiality in Udmurt and briefly reviews its relation to other categories. The
paper also provides details about the functional distribution of the category
within the research data.

ᇴ The Udmǀƽƿ Langǀage

Udmurt is a language of the Permic subgroup of the Uralic language family,
which is spoken by appr. ᇵᇶᇲ,ᇲᇲᇲ speakers. Most of them live in the Udmurt
Republic in the Russian Federation, which is located between the Vyatka and
Kama rivers. The ethnic population is ᇷᇷᇶ,ᇲᇲᇲ according to the census held
in ᇴᇲᇳᇲ ᄬEthnologueᄭ.ሾ The Udmurts form a minority in their own republic:
Udmurts make up ᇴᇺነ of the republicᅷs population, while Russians make up
ᇸᇴ.ᇴነ.

The Russian language is dominant in cities and the administrational life.
Only ᇸᇴነ of Udmurts speak Udmurt, while all of them speak Russian ᄬand
in the southern areas usually Tatar as wellᄭ. Therefore, the speakers are mostly
UdmurtᅟRussian bilinguals. ᄬSalánkiᅭKondratieva ᇴᇲᇳᇺ: ᇳᇸᇸᅬᇳᇸᇹᄭ On the
egids scale Udmurt is considered a threatened language ᄬEthnologueᄭ.

Udmurt is part of the VolgaᅟKama linguistic area, which comprises Mari,
Chuvash, Tatar and Bashkir, whereas Erzya, Moksha and Komi ᄬZyrian and
Permyakᄭ are on the periphery of the area ᄬHelimski ᇴᇲᇲᇵ: ᇳᇷᇻᄭ.

ᇽ https://www.ethnologue.com/language/udm; last visited: ᇵᇲ/ᇲᇻ/ᇴᇲᇳᇻ.
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ᇵ Geneƽal Feaƿǀƽeƾ ƺf Udmǀƽƿ EǁidenƿialiƿǄ

Based on Aikhenvaldᅷs classification of evidential systems, Udmurt has a twoᅟ
term evidential system distinguished only in the past tenses ᄬAikhenvald ᇴᇲᇲᇶ:
ᇴᇺᄭ. The choices of firsthand and nonᅟfirsthand evidential are possible in the
system ᄬSkribnik & Kehayov ᇴᇲᇳᇺ: ᇷᇵᇻᄭ. In related literature of the Udmurt lanᅟ
guage, synthetic past tense forms associated with firsthand evidentiality are
mostly referred to as ᇳst past, while the synthetic past tense forms associated
with nonᅟfirsthand evidentiality are called ᇴnd past.ሿ

The literature discussing Udmurt evidentiality and/or Udmurt tense system
does not form a coherent opinion about the relationship of the ᇳst and ᇴnd
past. Udmurt descriptive grammars ᄬcf. gsuj ᇳᇻᇹᇲ, Tarakanov ᇴᇲᇳᇳ: ᇳᇺᇻᄭ, textᅟ
books ᄬcf. KelmakovᅟHännikäinen ᇳᇻᇻᇻ: ᇳᇺᇴ; Kozmács ᇴᇲᇲᇴ: ᇺᇸᄭ and evidential
handbooks ᄬcf. Aikhenvald ᇴᇲᇲᇶ: ᇴᇺ; SkribnikᅬKehayov ᇴᇲᇳᇺ: ᇷᇵᇻᄭ claim that
the principle of choice between the ᇳst and ᇴnd past is eyewitness or firstᅟ
handedness. According to this principle the ᇳst past is used in the case of witᅟ
nessed events and the ᇴnd past in the case of unwitnessed ᄬespecially reported,
inferredᄭ events.

However, according to Siegl ᄬᇴᇲᇲᇶ: ᇳᇴᄭ ᇳst past is a general/evidentialᅟneutral
past tense. Consultationwith native speakers clearly suggests that ᇳst past does
not necessarily indicate a witnessed event and in everyday speech it basically
functions as a ᅸdefaultᅺ past tense ᄬcf. example ᇳ, which is from the Udmurt
wikipedia article of Alexandr Sergeyevich Pushkinᄭ.

ᄬᇽᄭ udm.wikipedia.org;ቀ last visited: ᇳᇴ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: Asserting the date of Pushkinᅷs wedding.
ᇉᇐᇋᇉᄵti
ᇳᇺᇵᇳᅟOrd

arᄵi ਺n
yearᅟInE

ᇉᇍᄵti
ᇳᇷᅟOrd

kwartole˷ᄵe
MayᅟIll

Puškin
Pushkin

ki ਺ʩnojaʦkᄵiᄵǁ ᄂჰᄃჯ
maƽƽǄᅟᇳPائᅟᇵSؚ

ᅵIn ᇳᇺᇵᇳ, on the ᇳᇷth of May, Pushkin got married.ᅷ

But in contrast with ᇴnd past forms ᇳst past can be associatedwith direct experᅟ
ience, firsthandedness andaccurate knowledge ᄬcf. example ᇴ and ᇵᄭ.ቁ Example

ᇾ Udmurt has a synthetic ᅸpairᅺ of past tenses, which are the so called ᇳst and ᇴnd past ᄬalso
named as praeterite and perfect in some literature cf. Csúcs ᇳᇻᇻᇲᄭ. It also has four pairs of
analytic past tenses formed with a finite verb form and the ᇳst or ᇴnd past form of the existᅟ
ential verb as an auxiliary. ᄬKozmács ᇴᇲᇲᇴ: ᇺᇸᄭ

ᇿ udm.wikipedia.org/wiki/Пушкин,ᇇАлександрᇇСергеевич.
ሀ The explanation of example ᇴ and ᇵ are based on interviews conducted with native speakers

by the author of the article in May ᇴᇲᇳᇻ.
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ᇴ is from an Udmurt language newspaper ᄬUdmurt Duńńeᄭ, example ᇵ is the
same sentence but with the verb form modified by the author of the article in
order to contrast the two past tenses.

ᄬᇾᄭ Udmurt Duńńe;ቂ ᇵᇳ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇳᇻ; last visited: ᇳᇴ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: The beer consumption of the Russian Federation.
Ki ਺lem
Last

ar
year

kuspi ਺n
Pp

Rossi ᄵi ਺n
Russia ᅟIne

uliś ᄵjos
inhabitant ᅟPl

ᇐ miĺĺiard ĺitr
ᇺ billion liter

sur
beer

jƼiᄵəəamჯ
dƽinkᅟᇴPائᄙᇵP؟
ᅵDuring the last yearRussian inhabitants consumedᇺbillion liters of beer.ᅷ

ᄬᇿᄭ example ᇴ modified
Ki ਺lem
Last

ar
year

kuspi ਺n
Pp

Rossi ᄵi ਺n
Russia ᅟIne

uliś ᄵjos
inhabitant ᅟPl

ᇐ miĺĺiard ĺitr
ᇺ billion liter

sur
beer

jƼiᄵiᄵǁi ਺ჯ
dƽinkᅟᇳPائᅟᇵP؟
ᅵDuring the last yearRussian inhabitants consumedᇺbillion liters of beer.ᅷ

According to native informants the difference between example ᇴ and ᇵ can
root in the accuracy and reliability of the information and also in the authenᅟ
ticity of the information source. Example ᇴ ᄬwith the ᇴnd past formᄭ could be
suitable in a context in which the accuracy of the information is questionable
ᄬit could be less or more than ᇺ billionᄭ or if the information source is indirect
or the authenticity of the source is not strong ᄬe.g. lay people talk about the
topicᄭ. Example ᇵ ᄬwith the ᇳst past formᄭ may be applicable if the assertion is
basedon anofficial document or statistics and it canbe consideredmore accurᅟ
ate and credible. The ᇳst past also suggests that the speaker themself conducted
research on the topic, hence they have an authentic source. But it is important
tomention that the use of the ᇳst past does not exclude an indirect information
source. It is also applicable if the speaker read about it in the newspaper or saw
it on television.

Since ᇳst past mostly functions as a general past tense, but in specific cases
it is related to firsthand information, it can be assumed that this past tense is
becoming evidentially neutral.ቃ Because of this ongoing process, a change in

ሁ https://www.yumpu.com/xx/document/read/ᇸᇴᇵᇹᇹᇹᇴᇴ/udᇹᅢᇴᇷᇹᇴᇲ.
ሂ Note, that Russianᅭa language which lacks evidentiality as a grammatical category has a

strong influence onUdmurt, especially in the younger generations. It is possible that for elder
speakers ᇳst past is more strongly associated with firsthand knowledge. However, this hypoᅟ
thesis needs further investigation.
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the typological classification of Udmurt evidentiality should be taken into conᅟ
sideration, since it no longer seems to be a twoᅟterm system, which comprises
a firsthand and nonᅟfirsthand evidential form, but one which opposes an evidᅟ
ential and nonᅟevidential past.

The marker of the evidential past is polyfunctional and these functions are
presumed to be historically polysemous. It covers several semantic contents in
relation to evidentiality, such as inference and hearsay.ቄ Evidential past forms
can have additional connotations as well, such as mirativity. In tales and folkᅟ
lore texts the ᇴnd past functions as an attribute of genre. Evidential forms
conjugated for ᇳst person may indicate the speakerᅷs lack of control. ᄬWinkler
ᇴᇲᇲᇳ; Siegl ᇴᇲᇲᇶ; Kubitsch ᇴᇲᇳᇺ; SkribnikᅟKehayov ᇴᇲᇳᇺᄭ. With the imperative
it encodes modal attenuation ᄬWinkler ᇴᇲᇲᇳᄭ. It is important to mention, that
ᇴnd past forms do not inherently encode a reduced degree of certainty and the
aboveᅟmentioned functions are highly context dependent.

Historically, the paradigm of the evidential past has nominal origins, it is
based on the perfect participle and as a tense it presumably existed already in
ProtoᅟPermic ᄬBartens ᇴᇲᇲᇲ: ᇴᇲᇴᅬᇴᇲᇵ; Kozmács ᇴᇲᇲᇺ: ᇳᇹᇴᄭ. Originally, the ᇴnd
past was possibly a perfect tense. However, in contemporary Udmurt, ᇴnd past
is an evidential past tense and it doesnot have anonᅟevidential, solely temporal
use.ቅ The use of a ᄬhistoricallyᄭ perfect form as an evidential in all probability
has emerged due to the influence of Turkic languages in the VolgaᅟKama area
ᄬTatar, Chuvash and Bashkirᄭ ᄬSkribnikᅟKehayov ᇴᇲᇳᇺ: ᇷᇶᇴᄭ.

There is a typological generalization concerning perfectmeanings and evidᅟ
entiality ᄬespecially inferentialityᄭ ᄬComrie ᇳᇻᇹᇸ: ᇳᇳᇲᄭ. In several languages ᄬlike
the frequently cited Turkish or Bulgarianᄭ perfect forms or such forms which
are historically derived from perfect, express evidentiality ᄬcf. Izvorski ᇳᇻᇻᇹᄭ.

The general features of Udmurt evidentiality ᄬa lessᅟdifferentiated evidential
system with a polyfunctional marker based on a perfect formᄭ, apply to other
languages in the VolgaᅟKama area that have evidentiality as a grammatical catᅟ
egory.ቆ

ሃ Quotation is expressedwith a quotative/modal particle pe ᄬLeinonen ᇴᇲᇲᇲ: ᇶᇴᇲᄭ. The particle
has various functions, evidential and nonᅟevidential as well. It may function as a quotatᅟ
ive index, as marker of reported and inferred evidentiality and as a discourse particle with
hedging function ᄬcf. Teptiuk ᇴᇲᇳᇻᄭ.

ሄ In Komi, which is the closest related language of Udmurt and has a considerably similar evidᅟ
ential system, the ᇴnd past has nonᅟevidential uses as well, such as resultativity ᄬcf. Leinonen
ᇴᇲᇲᇲᄭ.

ህ In the VolgaᅟKama linguistic area only Mordva ᄬErzya and Mokshaᄭ lack of the category of
evidentiality.
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ᇶ Daƿa and Reƾeaƽch

Corpus data serves as the foundation of the research. The data are entries of
blogs written by Udmurt native speakers. Blogs were selected as their language
is closer to the spoken varieties of Udmurt ᄬe.g. containing Russian elementsᄭ
than other available types of texts.ሾሽ These blogs do not address a specific genre
or topic, posts are written in informal, diaryᅟstyle. Entries were randomly selecᅟ
ted, but they contain at least one ᇴnd past form. The posts are from fourteen
blogs,ሾሾ written between ᇴᇲᇳᇳ and ᇴᇲᇳᇺ.

The corpus data comprise ᇺᇷ,ᇺᇺᇲ tokens. Three hundred entries were exᅟ
amined altogether. The research material contained ᇳᇳᇳᇵ past evidential forms.

The semantic connotations of evidential forms were established by anaᅟ
lysing the context and by consulting with an Udmurt native speaker, who is
currently affiliated with the University of Szeged as the lecturer of Udmurt lanᅟ
guage. Moreover, some results of a questionnaire and interviews with native
speakers, which were conducted by the author, are also included as a guideline
in order to establish the semantic connotation of ᇴnd past forms.ሾሿ

The aim of the research is to assess the semantic profile of the ᇴnd past. In
order to do this the following questions have been posed.
ᅬ Are there any functions of the ᇴnd past in the research material which have

yet to be discussed in the previous studies of Udmurt evidentiality?
ᅬ Howᇴndpast forms are related to other categories ᄬe.g.mood, personᄭ?How

this relation affects the interpretation of the ᇴnd past?
ᅬ What is the functional distribution of the ᇴnd past in the researchmaterial?

ᇷ Uƾe and Fǀncƿiƺn ƺf ƿhe ᇴnd Paƾƿ in ƿhe ReƾeaƽchMaƿeƽial

The following section is going to discuss in detail the functions associated with
the ᇴnd past forms. These are the following: hearsay ᄬᇷ.ᇳᄭ, inference ᄬᇷ.ᇴᄭ, genre
marking ᄬᇷ.ᇵᄭ mirativity ᄬᇷ.ᇶᄭ and lack of control ᄬᇷ.ᇷᄭ.

ᇽᇼ There are journals written in Udmurt, but these texts are highly standardized, and journᅟ
alists deliberately try to exclude Russian elements.

ᇽᇽ See the addresses of the blogs in the references.
ᇽᇾ Since the aim of the paper is to discuss the functions of the ᇴnd past in texts of blogs, the

methodology and the results of the aboveᅟmentioned interviews and questionnaire will
not be introduced in this paper.
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ᇷᄙᇳ Heaƹƺaǀ
One of themost prominent function of the nonᅟfirsthand evidential in Udmurt
is expressing information acquired throughhearsay. Example ᄬᇶᄭ illustrates this
function of the ᇴnd past.

ᄬሀᄭ vamentul.blogspot.ru; ᇲᇸ/ᇲᇵ/ᇴᇲᇳᇶ; last visited: ᇳᇻ/ᇳᇳ/ᇴᇲᇳᇺ
Context:The speakerᅷs grandmother reminisces abouther ownyouth.The
speaker reports the information about her grandmotherᅷs life.
Pereś
old

čuzৌajᄵe
grandmotherᅟPoss.ᇳSg

ᖨমuć
Russian

gurt ᄵi ਺ś
village ᅟEla

ƽi ਺lᄵemჯ
beᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

Bi ਺˷ ᄵem
maƽƽǄ ᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

udmurtᄵjos
udmurtᅟPl

dori ਺ჯ
Pp

ᅵMy old grandmother was from a Russian village. She married into an
Udmurt family.ᅷ

In the researchmaterial ᇸᇳᇶ instances of the ᇴndpast expressedhearsay informᅟ
ation. This is ᇷᇷነ of all evidential forms examined in the study. It is important
tomention that describing a series of actions of an unwitnessed event involves
more verbs than a single personal inference ᄬcf. example ᇷᄭ. Note the conᅟ
sequent use of the ᇴnd past.

ᄬሁᄭ vuflower.blogspot.ru; ᇳᇳ/ᇲᇵ/ᇴᇲᇳᇷ; last visited: ᇲᇹ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: The speakerᅷs father lost his phone in Moscow. Her mother told
her about it on the phone. She retells the story.
U˹ᄵze
workᅟAcc.Poss.ᇵSg

leʦƻᄵem
dƺᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

noძ
Ptc

mi ਺nᄵem
gƺᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

so Krasnoj
he red

ploš মadᅍᄵeჯ
squareᅟIll

Koƻi ਺ƹƺkᄵemჯ
gƺ.ƽƺǀndᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

Sere miĺi ਺mᄵen
then pancakeᅟInst

ćaj jƼᄵemჯ
tea dƽinkᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

Miĺi ਺mᄵze
pancakeᅟAcc.Poss.ᇵSg

tᅍeĺefonᄵaz
phoneᅟIll.Poss.ᇵSg

tus
picture

pƼkƻᄵemძ
ƿakeᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

karmanᄵaz
pocketᅟIne.Poss.ᇵSg

Ƽƻᅍalƻᄵemჯ
keeƻᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

Sere
then

eššo
again

poƹjᄵam
ǂalkᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

naჯ
yet

Bჯ Ńemcovᄵez
B. NemtsovᅟAcc

bi ਺dtᄵem
killᅟPtcp.Prf

vi ਺˹
bridge

vi ਺le no
Pp Ptc

ƽƼi ਺ᄵlᄵemჯ
aƽƽiǁeᅟFؤإᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

Karmanᄵaz
pocketᅟIll.Poss.ᇵSg

pi ਺rᄵe
reach.intoᅟPrs.ᇵSg

noᅃtᅍeĺefonᄵez
and phoneᅟPoss.ᇵSg

e਺ve਺lჯ
Neg

Ƽƻǩaᄵmᅂ
ƾeaƽchᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

Ƽƻcaমᄵmᅃ
ƾeaƽchᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

e਺ƽe ਺l
Nؘؚ

ʩedᅍƻᄵemჯ
findᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

Vokzal pala
station Pp

mi ਺ni ਺ni ਺
go
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kaƹiʦkᄵemძ
decideᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

pojezdᄵleś
trainᅟAbl

ki ਺lᅍ ᄊᄵemᄋᄵezሾቀ
missᅟNmlzᅟPoss.ᇵSg

šusa ki ਺škaᄵsaჯ
that fearᅟCvb

ᅵHe did his job, went to the Red Square. He went around it. Then he drank a
tea and had a pancake. He took a picture of the pancake with his phone, and
then kept it in his pocket. Then he had a walk again. He even visited the bridge,
on which B. Nemtsov had been killed. He reaches into his pocketᅭthere is no
phone. He was looking for it, looking for itᅭdid not find it. He decided to go to
the station fearing that he would miss the train.ᅷ

A significant difference between example ᇶ and ᇷ is that in the case of example
ᇶ the speaker reports a bit of information acquired from someone who has dirᅟ
ect experience ᄬi.e. her grandmother speaks about her own lifeᄭ, whereas in
example ᇷ neither the speaker, nor her source has direct experience ᄬi.e. her
mother reports to her what his father has doneᄭ. As we can see, the ᇴnd past is
applicable in reporting secondhand and thirdhand information as well.

As it was mentioned in section ᇵ, evidential forms in Udmurt do not encode
the speakerᅷs uncertainty or reduced commitment to the truthᅟvalue of the
information in question ᄬcf. example ᇸ, ᇹᄭ. The ᇴnd past merely expresses that
the speaker has nonᅟfirsthand ᄬhearsayᄭ information.

ᄬሂᄭ marjamoll.blogspot.ru; ᇲᇸ/ᇲᇺ/ᇴᇲᇳᇶ; last visited: ᇲᇹ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: The story and details of a windmill in Udmurtia. The speaker
acquired the information in a museum and reported it.
So
that

te਺lvukoᄵez
windmillᅟAcc

pƼkƻᄵem
bǀildᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

Fjedor Efimovič
Fjedor Efimovich

Dragmirov
Dragmirov

ᇉᇑᇉᇊᄵti
ᇳᇻᇳᇴᅟOrd

arᄵi ਺nჯ
yearᅟIne

ᅵThat windmill was built by Fjedor Efimovich Dragmirov in ᇳᇻᇳᇴ.ᅷ

ᄬሃᄭ kepics.tumblr.com; last visited: ᇲᇵ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇳᇻ
Context: The speaker and her family visited the castle Neidstein. She
reports about it.
ᇊᇈᇈᇎᄵti
ᇴᇲᇲᇸᅟOrd

ar ᄵi ਺n
year ᅟIne

Ńikolas Kejd˹
Nicolas Cage

baʦƻ ᄵem
bǀǄᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

ta
that

izkar ᄵezძ
castle ᅟAcc

noš
but

ᇊᇈᇈᇑ ᄵti
ᇴᇲᇲᇻ ᅟOrd

ar ᄵi ਺n
yearᅟIne

ƽƼǁaᄵmჯ
ƾellᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

ᅵIn ᇴᇲᇲᇸ Nicolas Cage bought that castle, but he sold it in ᇴᇲᇲᇻ.ᅷ

ᇽᇿ The original text contains the form ki ਺lᅍez, however correctly it is ki ਺lᅍemez.
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The ᇴndpast codes that the information is froman indirect source, butwhen
it comes to public knowledge, which is objective by nature, ᇳst past is preferred,
even though the source is indirect ᄬcf. example ᇵ in section ᇵᄭ.

ᄬሄᄭ udmurtoᇶka.blogspot.com; ᇲᇴ/ᇳᇳ/ᇴᇲᇳᇶ; last visited: ᇲᇹ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: The speaker read an article in Komsomolskaya Pravda about
a Wall Street broker, who had lost ᇳᇲᇲkg. He had been trying to lose
weight, but nothing had helped. Then his whole life had changed on ᇳᇳth
of September ᇴᇲᇲᇳ. The speaker reports in her entry what she read in the
article.
Vań
whole

ulonᄵez
lifeᅟPoss.ᇵSg

ƽoʩƻiʦkᄵem
changeᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

ᇉᇉ śentᅍabŕ
ᇳᇳ September

bere
Pp

ᇊᇈᇈᇉ arᄵi ਺nჯ
ᇴᇲᇲᇳ yearᅟIne

So
he
kƼle
haǁeᄙƿƺ

ƽi ਺lᄵem
be ᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

lobοমi ਺ ᄵni ਺
flyᅟInf

so
that

samolᅍotᄵi ਺nძ
aeroplaneᅟInst

kudᄵze
thatᅟAcc

tᅍerroristᄵjos
terroristᅟPl

ǁa୸ƽaƻᅍiƻᅍ
hijack.Iؙء

kaƹ ᄵi ᄵǁi ਺ჯ
dƺ ᅟᇳPائᅟᇵP؟

ᅵHis whole life has changed on ᇳᇳth of September ᇴᇲᇲᇳ. He should have
travelled on the flight which the terrorists hijacked.ᅷ

In example ᇺ the information source is indirect. Information related to the
broker is reported in the ᇴnd past, but the fact of the hijacking is in the ᇳst past.
It is evident that the events of ᇳᇳth September were well documented in the
media, hence it is public information.ሾቁ Example ᇺ illustrates what was menᅟ
tioned in section ᇵ: the ᇳst past seems to be a ᅸdefaultᅺ, nonᅟevidential past
tense, but when it is contrasted with the ᇴnd past it may emphasize factualᅟ
ity and accuracy. In the corpus the ᇴnd past conveys reported information in
ᇷᇷነ of all instances ᄬᇸᇳᇶ tokensᄭ. In other words, in the research material the
most frequent use of ᇴnd past forms are to express hearsay.

ᇷᄙᇴ Infeƹence
In the case of inference getting the information is based on the result of
an event via a visible trace or tangible evidence ᄬAikhenvald ᇴᇲᇲᇶ: ᇸᇵᄭ. The
Udmurt evidential past expresses the semantic content of inference as well.
Referring to information acquired through inference is another prominent use
of ᇴnd past forms. In the research material ᇴᇳᇺ instances of the ᇴnd past conᅟ
veys inference ᄬᇳᇻ,ᇷነᄭ. The following examples ᄬᇻ, ᇳᇲᄭ illustrate the inferential
use of the ᇴnd past.

ᇽሀ Based on other research by the author it can be concluded that speakers prefer to use ᇳst
past referring to information acquired through the media. However, the use of ᇳst past is
not exclusive in such cases.
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ᄬህᄭ kepics.tumblr.com; ᇲᇵ/ᇲᇶ/ᇴᇲᇳᇶ; last visited: ᇲᇵ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇳᇻ
Context: A HungarianᅟUdmurt family leave some milk and cookies for
Santa Claus for the night. In the morning they see that the milk and
cookies have disappeared. The absence of the milk and cookies is visible
evidence ᄬserving as a basis for inferenceᄭ for Santa Clausᅷs visit.
MikulašᄵTolbabaj
Santa Claus

je਺lᄵmes
milkᅟAcc.Poss.ᇳPl

no
Ptc

jƼ ᄵemძ
dƽinkᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

pećeńńaᄵmes
cookieᅟAcc.Poss.ᇳPl

no
Ptc

ʦiᄵemჱ
eaƿᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

ᅵSanta Claus drank the milk and ate the cookies.ᅷ

ᄬᇽᇼᄭ burdjos.ru; ᇴᇻ/ᇲᇺ/ᇴᇲᇳᇴ; last visited: ᇲᇹ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: The speaker looks out the window of her car and sees that the
once green forest is now red, the trees have died. She thinks that there
has been a fire, but later she is told that there has been a drought recently.
Because the forest has turned red, the speaker infers the death of the trees
and the possible fire.
Koti ਺r
around

vo˹
green

ńulesᄵjos
forestᅟPl

gordekti ਺ᄵsa
turn.red ᅟcvb

si ਺lᄵoძ
standᅟPrs.ᇵPl

pispuᄵos
treeᅟPl

kƼliᄵəəam
dieᅟᇴPائ.ᇵP؟

Ti ਺lpu
fire

oƹƻǩᄵem
haƻƻen ᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

šatძ
Ptc

malpaᄵj
thinkᄴᇳPstᄵᅟᇳSg

ni ਺ri ਺śძ
first

sobere
then

valektᄵiᄵzi ਺ხ
explainᅟᇳPstᅟᇵPl

ke਺s
dry

kua˷
weather

si ਺lᄵemሾቂ
standᅟᇴPst.ᇵSg

ińi
already

ki ਺kᄵkuiń
twoᅟthree

arჯ
year

ᅵThe green forests around turned red, the trees died. There had been a fire,
I thought first, but then it was explained tome: there has been drought for
ᇴᅬᇵ years now.ᅷ

The inferential and hearsay readings of the ᇴnd past are the most prominent
ones in the research data. They make up ᇹᇶነ of all the instances. The followᅟ
ing connotations of the ᇴnd past are less canonical from an evidential point of
view: the ᇴnd past as genre marking/framing, the ᇴnd past as mirative, and ᇳst
person ᇴnd past forms as to encode lack of control.

ᇽሁ This ᇴnd past verb is not made bold because this section focuses on the inferential use.
The verb si ਺lem is in this context refers to hearsay information because the speakerwas told
about the dryweather. This example also illustrates how contextᅟdependent the functions
of the evidential past are.
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ᇷᄙᇵ GenƹeMaƹking and Fƹaming
As Aikhenvald ᄬᇴᇲᇲᇶ: ᇻᄭ establishes, languages with evidentiality tend to deᅟ
velop conventions concerning preferred choices in different discourse genres,
hence an evidential can be viewed as a token of a genre. Narrative texts canᅟ
not be completely prescinded from source of information either: folklore texts
or tales are mostly rooted in oral tradition, so nonᅟfirsthand evidentials might
express hearsay as well. In some classification of the semantic categories reᅟ
lated to evidentiality, folklore is considered to be a subcategory of reportativity
ᄬWillett ᇳᇻᇺᇺ: ᇷᇹᄭ.

In Udmurt the ᇴnd past is the typical tense for narrating tales, stories, and
other traditional genres ᄬKozmács ᇴᇲᇲᇴ: ᇺᇸ; Siegl ᇴᇲᇲᇶᄭ. Udmurt folklore texts
are almost exclusively narrated in the ᇴnd past ᄬSiegl ᇴᇲᇲᇶ: ᇳᇴᇻᄭ. The research
contained four tales, four legends and sagas, and four other stories ᄬᇳᇴ altoᅟ
getherᄭ. In respect of the past tense forms found in these texts, five narratives
ᄬᇶᇴነᄭ consequently use the ᇴnd past ᄬcf. example ᇳᇳᄭ.

ᄬᇽᇽᄭ marjamoll.blogspot.ru; ᇴᇶ/ᇲᇴ/ᇴᇲᇳᇷ; last visited: ᇲᇹ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: This is an old tale related to an ancient spirit ᄬSunᅟMotherᄭ in
the traditional faith of Udmurts. The speaker finds this story on a grave
and quotes it. ᄬᇴnd past forms are in bold in the text and the glossary of
past tense forms is also marked linearly in the text in square brackets.ᄭ
Kuke no vaškala udmurtjos Inmarjossi ਺li ਺ oskemi ਺ś dƼgdiəəamᄴᇴPst.ᇵPlᄵ no
Šundi ਺ᄵmumi ਺ soosli ਺ šuni ਺tse śotemi ਺ś dƼgdemᄴᇴPst.ᇵSgᄵჯ O˷i ਺ pereśjos Varńi
ńimo pijašez keəaəəamᄴᇴPst.ᇵPlᄵ utćani ਺ Šundi ਺jezჯ Pijaš soje gurt duri ਺ś
ʩedᅍƻemᄴᇴPst.ᇵSgᄵჯ Šundi ਺ᄵMumi ਺soje adοমi ਺sa šueხmonnokinli ਺no adοমiśkiśki ਺ჯ
Noš ton li ਺ktid bereძ šuo ti ਺ni ਺dხmertti ਺pu˹i ਺mᅃInmaren veraśki ਺ni ਺ძmertti ਺ki ਺zᅃ
kua˷en veraśki ਺ni ਺ჯ Mertti ਺ ki ਺˷ puᅃkua˷li ਺ ji ਺bbi ਺rtti ਺ni ਺ჯ Pijaš o˷i ਺ ik leʦƻemᄴᇴPst.
ᇵSgᄵ no Šundi ਺ᄵMumi ਺kali ਺kli ਺noš ik šuni ਺tse śoti ਺ni ਺kƼƻƺkemᄴᇴPst.ᇵSgᄵ.
ᅵSome time the ancient Udmurts had ƾƿƺƻƻedᄴᇴPst.ᇵPlᄵ believing in
their gods and SunᅟMother had ƾƿƺƻƻedᄴᇴPst.ᇵSgᄵ giving themwarmth.
So, the old ones had ƾenƿᄴᇴPst.ᇵPlᄵ a boy named Varńi to find Sun.
The boy had fƺǀndᄴᇴPst.ᇵSgᄵ her at the end of the village. SunᅟMother
tells him: I do not appear to anybody. But since you have come, Iᅷll tell
you: measure flour to talk to God, measure spruce to talk to the spirit
of weather. Measure birch to beg to the spirit of weather. The boy had
acƿedᄴᇴPst.ᇵSgᄵ accordingly, and SonᅟMother had ƾƿaƽƿedᄴᇴPst.ᇵSgᄵ
giving warmth to the people again.ᅷ

However, in the data under consideration switches to ᇳst past forms can also be
found ᄬseven narratives; ᇷᇺነᄭ. Such changes cannot be explained neither by
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the change of information source nor by a perspective change in the narrative.
Example ᇳᇴ is an excerpt from a tale ᄬfrom the beginningᄭ. The first section is
narrated in ᇴnd past but after a conversation between the two characters the
storyteller goes on in ᇳst past.

ᄬᇽᇾᄭ kepics.tumblr.com, ᇴᇴ/ᇲᇸ/ᇴᇲᇳᇷ; last visited: ᇲᇷ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇳᇺ
Context: This is an Udmurt translation of a German tale made by the
speaker. ᄬᇴnd and ᇳst past forms aremade bold in the text. The glossary of
past tense forms is also marked linearly in the text in square brackets.ᄭ
Kemalaśᄵkemalaś di ਺re puni ਺ ńuleski ਺n dolak ognaz ƼlemᄴᇴPst.ᇵSgᄵჯ
Aki ਺lᅍƻemᄴᇴPst.ᇵSgᄵ soli ਺ si ਺če ognaz ulonძ asli ਺z eš utćani ਺ kƼƻƺkemᄴᇴPst.
ᇵSgᄵჯ Ben soli ਺eš no si ਺čejez kƼle ƽi ਺lemᄴᇴPst.ᇵSgᄵხ dunńei ਺n so samoj ku˹mo
no nokinleś ki ਺škaśtemmed luozჯMi ਺ne so ludkeć dori ਺no veraხᅃLudkećძ ojdo
čoš ulomჯᅃOjdoძ mon pumit e਺ve਺lძᅃšue ludkeć. KƼƻƺkiǁi ਺ᄴᇳPst.ᇵPlᄵ soos
čoš uli ਺ni ਺ჯ Ogpol ujin puni ਺ ńuleski ਺ś čašti ਺rtemez ki ਺li ਺sa uti ਺ni ਺ kƼƻƺkiǁᄴᇳPst.
ᇵSgᄵჯ
ᅵA long time ago a dog liǁedᄴᇴPst.ᇵSgᄵ alone in the forest. It bƺƽedᄴᇴPst.
ᇵSgᄵ him living so alone, he started to look for a friend. But of course,
he neededᄴᇴPst.ᇵSgᄵ such a friend: the strongest in the world and who
is not afraid of anybody. He goes to the rabbit and says:ᅭRabbit, letᅷs
live together.ᅭLetᅷs do it, I am not against it,ᅭsays the rabbit. They ƾƿaƽᅟ
ƿedᄴᇳPst.ᇵPlᄵ living together. One night the dog, hearing rustling, ƾƿaƽᅟ
ƿedᄴᇳPst.ᇵSgᄵ to bark.ᅷ

The phenomenon of switches in past tenses in example ᇳᇴ is characterized by
Siegl ᄬᇴᇲᇲᇶ: ᇻᇻᄭ as framing. The opening lines of ᇴnd past create a framework
of distance and convey the fact that it is a tale or legend ᄬor any other text
of a fictious genreᄭ. Siegl ᄬᇴᇲᇲᇶᄭ examining folklore texts establishes that the
use of ᇳst past forms after the opening framing is more typical for Komi than
Udmurt. This phenomenon can be observed in the research material as well.
In four stories only the opening is written in the ᇴnd past, however these storᅟ
ies are not tales or legends. In such cases with the ᇴnd past in the opening the
speaker relates the story to the audience ᄬcf. framingᄭ and uses it as a stylistic
instrument to substantiate storytelling.

Considering tales and legends in the corpus under investigation it can be
concluded that the ᇴnd past as a conventional genremarking is still present ᄬcf.
five narratives in the research data used the ᇴnd past consequently throughout
thewhole storytellingᄭ. However, the fact that the ᇳst past is becoming a general
past tense and the ᇴnd past functions as framing, switches in past tenses may
appear in narration.
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ᇷᄙᇶ Miƹaƻiƽiƻǀ
Mirativity is referred to as the grammatical marking of unprepared mind or
new information thatmay result in speakerᅷs surprise ᄬDeLancey ᇳᇻᇻᇹᄭ. Accordᅟ
ing to Slobin & Aksu ᄬᇳᇻᇺᇴᄭ on Turkish, the speakerᅷs immediate experience of
an event does not correlate with the speakerᅷs expectations. Mexas ᄬᇴᇲᇳᇸ: ᇳᇲᄭ
defines mirativity as the marking of realization which is a transition from a
state of lacking awareness to a state of awareness. Peterson ᄬᇴᇲᇳᇲᄭ characterizes
the mirative readings of evidentials as a result of conversational implicature.
Mirativity is shown to be linked to the semantics and pragmatics of evidentialᅟ
ity ᄬPeterson ᇴᇲᇳᇲ: ᇳᇵᇴᄭ.

The Udmurt evidential past can function as a mirative strategy. A mirative
strategy iswhen aprimarily notmirativemarker hasmirativemeaning as a conᅟ
textual pragmatic enrichment ᄬAikhenvald ᇴᇲᇳᇴ: ᇶᇹᇴᄭ. Themirativemeaning of
the ᇴnd past is always implied.

In the corpus the ᇳᇴᇴ mirative instances ᄬᇳᇳነᄭ can be divided into two subᅟ
categories. In both cases, the effect involves an information update ᄬthat is
usually unexpectedᄭ, but the reason for themirative interpretation is different.
A certain instance can have mirative interpretation because of the speakerᅷs
deferred realization ᄬᇷᇷ cases of ᇳᇴᇴ; ᇶᇷነᄭ.Deferred realization is apostᅟfactum
inference that is based on something that the speaker hadpreviouslywitnessed
but only later realized the exact meaning it revealed ᄬAikhenvald ᇴᇲᇳᇴ: ᇶᇸᇺᄭ.
Or, a certain instance can have mirative connotation because the information
is surprisingly new or unexpected for the speaker ᄬᇸᇹ cases of ᇳᇴᇴ; ᇷᇷነᄭ. In the
case of a speakerᅷs deferred realization, the speaker has always witnessed the
event in question, while in the case of unexpected information the speakerᅷs
direct perception is irrelevant; what is important is that there is a ᅸdistanceᅺ
between the speakerᅷs preconceptions and their immediate experience.

Example ᇳᇵ and ᇳᇶ illustrates the speakerᅷs deferred realization. In example
ᇳᇵ the ᇴnd past is used because despite the speaker had direct perception ᄬas
she was speaking to the manᄭ, she did not know who he was until she looked
him up on the internet.

ᄬᇽᇿᄭ marjamoll.blogspot.ru; ᇳᇹ/ᇳᇲ/ᇴᇲᇳᇵ; last visited: ᇲᇻ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: The speaker has a conversation with a man on the bus. She sees
the logo of a sport club of Izhevsk on the manᅷs jacket. She asks whether
he is a sportsman. The man says he used to be but now he is a trainer.
The speaker realizes later ᄬafter looking up on the internetᄭ that he is the
manager of the sport club.
Vorgoronᄵe
manᅟPoss.ᇳSg

Aleksej Vasiljevič Suncov
Aleksej V. S.

ƽi ਺lᄵemჯ
beᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

ᅵThe man was Aleksej V. Suntsov.ᅷ
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Deferred realization often involves the process of inference as well ᄬcf.
example ᇳᇶᄭ. In example ᇳᇶ the past evidential form is used because the speaker
realizes postᅟfactum ᄬupon her arrivalᄭ that thistles stuck on her clothes.

ᄬᇽሀᄭ muketulon.tumblr.com; ᇳᇲ/ᇳᇳ/ᇴᇲᇳᇶ; last visited: ᇳᇹ/ᇲᇹ/ᇴᇲᇳᇺ
Context: The speakerᅷs aunt visits the family. As she arrived there, she realᅟ
izes that thistles had stuck on her clothes.
Tińi
here

uk
Ptc

kopak
all

ĺugi ਺
thistle

əakiʦkᄵem
ƾƿickᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

bordamჱ
Pp

ᅵLook, thistles all stuck on me!ᅷ

A rather special case of deferred realization is encountered with ᇳst person ᇴnd
past forms. In Udmurt ᇳst person past evidential forms indicate the speakerᅷs
lack of control over a given situation ᄬSiegl ᇴᇲᇲᇶ; Kozmács ᇴᇲᇲᇺ; Skribnikᅟ
Kehayov ᇴᇲᇳᇺ; Kubitsch ᇴᇲᇳᇺᄭ. In the corpus there are ᇶᇲ ᇳst person ᇴnd past
forms. However, with ᇳst person evidential forms themirativemeaning is often
implicated as well ᄬᇳᇻ instances; ᇶᇹነof all ᇳst person ᇴnd past forms in the corᅟ
pusᄭ. The notion of deferred realizationmay appearwhen the speaker becomes
aware of the executionof anonvolitional/uncontrolled actionnot at the timeof
its execution but only later through the process of inference ᄬCurnowᇴᇲᇲᇵ: ᇶᇹᄭ.
This can be seen in example ᇳᇷ and ᇳᇸ. The actions described in the examples
were performed unintentionally, and the speaker had a realization only after
the actions had already happened.

ᄬᇽሁᄭ udmurtoᇶka.blogspot.com; ᇴᇲ/ᇲᇻ/ᇴᇲᇳᇷ; last visited: ᇳᇹ/ᇲᇺ/ᇴᇲᇳᇺ
Context: The speaker had a very rough day. As she was going home by
tram, she realized that the tram had passed the stop she needed to get off
at.
Ongi ਺raᄵm
numbᅟPtcp.Prf

kadᅍძ
like

ostanovkaᄵme
stopᅟAcc.Poss.ᇳSg

no
ptc

oƹƻǩiᄵʦkemჯ
ƻaƾƾᅟᇴPائ.ᇳSؚ

ᅵI was numb as I passed the stop.ᅷ

ᄬᇽሂᄭ udmurtoᇶka.blogspot.com; ᇴᇲ/ᇳᇴ/ᇴᇲᇳᇶ; last visited: ᇳᇹ/ᇲᇺ/ᇴᇲᇳᇺ
Context: The speaker participated in a sports competition. It was her first
competition and she didnᅷt think she would win, so she had trained very
hard. After the competition she realized that she had lost ᇴ kilos in aweek
during the preparations.
Arńa
week

kuspᄵi ਺n
PpᅟIne

ᇍᇋ kilo ᄵi ਺ś
ᇷᇵ kiloᅟEla

ᇍᇉ
ᇷᇳ
ki ਺liᄵʦkemჯ
ƽemainᅟᇴPائ.ᇳSؚ

ᅵI lost ᇴ kilos in a week.ᅷ
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It is important to mention that not all ᇳst person ᇴnd past forms convey
deferred realization ᄬcf. section ᇷ.ᇷᄭ.

As it was mentioned at the beginning of this section, a certain instance
can have mirative connotation because the information is surprisingly new or
unexpected for the speaker ᄬcf. example ᇳᇹ and ᇳᇺᄭ. In such cases the realization
is not deferred, and it is irrelevant whether the speaker had direct perception
of the event in question or not.

ᄬᇽሃᄭ burdjos.ru; ᇳᇺ/ᇲᇷ/ᇴᇲᇳᇶ; ᇲᇻ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: The speaker visited Kazan with her friends. ᇴnd past indicates
that she had not expected the city to be as beautiful as it was.
Ćeber
beautiful

ik
Ptc

ƽi ਺lᄵem
beᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

Kazańჰ
Kazan

ᅵKazan was really beautiful ᄬ…ᄭᅷ

ᄬᇽሄᄭ vuflower.blogspot.ru; ᇲᇸ/ᇳᇲ/ᇴᇲᇳᇶ; last visited: ᇳᇹ/ᇲᇹ/ᇴᇲᇳᇺ
Context: There was a celebration organized for the teachers of a school.
The speaker is one of the teachers. Entering the room where the celebraᅟ
tionwould be held, shewas surprised that half of the roomwas filledwith
children instead of teachers.
Ǯi ਺ni ਺ᄵleś
halfᅟabl

trosᄵez
lotᅟdet

zalᄵi ਺n
room ᅟine

pinalᄵjos
child ᅟpl

pƼkᄵo
ƾiƿ ᅟᇵئإأ.؟أ

ƽi ਺l ᄵemჱ
beᅟᇴائأ.ᇵؚئ

ᅵMore than half of the room was filled with children!ᅷ

In some cases ᄬᇹ of ᇳᇴᇴᄭ of the ᇴnd past encoding mirativity, the formally past
tense can refer to events/states that are effectual in the present ᄬcf. example
ᇳᇻᄭ.

ᄬᇽህᄭ zangarik.ru; ᇴᇺ/ᇲᇺ/ᇴᇲᇳᇴ; last visited: ᇳᇴ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: The speaker visits her family. Her parents read her articlewritten
in anUdmurt journal. They criticize her, because she used aRussianword,
although there is an Udmurt one. She comments on this that it seems to
be that editors live at home too. The nature of the criticism is unexpected
for the speaker.
Dori ਺n
at.home

ik
Ptc

redaktor ᄵjos
editorᅟPl

ulᄵoძ
liveᅟPrs.ᇵPl

ƽi ਺lᄵemჯ
beᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

ᅵEditors live at home too.ᅷ

As this section instantiated, the Udmurt evidential past is used to encode mirᅟ
ativity. In such cases mirativity is an implicated meaning, the ᇴnd past funcᅟ
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tions as a mirative strategy. The modality of the sentences ᄬexclamativeᄭ and
the use of emphatic particles ᄬᇳᇵ instances of ᇳᇴᇴ; ᇳᇲነᄭ also strengthen the
mirative interpretation. Two subgroups of instances can be established based
on the source of mirative reading. These can be the speakerᅷs deferred realᅟ
ization or the unexpectedness of the information. Deferred realization seems
to be a borderline category between the conventional evidential content and
the mirative interpretation. On the one hand it is connected to evidentialᅟ
ity, since it involves inference despite the direct perception of the informaᅟ
tion. On the other hand, this newly understood information can be considered
surprising. In my opinion, this ᅸdual natureᅺ of instances of deferred realᅟ
ization might illustrate the evolvement of the nonᅟfirsthand evidential as a
mirative strategy ᄬcf. Aikhenvald ᇴᇲᇳᇴ: ᇶᇹᇳᄭ. In the other cases which convey
mirative meaning the source of information is irrelevantᅭin such cases it
seems that the ᇴnd past encodes purely ᄬcf. example ᇳᇹ, ᇳᇺ, and ᇳᇻᄭ the fact
that the experience of an event does not correlate with the speakerᅷs expectᅟ
ations.

ᇷᄙᇷ Speakeƹᅍƺ Lack of Conƻƹol
The content of lack of control or nonᅟvolitionality in Udmurt is restricted to ᇳst
person context ᄬand according to Curnow ᇴᇲᇲᇵ: ᇶᇴᅬᇶᇵ, in other languages as
wellᄭ. In languageswith grammatical evidentiality if ᇳst person evidential forms
are allowed, they tend to have some additional or special meaning, other than
referring to the information source ᄬAikhenvald ᇴᇲᇲᇶ: ᇴᇳᇻᅬᇴᇴᇲ, Curnow ᇴᇲᇲᇴᄭ.
The interpretation of such forms is typically connected to volition or control.
This is called firstᅟperson effect ᄬAikhenvald ᇴᇲᇳᇷ: ᇴᇷᇻᄭ. As it was mentioned
in section ᇵ and ᇷ.ᇶ, Udmurt ᇳst person ᇴnd past forms indicate the speakerᅷs
lack of control. Mirative ᄬdeferred realizationᄭ reading is also frequently, but
not always implicated ᄬᇳᇻ of ᇶᇲ instancesᄭ. ᇳᇵ instances ᄬᇵᇴነᄭ of ᇳst person ᇴnd
past forms encodemerely the speakerᅷs lack of control ᄬwithout mirative readᅟ
ingᄭ.

In example ᇴᇲ the ᇴnd past encodes merely the speakerᅷs lack of control/
intention. This interpretation is nonᅟcontextual, the grammatical form ᄬevidᅟ
ential past in ᇳst personᄭ inherently encodes the speakerᅷs lack of control.ሾቃ

ᇽሂ In the ᇴnd past paradigm the ᄵśk derivational suffix appears on ᇳst person forms. The sufᅟ
fix has various functions in the Udmurt language, the most frequent ones are expressing
reflexivity and intransitivity ᄬcf. Kozmács ᇴᇲᇲᇺᄭ. According toKozmács ᄬᇴᇲᇲᇺ: ᇳᇹᇷᅬᇳᇹᇸᄭ the
ᄵśk derivational suffix appeared on ᇳst person forms because of lack of control in order to
morphologically encode ᄬwith its valenceᅟdecreasing functionᄭ the agentᅷs suppression.
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ᄬᇾᇼᄭ udmurtoᇶka.blogspot.com; ᇳᇹ/ᇲᇶ/ᇴᇲᇳᇹ; ᇲᇺ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: The speaker strained her waist.
Kusᄵme
waistᅟAcc.Poss.ᇳSg

ƽi ਺ƹοমi ਺ƻiᄵʦkemჯ
ƾƿƽainᅟᇴPائ.ᇳSؚ

ᅵI strained my waist.ᅷ

The remaining eight cases ᄬᇴᇲነᄭ of ᇳst person ᇴnd past forms express hearsay.
The speaker is told about their own actions, either because they were not in
a conscious state ᄬe.g. they were sleeping, were drunkᄭ or because they canᅟ
not recall them ᄬe.g. they were little children, or the actions simply did not
happenᅭcf. gossipingᄭ. Note that in such cases the speakerᅷs lack of control
can be attestedᅭthe speaker was not ᅸin chargeᅺ of their own actions. In four
cases the quotative particle pe also appears to emphasize that the information
is based on someone elseᅷs utterance ᄬcf. section ᇸ.ᇳ on the ᇴnd past form and
the quotative particle, see also example ᇴᇴᄭ.

ᇸ Cƺnƾƿƽǀcƿiƺnƾ Inǁƺlǁing ƿhe ᇴnd Paƾƿ

Typologically, there are various interactions and dependencies between evidᅟ
entiality and other categories such as tense, aspect, mood, modality or person
ᄬAikhenvald ᇴᇲᇳᇷ: ᇴᇶᇹᄭ. Some interactions have been discussed in the previous
sections, such as the interaction with person ᄬcf. ᇳst person ᇴnd past formsᅭ
example ᇳᇸ and ᇴᇲᄭ or the interaction with tense ᄬcf. evidential distinction is
made only in past tenses and the marking of evidentiality is built into the past
tense systemᄭ.

In this section constructions involving the ᇴndpast are going tobediscussed.
The following structures occurred in the corpus:
ᅬ ᇴnd past in combination with the quotative/modal particle pe
ᅬ ᇴnd past with the epistemic adverbials leśa ᅵapparently, probablyᅷ and vi ਺ldi ਺

ᅵperhaps, possiblyᅷ
ᅬ the ᇴnd past form of the existential verb with the necessitive participle
ᅬ the ᇴnd past form of the existential verb with the imperative and optative
The ᇴnd past in combination with the quotative particle andmodal adverbials
encode connotations related to evidentiality. The past evidential form of the
existential verb in combination with the necessitive participle and the imperᅟ
ative convey nonᅟevidential, but modal meanings.
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ᇸᄙᇳ ᇊnd Paƺƻ and ƻhe QƼoƻaƻiƽeჽModal Paƹƻicle ƻe
Udmurt has the particle pe to express quotation ᄬLeinonen ᇴᇲᇲᇲ: ᇶᇴᇲᄭ.
Moreover, the particle can function as a marker of reportative and inferred
evidentiality and as a discourse particle with hedging function ᄬTeptiuk ᇴᇲᇳᇻᄭ.
In the data under consideration the ᇴnd past coᅟoccurs with the pe in the
same clause in ᇵᇵ cases. Their coᅟoccurrence is significant, because both pe and
the ᇴnd past keep their original meaning ᄬevidential or, for example, lack of
control in example ᇴᇴᄭ. Double marking of information source in languages
may appear to express that the information in the clause is from different
sources. Hence double marking is never redundant ᄬcf. Aikhenvald ᇴᇲᇲᇶ: ᇻᇶᅬ
ᇻᇷᄭ. Despite there are formally two separate evidential markers, they do not
encode that the information is acquired through different sources: the ᇴnd
past frames the clause as indirect/unwitnessed and pe functions as a quotatᅟ
ive and emphasizes that the information is the result uttered by someone else,
usually specified in the context ᄬcf. example ᇴᇳ, ᇴᇴ and ᇴᇵᄭ.ሾቄ The particle pe
specifies the indirect source encoded by the ᇴnd past. It also can decrease
the epistemic responsibility of the speaker: since the ᇴnd past does not have
epistemic overtones, emphasizing that the information is uttered by someone
else, the speaker can distance themselves. The use of the ᇴnd past and the pe
particle seems like instances when the same evidential marker occurs more
than onceᅭtypologically, the reasons for this type of double marking are usuᅟ
ally pragmatic ᄬcf. Aikhenvald ᇴᇲᇲᇶ: ᇻᇷ on Tariana and Baniwaᄭ.

ᄬᇾᇽᄭ udmurtoᇶka.blogspot.com; ᇴᇺ/ᇲᇻ/ᇴᇲᇳᇵ; last visited: ᇳᇴ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context:The speaker takes a taxi. She is speakingonherphone inUdmurt.
After the phone conversation the taxi driver praises her in Russian, that
she is very fine, because she speaks in Udmurt, since that is quite rare to
hear. The speaker comments that the driverᅷs mother was Udmurt.
Anajᄵezძ
motherᅟPoss.ᇵSg

peძ
Q

udmurt
Udmurt

ƽi ਺lᄵemჯ
beᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

ᅵHis mother, he says, was Udmurt.ᅷ

The speaker cannot have direct information about the mother of an unknown
taxi driver in the capital of the Republic, hence the ᇴnd past. Also, she reports
this information based on the utterance of the taxi driver. In my opinion the
distancing effect of the particle pe can be observed here. The taxi driver speaks
in Russian, but he claims that his mother was Udmurt. With inserting pe, the

ᇽሃ Many thanks to Denys Teptiuk for the vivid and enlightening discussion about the topic.
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speaker is able to distance herself: the information may be either true or false,
it is not her ᅸresponsibilityᅺ since she only reports the words of someone else.

ᄬᇾᇾᄭ udmurtoᇶka.blogspot.com; ᇴᇴ/ᇲᇻ/ᇴᇲᇳᇵ; last visited: ᇳᇴ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: The speakerwas very sickwhen shewas a little child. The healers
put her into the oven, because coal was considered to be medicine. The
speaker got better right away.
Sobereძ
then

peძ
Q

srazu
right.away

je ਺naᄵʦkemჯ
ƽecƺǁeƽᅟᇴPائ.ᇳSؚ

ᅵThen I, they say, have recovered right away.ᅷ

The speaker cannot remember the events, since she was only a little child and
she was not in control of the events happened around/with her. She can only
know about these events, because someone else has told her. The quotation
particle pe emphasizes that the information is based on someone elseᅷs utterᅟ
ance.

ᄬᇾᇿᄭ marjamoll.blogspot.ru; ᇲᇵ/ᇲᇺ/ᇴᇲᇳᇶ; last visited: ᇳᇴ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: The speaker visits anUdmurt village, IvanovoᅟSamarsk. They are
welcomedwith different kinds of drinks and food.The speaker comments
that they have been preparing to welcome them the whole week.
Bi ਺des
whole

arńaძ
week

peძ
Q

miĺemi ਺z
us

pumitaᄵni ਺
welcomeᅟInf

daʦaʦkiᄵəəamჯ
ƻƽeƻaƽeᅟᇴPائ.ᇵP؟

ᅵThe whole week, they say, they were preparing to welcome us.ᅷ

The speaker does not have direct perception of the preparation, therefore
the ᇴnd past, but pe further specifies this indirect information source.ሾቅ The
example also illustrates the summarizing function of the particle: it cannot be
expected that several speakers actually uttered that they have been preparing
for the whole week, but based on several utterances this piece of information
can be represented as the most important one ᄬcf. Teptiuk ᇴᇲᇳᇻ: ᇳᇳᇵᄭ.

ᇸᄙᇴ ᇊnd Paƺƻ and Epiƺƻemic Adƽeƹbialƺ
In the research material in ᇴᇶ cases ᇴnd past verb forms coᅟoccurred with epiᅟ
stemic adverbials. The adverbials leśa ᅵapparently, probablyᅷ ᄬᇴᇴ instancesᄭ and
vi ਺ldi ਺ ᅵperhaps, possiblyᅷ ᄬᇴ instancesᄭ appeared. The reading of such construcᅟ

ᇽሄ Without the particle pe inference would be a more plausible analysisᅭdifferent kinds of
food and drinks would serve as tangible evidence for inference.
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tions is either inference ᄬcf. example ᇴᇶᄭ or assumption ᄬexample ᇴᇷᄭ. While
inference is based on visible, tangible evidence or result, assumption is based
on other than visible results. Thismay be amental construct, logical reasoning,
previous or general knowledge. ᄬAikhenvald ᇴᇲᇲᇶ: ᇸᇵᄭ

ᄬᇾሀᄭ marjamoll.blogspot.ru; ᇴᇳ/ᇲᇹ/ᇴᇲᇳᇶ; last visited: ᇳᇴ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: The speaker was at a festival. She did not like the music, she was
bored. As she saw the face of her friends, she thought that theywere bored
too.
Soos
they

no
too

aki ਺lƻiᄵəəam
be.bƺƽedᅟᇴPائ.ᇵP؟

ńiძ
already

leʦaჯ
aƻƻaƽenƿlǄ

ᅵApparently, they were already bored too.ᅷ

In this example there is a visible trace for inference ᄬfacial expressionᄭ. The epiᅟ
stemic adverbial weakens the assertation. However, there are instances ᄬᇳᇹ in
the corpusᄭ when the combination of the ᇴnd past and the epistemic adverbial
encode assumption.

ᄬᇾሁᄭ marjamoll.blogspot.ru; ᇲᇶ/ᇳᇴ/ᇴᇲᇳᇵ; last visited: ᇴᇲ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: In the dormitory there are boys, who are extramural students.
Since in the examperiod they had nothing to do, they started to visit girlsᅷ
rooms and there was one girl in particular, who was frequently visited.
The girlᅷs boyfriend started to become jealous of these boys. One day after
midnight all the boys from theirwing picked a fightwith these extramural
students. Later, the same night the speaker hears fighting again.
Zaoćńik ᄵjos
extramural.students ᅟPl

noš ik
again

so
that

ni ਺lᄵjos
girlᅟPl

dori ਺
Pp

li ਺kƻᅍiᄵəəam
cƺmeᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

leʦa ᄂჰᄃ
ƻƽƺbablǄ
ᅵProbably the extramural students came again to those girls.ᅷ

In example ᇴᇷ the speakerᅷs previous knowledge is the basis of her assumpᅟ
tion. In ᇳᇹ instances the combination of the ᇴnd past and modal adverbials
convey assumption and in seven examples the ᇴnd past encodes inference and
the modal adverbial indicates the speakerᅷs uncertainty.

ᇸᄙᇵ ᇊnd Paƺƻ and ƻhe Neceƺƺiƻiƽe Paƹƻiciple
The necessitive participle renders the necessity of carrying out an action, e.g.
eskerono u˹ ᅵthe matter which must be investigatedᅷ ᄬCsúcs ᇳᇻᇻᇲ: ᇷᇷᄭ. The coᅟ
occurrence of the necessitive participle and the ᇴnd past formof the existential
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verb ᄬvi ਺lemᄭ was attested ᇳᇵ times in the corpus. From these ᇳᇵ instances seven
can be considered as nonᅟcompositional structures.ሾቆ These structures refer to
an action which the speaker found desirable to have been carried out in the
past, but they were not ᄬcf. example ᇴᇸᄭ. Therefore, the structure expresses
irreal modality and does not have evidential connotation.

ᄬᇾሂᄭ zangarik.ru; ᇴᇺ/ᇲᇸ/ᇴᇲᇳᇴ; last visited: ᇳᇴ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: The speaker visited a singing contest as a spectator and comᅟ
mented on the participantsᅷ performance. In one of the performances
she finds the dresses of the background dancers inappropriate, because
as they were spinning everybody could see under their skirts. She states
how they should have dressed up.
Jake
or

derem
dress

Ku˷ ᄵges
long ᅟComp

kuleძ
have.to

jake
or

derem
dress

ule
Pp

make
something

diʦa ᄵno
dƽeƾƾ ᅟPأؖا.Nؘئئ

na
yet

ƽi ਺lᄵemჯ
beᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

ᅵEither the dress should have been longer, or they should have put
something on under their dresses.ᅷ

ᇸᄙᇶ ᇊnd Paƺƻ ƾiƻh ImpeƹaƻiƽeMood
In Udmurt the paradigm of the imperative is incomplete: only ᇴnd and ᇵrd perᅟ
son forms exist. ᇴnd person forms are expressed with the verb stem and ᇵrd
person forms with a construction comprises the med particle and the corresᅟ
ponding form of the future tense.ሿሽ ᄬWinkler ᇴᇲᇲᇳ: ᇷᇳᄭ.

In the corpus five instances are attested in which a verb in the imperative
coᅟoccurred with the ᇴnd past form of the existential verb. Two instances repᅟ
resent ᇴnd person forms ᄬcf. example ᇴᇹᄭ, and three instances ᇵrd person forms
ᄬcf. example ᇴᇺᄭ. Just as in ᇸ.ᇵ, these constructions are modal as well.

ᄬᇾሃᄭ vuflower.blogspot.ru; ᇳᇺ/ᇳᇴ/ᇴᇲᇳᇶ; last visited: ᇳᇴ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: The speaker complains about living in the city. Also says that
nowadays even in the villages people cannot run a farm, because there

ᇽህ In the instances ᄬᇸᄭ the meaning of the necessitive participle and the ᇴnd past form of
the existential verb is compositional. In such cases the necessitive participle refers to the
necessity of carrying out an action and the existential verb in the ᇴnd past renders mirᅟ
ativity expressing that the speaker realizes only postᅟfactum the necessity characterized
by the participle.

ᇾᇼ In SouthernUdmurt there is a complete paradigmof amood formedwith themedparticle
and the future tense. It is considered to be optative mood. The construction is used only
in subordinate clauses ᄬEdygarova ᇴᇲᇳᇷ: ᇴᇹᇵᅬᇴᇹᇶᄭ.
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is not enough workforce ᄬsince the youngsters migrate to the citiesᄭ.
She wishes the youngsters came back ᄬbut she knows that this is quite
unlikely, since the lands are very expensiveᄭ.
Beƹƻᄵe
ƽeƿǀƽn ᅟIأؠ.ᇴP؟

ƽi ਺lᄵem
beᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

jegitᄵjosჱ
youngᅟPl

ᅵCome back young ones!ᅷ

ᄬᇾሄᄭ burdjos.ru; ᇴᇸ/ᇲᇻ/ᇴᇲᇳᇴ; ᇳᇴ/ᇲᇳ/ᇴᇲᇴᇲ
Context: The speaker attended to a programorganized by anUdmurt teleᅟ
vision channel. They spent ᇴ hours in the studio, so their discussionwould
not remain only spoken ᄬbut there will be a record of itᄭ.
Ki ਺l
tongue

vi ਺li ਺n
Pp

gine
only

medaᄵǁ
Nؘؚ.Iأؠᅟᇵ

ki ਺əi ਺
ƽemain.Cؚء

ƽi ਺lᄵem
beᅟᇴPائ.ᇵSؚ

tunne
today

veraśkemჯ
discussion
ᅵᄬSoᄭ todayᅷs discussion would not remain only spoken.ᅷ

Despite the small number of examples, it isworthwhile to discuss this construcᅟ
tion, because there is discrepancy in the literature and in the speakerᅷs judgeᅟ
ment in respect of the possibility and meaning of the construction. According
to Winkler ᄬᇴᇲᇲᇳ: ᇷᇳᄭ using the ᇴnd past form of the existential verb after an
imperative form can change a direct command into a quasiᅟindirect one and
thereby weakens them.ሿሾ At the same time Siegl ᄬᇴᇲᇲᇶ: ᇳᇹᄭ claims that the ᇴnd
past cannot combine with the imperative.

Based on a questionnaire made by the author, regarding the ᇴnd person
imperative and the ᇴnd past, ᇵᇵ informants out of ᇹᇸ ᄬᇵᇻነᄭ claimed that
they do not use such forms, however, they were able to assign meaning to
them. The informants characterized the meaning of such forms as a ᅸsoft
requestᅺ which is not necessary to be done or a ᅸdesireᅺ, which is likely not
to be become true ᄬcf. the context of example ᇴᇹᄭ. Also, ᇶᇺ informants ᄬᇸᇵነᄭ
drew a parallel between the meaning of the construction consisting of the
imperative and the ᇴnd past and the construction of the necessitive partiᅟ
ciple and the ᇴnd past ᄬcf. section ᇸ.ᇵᄭ. Native speakers associated a similar
function with ᇵrd person imperative forms: the construction expresses the

ᇾᇽ The ᇳst past form of the existential verb has the same function. Inserting the ᇳst past form
of the existential verb after an imperative formweakens the illocutionary force, expresses
request instead of command. This strategy is conventionalized in Udmurt. ᄬWinkler ᇴᇲᇲᇳ:
ᇷᇴᄭ
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speakerᅷs desire, but the ᇴnd past form of the existential verb makes it
more ᅸemotionalᅺ and ᅸsofterᅺ.

Instances of the imperative and the ᇴnd past form of the existential verb in
combination illustrate modal attenuation. The ᇴnd past form attenuates the
illocutionary force. The ᇳst past form of the existential verb ᄬvalᄭ serves the
same function ᄬcf. note no. ᇴᇴᄭ, but with the ᇴnd past form the attenuation is
even more pronounced.

ᇹ Fǀncƿiƺnal Diƾƿƽibǀƿiƺn ƺf ᇴnd Paƾƿ Fƺƽmƾ in ƿhe Cƺƽƻǀƾ

The following figure ᄬFigure ᇳᇴ.ᇳᄭ illustrates the functional distribution of the
ᇴnd past in the corpus. Percentages are approximal values.

As Figure ᇳᇴ.ᇳ shows ᇴnd past forms encoded hearsay information in more
than half of their occurrences ᄬᇸᇳᇶ instances, ᇷᇷነᄭ. The second most prominᅟ
ent function of the ᇴnd past is encoding inference ᄬᇴᇳᇺ instances, ᇳᇻ,ᇷነᄭ, the
third one is expressingmirativity ᄬᇳᇴᇴ; ᇳᇳነᄭ. The high number of hearsay occurᅟ
rences can be explainedwith the fact that reporting an event acquired through
hearsay involves a larger number of verbs ᄬsince a whole chain of actions are
describedᄭ than for example a single personal inference ᄬcf. section ᇷ.ᇳ, example
ᇷᄭ.

A relatively high number of occurrences of the ᇴnd past as genre marking
and framing can be observed because out of the ᇳᇴ narratives examined in
this research, five used ᇴnd past forms consequently throughout the whole
narrative ᄬcf. section ᇷ.ᇵᄭ. Instances of the ᇴnd past conveying the speakerᅷs
lack of control is rather rare. This reading is restricted to ᇳst person contexts
and it covers a narrow domain of meanings ᄬcf. section ᇷ.ᇷᄭ. Also, beyond the
speakerᅷs lack of control, the mirative meaning is frequently implicated: the
speaker realizes that they acted nonvolitionally only postᅟfactum ᄬcf. section
ᇷ.ᇶᄭ. Past evidential forms in combination with other grammatical elements
are possible to use to convey assumption ᄬcf. section ᇸ.ᇴᄭ and modal meanᅟ
ings ᄬmodal attenuation, cf. section ᇸ.ᇶᄭ, but such instances are considerably
rare.

Based on the qualitative analysis carried out on the data under consideraᅟ
tion it canbe concluded that ᇴndpast forms inUdmurtmost frequently express
hearsay, inference and mirativity.
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figure ማሜ.ማ Functional distribution of ᇴnd past forms

ᇺ Cƺnclǀƾiƺn

The paper discussed the uses of verb forms expressing evidentiality in Udmurt.
A qualitative and quantitative analysis has been carried out on contemporary
texts in order to determine the functions of the past evidential, also known as
the ᇴnd past tense.

TheUdmurt past evidential has shownvarious interpretation in the research
material. The following types of interpretation ᄬcf. Figure ᇳᇴ.ᇳᄭ has been
attested: hearsay, genre marking/framing, inference, mirative, lack of control
and in combination with other grammatical elements/categories, it conveys
assumption and modal meanings as well.

Among these connotations, assumption has not yet been discussed in the
existing literature on Udmurt evidentiality. Although all the other functions of
the ᇴnd past has been mentioned ᄬcf. section ᇵᄭ in earlier research, the paper
provided a more elaborated discussion about the uses of the past evidential.
In the paper it has been established that mirative is an implicated connotation
of the ᇴnd past and that mirative instances can be divided into two subgroups
based on the origin of mirative connotation. These are deferred realization and
unexpectedness ᄬcf. section ᇷ.ᇶᄭ. Also, it has been shown that a large number of
ᇳst person ᇴndpast formshavemirative interpretation, however such forms still
convey the speakerᅷs lack of control ᄬcf. section ᇷ.ᇶ and ᇷ.ᇷᄭ. The genremarking
and framing function of the ᇴnd past can be attested not only in folklore texts
ᄬcf. Siegl ᇴᇲᇲᇶᄭ, but in other types of narratives as well ᄬcf. ᇷ.ᇵᄭ.
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The paper also discussed some constructions including past evidential
forms. These are the following: past evidential with the quotative particle pe
in the same clause, past evidential with modal adverbials, past evidential with
the necessitive participle and past evidential with the imperative mood.

Among these constructions only the ᇴnd past and the imperative has been
briefly discussed before ᄬcf.Winkler ᇴᇲᇲᇳᄭ. Based on the results it can be estabᅟ
lished that the past evidential form of the existential verb is compatible with
the imperative mood and it expresses modal attenuation, just as its ᇳst past
counterpart ᄬcf. ᇸ.ᇶᄭ. Similarly, the coᅟoccurrence of the existential verb in ᇴnd
past and thenecessitive participle conveysmodalmeaning ᄬᇸ.ᇵᄭ.Only the existᅟ
ential verb can participate in such constructions.

In the case of the coᅟoccurrence of the evidential past and the quotative
particle, both constituents keep their originalmeaningᅭtheᇴndpast indicates
that the information is indirect and the quotative particle emphasizes that this
nonᅟwitnessed information is based on someone elseᅷs utterance ᄬcf. ᇸ.ᇳᄭ. The
ᇴnd past coᅟoccurring with modal adverbials may encode either inference or
assumption ᄬcf. ᇸ.ᇴᄭ. In the case of inferentialmeaning the structure is composᅟ
itional, the ᇴnd past encodes inference and the modal adverbial the speakerᅷs
uncertainty. In the case of a nonᅟcompositional structure they jointly express
assumption.

Apart from the main topic of the paper, the semantic profile of the ᇴnd
past, the relationship of the ᇳst and ᇴnd past was briefly discussed in section
ᇵ. It is important to emphasize that there seems to be an ongoing change in
the evidential system of Udmurt, which may result in a change in the typoloᅟ
gical classification of Udmurt evidentiality ᄬas comprising an evidential and
nonᅟevidential past tenseᄭ. Comprehensive research involving different genres
of texts and speakers of different generations can help to record the ongoing
changes in the evidential system and characterize the relationship of the ᇳst
and ᇴnd past as well.
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