GERMAN TEMPORAL SEMANTICS: THREE-DIMENSIONAL
TENSE LOGIC AND A GPSG FRAGENT

DISSERTATION
Presented in Partial Fulfiliment of the Requiremeats for

the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy In the Graduate
School of The Ohio State Unfversity

By
John A. Nerboane, B.A., M.A.
LR B B B
The Onfo State Unfversity
1983

Reading Committee: Approved By
Prof, David R. Dowty
Prof, 1lse Lehiste

Prof. Arnold M. Zwicky M“‘"‘
Department of Linguistics



wi‘-&-ﬂ“

“*W""*«r‘ .

il
a—-"4-

L i st e ot '
.

@ ‘as-ol) s T e
' Pt & e e
e iy 11 A

”‘&" ”“,.mu o
n‘lu'-.l‘ﬁ .










O Wy grandmother,
Margaret 0'Grady Joyce
and to the semory of my grandfather,
Joda Joseph Joyce






Acknow!edgements

A1l art 15 & collaboration, and there s
11ttle doubt that in the happy ages of
Hiterature, striking and deautiful phrases
were as ready to the story-teller's hand a3
the rich cloaks and dn:s;s of lu':‘l'u. o &
nd . os’*. oce g!!
the Nestern World

Alfred Schopf first interested me in the structere of Wwal epres-
sions and the renge and scope of fssues Involved 1a thefr analysts. MWy
advisor, David Dowty, first demonstrated the sudtlety and explasatory power
of model-theoretic semantics as & too) In this analysis. My approach, »
woll as Tsnuserable specific fmprovements Ia this work, are dee to him,

11s¢ Lohiste and Armold 2wicky alse criticized my work productively.
Erhard Hinrichs was sharp about theoretical comments and generces in pro-
viding Garsan exasples and Judgemeats Adout thelr meaning.

Robin Cooper, Ronald Meadricks, Brian Joseph, Barbara Partee, Greg
Stump and Frank Trechse! commented beneficially on one or another aspect of
the analysis, The Jocal Intellectual Infrastructure 15 Infusive and must
have been the source of most of whatever might be “striking and beawtiful”
below; 1 particalarly recfated B111 Boslego, Doug Fuller, Mike Gels,
Jean Goddy, and Rex Nallace.

- 11 -






mm's‘.C....‘...'0...'.I.OOQ.D..C...‘I..
!'m'u..l“‘.....'....'.'.....Q....C........C

TABLE OF CONTENTS

hapter

2.

A Befchesbachian Tense Logic . vavvrrnnnieas

'.x lntwt'”..'"..IOO'O.'.'O.'C...'QI.
‘.: ""‘. WOOOOOOOOIOCCDIOODIDOOO
‘l’ “.‘ " m‘m. "-‘ LA A R R R E LR R EE RS
‘.‘ m m'clﬂl.I..l‘l.l...l..."..l'....'
1.5 The Proterite and the Indexical Inter-
mt'“ 0' '.'m”‘.-...'i.'.'...
1.5.1 The Motivations for Indexical Treat-
mu °' T.m......lllll.l..l'l.ll.".
s.2y 3 and Indestcality. . covviunnss
«3 Indefintite Reference %0 Time,.covvons
Temporal Reference in Connected Dis«
cwm. ..... LR R R R R R R EEEREEREEREELEZERE P

5
6
€
:g Time 1n Connected DIscourte...vanvvee
7
7
?

Ll
LA

.6.3 Some Special Uses of the Preterite...
m m '" W ‘“'m..‘..."..."
+1 The Need for at Least Three Indices..

2 More than Three 1n81CesT . iveivainnns

m LA A AR R AR R R R AR R RR R AR R R R R R R R R R RN )

Tense Logical Sketch of German...vvvvnnee

£

' "- M""l.'...ll‘.......l‘..‘.o
2 Baeuerie and Stechow's Analysis........
Y The German Prosent Tensl...cociavnnnes
«3.1 Sesunticy of the German Present Tense
«3.2 Semple Derivation of Complex Truth
3
3
3

.m't'“t..O..Q..Oo............'.l...
«3 Why Atelfics are Presumed to Refer to
m ' LA AR R R R AR EERER R R R R REREREEEERER)
«3.8 Xratzer's Speech Time Pragmatics.....
«3.5 The Nenamdiguity of the Present Tense

NN N O NNNNN e

-y =



LB

‘.

2.).‘ cm‘."”l0....-00...0..0...00ll.l..
zo‘ w'.""‘o.ooooac ------ e
;0: "‘" m“n‘.“ ooooo R ) -
lc‘-‘ '"".‘“".;Ql..l'....'.ll...Dl'l...
2.6.2 Other Uses of CVeAAUNERR TSP AYS
2.6.3 The Truth C of Tespora!
m...lll.l0l.l...O...llll‘l...l...ll
2.6, with Telic Actionsarten........
z', q “ M" '“‘"".I".!....O'

“m LA AR AR R L AR R R RRR R LR AR R LR LR R LR RE RN

AFragment of GermaN. ccvvivunsinnisanssnnss

3.1 GP56: Formalism and Notation.covvunnes
3 z w s"m..‘...0...0..0...0...00.00
1 Constituents of the Sentence.. .. cvvvs
2 Froating (of Several Kinds). . cviiuss
3 Phantoms and Some Recalcitrant Sorts
.' 'm“”..lt'....l.l...l..l.“....l.
""c h,.‘ ooooooooooooooo R
‘ '“wm '0' m‘m“’....’t.'tﬂ.'
2 ”.'“‘. ’""' '.m.lll....l'.....
'mt' '“"m'.-".'."'.0'...'..
T

Analiyses of Jean Fourquet...ovvunss

wo Strategies for the Treatsest of
'm,'. "” “‘-oooovoooroo.'oc--o
6.1 Tense as a Verd ntor.............
Excursus: On Ouratfves {and Freguentatives)

.’ m‘m’ ” m MI.DDOOOOQOOO'
3.6.2 Tonsas a5 Phrasa) Operators...ccvives
3.7 Metarvies for Temporalin..covviveneens
3.7.1 Duratives and Frist Mloh.......
3.7.2 Frame Adverbials (that Modify

~'.m t'.'QQI.'...'...'QODOOOOOOOI
JQ' m w.'."”‘..QOOOOOOOOQ.. LR R
3.9 The Systax of Temporal SCM0N. ccvvvvnves

m..‘.l“..‘...‘....‘...Q‘..‘...“......

3.2.
3.2
3.2.
1.3
3.3
1.3
3.4
3.5 The
3.6
3.6

t‘w'” w '"m‘-..’...'.’.'...liil'0

‘.l m MK‘ 'MOOOOIOCQIOCOOOOUOOOOO
‘01.1 m '“ “ m WIOOIOODOOIOOO
£.1.2 The Meaning of the Perfect Tenses....
‘0! ’ m m‘ 0' m‘ ’."‘c‘.cc..lt'll.l
4.1.8 A Sample Dertvation...convvnnnsannens
4.2 Mverbials wAich Modify Event Time.....

‘.’ m.lllll.lll.lll..‘........‘l..‘!..l‘

‘.30%., u"‘......b.......botﬁoo
‘ 3 2 !s! A A LA LA LR R AR LR AR R R R R R R D]

CRUBRE

SP-1

2RE BERB B

181

173
174



) r" ”'u‘ o' m..l......'.l....'ll
:."'"’.'....’.'.".'.'.'...’.'.""Q.

The Subjectlessness of Impersonmal
’.“'”‘...00...00..0.0....‘....0..0 L
2 The Lexical) Nature of the Passive....

AR



2

' s

LaWwih




Introduction

This dissertation analyzes temporal meaning fn German. The framework
15 that of & model-theoretic semantics, more specifically one Incorporeting
s sulti-dimensfonal tense logic. 1 presents this framework aad s
sufficient for those isterestad oaly 1n the general theory of tesporal
seaning. 1t argues that three dimensfons are optise) for the description
of natura) language temporalfa, giving rise to a Refchesbachian systes for
temporal description. Spectal attention 15 paid to the definite
interpretations of tense noted in Partee (1973). Although 1t I3 not the
:rpou of the fnvestigetion, 1t turns out that the Isterpretatios of

fcheabach™s speech, event, and reference times as indices within mode)

theory explaling several otherwise unmotivated aspects of Refchendach's
resarks on tense.

Chapter 2 applfes this theory to the analysis of temporal meaning in
German. Frame adverdials, the Present and Past tenses, duratives, aspec-
tyal adverbials esing 1a, and the adverdial particle schos are examined,
Nome of the last three were included 1n Bacverle’s [1575) temse logical
malystis of German, the most extensive (and Sest) to-date, and Both of the
first two are given mave! amalyses. The section on schon uscovers data
which bas escaped previous motice.

Chapter I provides a forma! systax to bear the sesantic snalysis
fn 2. This s of some purely syntactic interest because General-
12ed Phrase Structure Grammar hasn't yet confronted German extensively and
because it nnrsu one insovation, the use of complement features, to
treat VP froating. The chapter may also be of interest because it demon-
strates Bow tesporal sesantics may be Incorporated within GPS6 with essen-
tially no new grasmatical apparates.

Chapter 4 explores syntactic and semantic extensfons of the rnrnt.
thowing how the Perfect, the particle noch, the Passive, and & distinct
reading of frame adverdials may be accommodated.
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Chapter 1: A Refchenbachian Tense Logic

1.1 introduction

The semantics of tense and other tesporal expressioas, iavolving as it
does modificattion, recursion, contextual dependence, lexical wvarfety,
crecial scope relationships, and the iateracticon of elements in severa!

tical categories s perhaps as rich and prodlesatic 4s any 1a the
feld of natura) languape semantics. Model-theoretic semantics allows
precise 1msurtlu| wsing fairly sfeple mathematical technigees, and
there 15, Timally, mo Tack of very competest work won wAich to duild,
This Is, In short, & sost attractive fleld of stedy.

This work proposes a sesantics for the description of tespora)
expressions Imspired ) Iy by Mans Refchendach’s brief resarks on the
English tenses, and the insights of a susber of contemporary researchers,
Including Partee [1971), Kutn (1979), Bacuerle (1979]), and Eng (1981), that
tensos behave semantically rather Tike definitely reforring (sominal)
expressions. In spite the attention pald to 1, the parallel betwoen
tease and definite nomina) reference, 1t s argued, has deen insufficlently
appreciasted--2oth with respect to 123 extent, and with respect to 1ts

The semantic theory presented in this first chaptar 15 Tnspired by
Reichenbach (1947), and 1t emplays Ais three-way distiaction among times
relevant to semantic Interpretatica--the well-taown speech, event and
reference times introduced by Refchesbach. The semantics doesn't simply
assume Refchenbach’s systes, Byt Iaterprets 12 (and 15 somowhat selective
aboet certain inesplicit aspects of his temporal descriptioss). In the
present Interpretation speech, eveat, and refereace tines are viewed as
times to which defctic reference may de mado--effecting the parallielisa to
definite nomingl reference meationed dove.

The proposed sesantics fs 11Tustrated fn Chapter 2 by an extended
semantical sketch of GCorman tesporal referesce. The propoted systes for
temporal semantics will be tested on an extensive, but mecessarily limited
rénge of tesporal phenomena--incleding tense, tempora) adverbials and

rtfcles, asd the Inberent temporal strecture of verdbs (Actionsarten).

11 of thess expressions are Incorporated into 2 forma! fragmesat (in
Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar) in Chapter 3. Chapter & preseats
some semantico-ayntactic extestions of the systes developed (a the first
three chapters.

UTefmately, 'f it 1s to Be adepted, the semsstics proposed here must
allow cogent analyses of all tesporal reference, 1acluding sot oaly the
phenosesy named above, dut 4130 tespora! clsuses, sequence of tense
restrictions, and aspect. The system hasa't Been tested on these phenomens
to-date, thaugh thay do sot eem 10 present spectal Sifficylties.

1.2 Triple Dependence

Refchendach s to be credited for Introducing the Tded that the sseaing
of some tanses and tempora) expressions depends not only on the time of
speech, and the time at wAfch an event takes place (or 15 reported to teke
place), dut 2150 o9 & third time, the reference time. In thls chapter, |
soggest a sesantical formalization of Refchenbach's triple dependesce and
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outiine tome further crucial backgrownd assusptions to a2 systos esing this
formalization. Chapter 2 thes argues that the sesuntics of tespora!l
refarence 1n German, 1n particular that of adverbs, and that of adverdial
particlies such as schon depends on the eeploysest of reference time as a
theoretical too), “(TA the treoatment proposed, roference time fencticas a3
one of three dimensfons fn » tense Togic: 1t 13 otherwise the same concept
introdeced by Refchenbach.)

1.3 What 13 Reference Tim !
The concept of reference time has puzzled some researchers,

Refchenbach distinguished speech time 5, event time ¢ and reference time r,
Let us examine these as Reichendach npﬁu them to the following example:

In 1678 the whole face of things had changed ... efghteen years of
nisgovernment had made the ... sajority desfross %0 obtafin securi-
Ly At any risk, The fury of thelir returning ta:lty had spent 1t-
self inm fts first cutbreak. In & very few son they had hanged
nd half-haeged, quartered and embowoled, encugh to satisfy them,
The Roundnead party seemed 0 be Aot merely overcome, but t00 much
broken and scattered ever to rally again. Then commenced the
refluc of public opfinfoa. The natfon Degen to find cut %o what »
man 1t had entrusted without conditions 211 1ts dearest interests,
on what & man ft had lavished al) fts fondest affection,
(Refchenbach, 1947:2881)

Speech and event time are casily nooriuﬂo. Speech time 15 sfmply the
tioe of uttarance (read bere: writing), while the tise of the varioss
episodes descridbed constitutes event time. As to reference time, Yot us
rote Refchenbach's resarks;

The point of refereace 15 here the year 1678, Events of this year
are related In the simple past, such as the commencing of the re-
flux of public opinfon, and the beginning of the discovery cone
cerning the character of the king. The svents preceding this time
point are givea in the past perfect, sach as the change in the
face of thisgs, the outdreaks of croelty, the sation's trust In
the king. [Reichendach, 1947:289)

An event 15 thus seen sot only from the vantage point of the speech tise:
it 15 also seen from time of reference.” 1t 15 the time of reference which
distinguishes the sisple past from the past perfect. Each recounts epl-
sodes which are prior to speech time, but the episodes relayed 1n the past
parfect are additionally prior to the tiee of refarence. (We wil) accept
Refchendach's characterization of this distinction, and we try to provide
:wt:o;ol' suppart for 1t In principles for analyzing contextual depesdance
n 1.6.2.

A reference time may De explicitly fdentified, e.9. 4% 1678 n the
passage above, or 1t may be provided e.9. by & superordinate clause, as in
the seatence below:

After be had colen everything, M sald gocd-bye.
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The eveat time of the subordinate clause 13 the time at which he ate. The
reference time of this same clause s provided by the event tise of the
mafn clause: 1t 15 the time of Mis saying good-bye. Note that evest time
1s prior to reference time here, and That t™he past perfect 15 used, Just as

1t was fn mafn clauses 'n Refchesbach's exasple. configuration of
m."c;«;t and reference times s crucial, not syntactic stracture.

Reference tinme may be nefther explicit nor provided by superordinate
clauses, but given only by the context, a3 Reichenbach noted. He commented
that in the sentence Peter had gone:

«saeft 15 not cloar which time poinat 15 used as the point of
reference, This determination 13 rather gfves by the context of
speech. In a story, Tor fnstance, the series of events recounted
determines the point of refereace, whlch in thfs Case 13 In the

st, seen from the poinst of h; some individual events
ying cutside this point are referred, not directly to the
poist of speech, dut to this pofnt of reference determined by the
story. (Refchenbach (1947:288))

Two aspects of Reichesdach's proposal will be exploited Selow. First,
reference time 15 sudject to pragmatic 1afluesce. Secosd, and more specif-
fcally, reference tise may be ?m by the previcus discourse.

Given this rough characterization of the motioas of speech, event and
reference times, we note that 1t was Refchenbach's strategy to ascribe one
configuration of these times to each tense., For example, he Tists the
following (p.297):

Past Perfect E -

Simple Past RE ~
Present Perfect £-S
Present S.E.R
Simple Future S.R -
Future Perfect S~E

£, R, and S stand for speech, event and reference times. A comma Detween
two times stands for unnmig. while the hyphen seans that the lef:
tise temporally precedes the right,

Implicit 1n Refchenbach 15 surely the position that no more than three
times are involved 1n the interpretations of any tense. [ shall accept a
stightly more genera) versfon of this position:

Maximally Triple : No more than three tises are Involved in
n on of any 1 expression.

The generalization Is from “tense” to "tespora] expression.” The sotion
"times® 13 thM\‘y sti)) vague sdove. It be sade precise In 1.4
through the sotion “tesporal Index,” and Maxiselly Triple Depeadence wil)
be seen to follow as a trivia) consequence of the position that temse logic
for natural Yanguage are three dimensional,

There s some reason, however, to reject other positions which also
seen Tmplicit In Refchenbach's amalyses, Returning to the temse schesata
shove, 1t s perhaps remarkadle that every tense specifies » Tinear config-



uration of all three times: In 20 case 15 & tense regarded as specifying o
relation among Yess than three times, and never does 1t appoar to have
seemed necassary %0 Refchenbach to resort to nonlinear configurations of §,
€, and R. Om the contrary, howover, the Perfect fafinitive seees to
require only that [ precede R, and is indifferent to speech time, a3 the
sentences delow might suggest:

He seems to Mave Jeft She delfeves him to have left
Ne seemed 20 have Teft She delieved him %o have left
He will seem to have leoft She'1l believe him to have left

This fsn't the point at wAich one even could argue for any semantic rele in
Setall; we've simply developed too 1ittle of the overal] apparatus for any
rule to be Jastified In detaf). But 1f we accepted Refchesdach's specifi-
cation of the Present, Simple Past and Sfeple Future teases (for the pur-
poses of this $1lustration), then 1t might be seen that the oaly relation-
ship with which the Perfect Infinftive may comsistently Be associated Is
that of the event time (of the YP to which it Is sttached) pneocm: refer-
ence timo. The following schemata fllestrate how the Perfect Infinitive
specifies 1ty times:

1ee0y semmet will seem

believes bl faves will believe

s.l.g t..l -5 SR - !

E' - R' £ -1 £ -n
leave Teave Teave

At lTeast In the complements of the verds seem and belfeve, the event tise
of the satrix clause 15 used as reference Lime n the complement. The
Perfoct Infinitive then marks the time at which the spisode reported ia the
complesent classe takes place--regardiess of speech time.

The remarks adave casnot de comstrued as defended analysis of the
temporal fmport of the Perfect Infinitive--but only as s Indication of the
possidle wisdom of allowing tesporal elements to specify less thaa an
exhaustive relatfon among speech, event, and reference times.

Similarly, there are tenses which seem to specify a nonlinear relation

the speech, event and reference times. This s perhaps a bit sur-
prising. Relatfons are )inear, of course, 1ff they are transitive, frre-
fexive, and commex. Clearly the points of time are ordered 1inearly under
'<," 50 that 1t say be wrw{tln that some tense specify times 1n a
non) isear fashion, The key 15 cossexity. Recall that & relatfon R s
connex 1n a set S Irf

n‘tsvizisn‘liz VRE YA e1)
The cossexity axiom disallows then situations sech as the following:
i
' >ty
3

where 1, and 1, are distinct, but usordered with respect to eoch other.
Noth the 1 lowing use of the Futwre Perfect:



1 don't know whethor Be's Teft, Ne certainly will have left by tomor-
row, however,

The pair of sentences 1s senstble » but this iadicates that the svent
time of the Future Perfect may efther follow or precede speech time,

!1:« of the following configurations s thus compatidle with the Future
Perfect:

: - § - : (Refchenbach's configuration)

(Cf. Comrie, 1981:28.) The Future Perfect requires then that speech, event
and reference time be ordered thus:

D

This relatfon i3 nonlinear.

Let us avold one potential confusicn: the time of utterance and the
time at which he Teft (in the sentence above) will certainly be ordered
with respect to each other (in amy particular use of that sentence). This
fsn't the point, which 15 rather that the Future Perfect cannot specif
that speech and evest time always stand in ome or the other nh!‘m. 'TN
e:-u canmot require 2 particular Yinear relationship among the three
times.

We therefore will not follow Reichenbach in having each tense exhaus-
tively specify a Tinear relatfon among the three times. It 15 not explicit
;: mmomm' fa any case that one cught to do so, though 1t certalnly was

s pr ce.

I would Tfke now to turn to an ares where Refchesbach will be followed
most exactly; this concerns his conception of reference time. Let us be
careful to mote the nature of the 1aflyuence of context on reference time
(roted above): reference time may be given by the provicus discourse. This
seems to have boem Refchenbach™s comception as well., WNotice that his
resart about Row the events recounted may determise reference tise I3
Teewise qualified: this 15 30 “fn & story.” This suggests that reforesce
time 15a't always provided In previoss discourse, and that we have, In
effect, two sorts of discourse--that in which reforence time 15 fixed by
previous discourse, and that im which 1t fsa't, Let us call the first sort
(temporally) comected dfscourse and the second (temporally) free ¢fscourse
{::“mlly nonconnected discourse), and let o3 contrast examples of

1)y rally connected discourse
l‘ went d WY, The others were there, 100,
T 1y free discourse
X‘ % él.v. The others were there once, 100,

The temporally coanected discourse contisues talking abowt the “same” time,
while the tomporally free discourse does mot. Im connected dfscourse,
times may not de out of order, while 1n free discourse, this is possidble.
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[Ne will examine which times these are pretestly.)

There will obviowsly be different principles of tesporal reference In
force 1n these twe different types of tempora) discourse. Let us attespt #
first formulation of these, however rough. Reichendach clafms that “the
serfes of svests recounted determines the poist of reference” (In Coanectod
discourse), and the sxample sdove bears him out., The time spoken of In the
second sentence In the conmected example fn (1) seens to de Ideatical teo
the time at which Al arrived In N.Y,, the event time, Some eximples are
different, bhowever,

{2) A) went to N.Y. B0 had found him a room. Me west directly to ft,

Mere 1t 1s clear that the time spoten of In the Timal sentence 15 not the
event tise of the previces sestence, 1.e. the time at which 8o found the
room. [t 1s also clear that ovents have not Deon recounted fn order, and
therefore that event times are not ordered properly. Sti11, this has the
feel of a temporally connected &fscourse--a story.

The not overly elusive principle of organization s Sased on referesce
time, The second sentence fn (2) has an event time pricr to the first's,
Byt 1ts reference time 135 flaed aod nom-prior %0 the first's. And It is
a9ain the referesce time of the secoad seatonce which 13 used ia the third,
This sugoests the following codification of Relchendbach's gnp.uca.

In moving toward 3 formelization, we note that we shall employ an
“interval® sesantics, following most motably Bessett and Partes (1972},
Cresswell (1977) and {1979). Van Benthem (1983) fnvestigetes the
model theory of tense 1ogic dased on Doth pofnts and “perfods” [objecting
to the boundaries fmplfed “Iaterval®}. We retain the limguisticelly
familfar term “interval.” In this semantics propositions are svaluated as
:r: or‘nlu not relative to pofnts of time, But rather relative to

atervals.

MNe first need to define some stubsidlary moticms, Since the tises we
will be %aling with may be Intervals, the notfon of precedeace 15 somewhat
vague, Consider the time Yine below:

N N,

‘2

It 15 Clegr that | edes doth 1, and 1., sinco every point of time in
:hpr:«du awvery hr:rof time In ‘000 fyTand 14, Ne shal) sysbolize this
atfon as "¢';

-

Definiticon: For a2l intervals 1.3, 211 points of time t,t'
117 veel we'ed et (read: "1 completely precedes )')

But 1, seems to precede 1. fn some sense a3 well, even though the rela-
tionship of complets om‘“o doesn’t hold. This will be symbolized *¢.’

Definition: For a1l intervals 1.3, al) points of tise ¢t t°
td Jt'e) tet' (read: "1 does not extend beyond §°)

Fr T T et T tanventcnt Tn specthying retitions wmong



three times.) Note that this deffnitfon a)lows that 1.<1.: lz does ot
uml‘ wbqu‘ !,. In the tiee 1ime below, 1<) even W J 0. Note that
k-<1, .

\yl \/\/ '
1 k
Im:' these definitions, we may forma)ize Refchenbach's fmplicit prag-
satics:

Refchenbach's Pragmatics (#9) (weak versfon) For $,, S.,....5 @
0 uttered » a temporally em!u?ﬁm’u:
4] rls,) < ds'."

where riS) desfgnates the refersace time of S, (Cf. Dowty, 1980:19 for a
similar formulation of the relatien of successive times Im narratfon.) Let
Ut note that this 1s & weaker versfon of comnectadness: 4 stronger versios
Is discussed 1a 1.6 delow. Furthermore, the principle says nothing about
reference times In temporally unconmected [free) dfscourse.

This principle odviously does not determine & unique roference time; In
particular, 1t doesn't specify how r{S) 14 defimed, or how 1t may be
shifted by temporal expressions. The principle does provide a 1imit within
which reference time must function, howewver, This {s its perpose.

Let me again emphasize that “{temporally) consected” {5 de)iberately
vague. Certainly answers are connected to questfons, and most traditions)
marrative cosnts as (temporally) conmected, but most Limguistics disserta-
tions certainly are not, No independent characterization of this vague
notion will Be offered. Hopefully, the comcept will have some fosndation
fn Intuftion, and exsmples may help to clarify the sstion fntended somewhat
further. It f3 1o any case worth noting that not all marrative prose s
(temporally) commected In the relevant sense. Consider first:

A all ted pay
AT 2vm Bruanen fand oin Junges Dienstmecdchen, ...Ich
stieg hinester...

~=J.Goethe Die Lefdon deos Werthers, Srief vom 15.Mat
"1 recently came %o !Fc"' #;n and Tound & young servast girl,...!

dismounted...”
==J.Goethe The Sorrows of Young Werther, Letter of May 15

The events are recounted 1n order without mejor chasge 1n tomporal perspec-
tive. The following passage begins in the sase wiy, but thes a shift
occurs:

A 11y) nonconnected passa
» r pea res ch wich In sein Schlafziamer, oeff-
:u :&s Fenster weit, verzauberte mich und flog davon. Ich habe es nicht
rest.
~=H. M1 1desheiner "Warus fch mich In efne Nachtiga)) verwandelt hade*
In: W.Hildeshaimer Liediose Legenden




"In Septesber of the past year | mide my way into sy bedroom, threw the
::.tn. open wide, sald the magic words, and flaw away. [ haven't regretted
| eM.Hi1eshetner "Wy T Changed Myself (nto a Nightingale” fa: M.
Mildeshelimer Loveless Legends

The passage from Goethe reccunts the series of events in tespora)
successfon, allowing the perspective of the reader to follow the chronology
exactly., Wildesheimer's passege begins simflarly, but shifts sdbruptly in
the Tast sentence excerpted. In asother context W
might mean '] didn’t regret 1t (then),' but here,
deen established a the marrative, It clearly moans '] Daven't regretted It
ever since.’ The commectedness d the series 1s broken for this comment,
(This s the sitaation fn geseral for Migh German; ft 13 different in the
southern dialects. Some speaters from south claim that narration can
switch back and forth from Preterite o Perfect, or remuin 1 0ne or e
other tense, without effect on the perceived tempora) relatfons. In all
spoken German, the Perfect be used for narration; byt 1In Nigh Garsas at
Teast, once the Preterite has established as the tense of marraticn,
s above, the Perfect 15 usually felt to represent a switch In temporal
perspactive.)

The examples from Goethe and Hildesheimer may Indicate that the dis-
tinction between the tesporally commected and the teeporally free really
should not Be understood as one Between two S‘F‘ of discourse, since the
distinction seems to cut across the usua) distinction Tn discourse types
(both of the above are |{terary marration end the orfginal exasples in (1)
might have been from any fnformal sort of discourse). Perhaps the distisce
tion should be understood (and formulated) as one between ut s
~=f.0, Betwoen ytterances which assumas the reference time of previcus
discourse and those whvich do not. 1 have no objection to this recasting of
the distinction, since, as may De seen below, the formalization o{ refer-
ence time will show that the distinction amounts to exactly tafs,

1.4 The Legic

The logic to 5S¢ employed will semantically treat all u-gonl eapros-
sions as sentential cperators. For this reason, & sentence logic s
sufficient to demomstrate the treatment. As explained above, we will
astume that an interpretaticn fosction [ assigns truth values to atomic
seatences, 1.e. those simple sentences to which no sentential operators
have {ct Deen attached, with respect %0 Intervals of time. This 15 encoded
In [1):

(1) for ¢ an Intarval, p an atomic sentance I{p,t)*0 or l{p,t)+]

[Since virtwally all referencs 13 to Intarvals of time, there is nd need to
distinguish Intervals from points notatlionally. At those few poists where
both points aad (ntervals are referred to, intervals are designated §,. 15,
etc. asd points ¢, t1 etc. Cf. the definition of "< and "<’ 1In l.s.l
For atosic p:"u tions, only ome Interval of time--not three, as the
full systes allows--15 relevant to the determination of truth conditions.

[2) for atemic p, for all models A, speech times s, eveat times o, and

reference times r: A, o.r o 1£f Lip,e)=], f.e. p holds at o.
’,
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Before commenting on the substance of (2), let's demystify the formal-
fsm. A forsula such as the one In (2), of the fore:

Apsch?

15 always to Be unferstond: sentence p s true n sode) A relative to
speech time a, event tise 5, and refereace time ¢. The model A simply
eacodes the truth of falsity of the atomic propositions--here, those with
no T sodification whatsoever, S,eech time 15 always written first,
norsally designated by the mnemonic ‘s, followed by event tise, normally
designated by "e¢,' followed by reference time, normally designated ‘!
Of course, other variables sust be used whanever sore than oae speech,
event, or reference time 15 relevant to the evaluation of & given wtter-
amce. The " =" or s0-called "turnstile,” may De read 'satisfies,' os long
s this In turs s snderstood so that A‘ = satisfios p 11f o s Srue In A
relative to a, b, and ¢. +%s

Isportant to the sedstance of (2) 1s flrst the treatment of speech,
event, and reference tise as parameters of {nterpretation, and second that
tenseless expressions are interpreted with respect o 4 single ties, (I
it "tenseless® here fn the sense of tense Yogic-<to desfgnate expressions
with so elements which make tesporal reference, 1.e. mo verSa)l tesse, mo
tempora) adverdials or clauses, etc. whatsoever.] Ne shall consider the
Tatter point first. It 13 feportant that basic expressions are sti))
assigned semantic values with respect to sisgle times decause this pre-
serves the Intuitively persuasive sotion of temporal dependence from
sfmpler tense logics, gearantoeing ws the same relatively copent founds-
tions. Intuftively clear foundations are required 1f we are to interpret
the formal system. It 13 not femediately clear how one could Interpret a
basic expression with respect to pafrs or triples of time. AL the risk of
redundancy then, et se emphasize that nothing new in the Interpretation of
tenseless expressfons 15 being proposed-~this proceeds the same as 1t does
fn siepler tense Yogics, The second and third tesporal Indices are used
exclusively in the intarpretation of temporal expressions,

There are also fsportant coasoquences of treating Refchenbach's speech
time, event time and reference time as “dimensions”™ or parssecters of
Interpretation in a tense Yogic. These will be easlier to sgpreciate after
wo have sxamined & rule using thete parameters. Moreover, no sfsple
sentences n German are interproted by atemic formulae. AN Include some
temporal modification, viz. tense. Let us then tern to Tts analysis.

1.5 The Preterite and the Indexica) Interpretation of Reichenbach

1.5.1 The Motivation for Indexical Treatments of Tonse

Some sentences seem to contain no tesporal modification other than
teate, Bowever, 30 that we do have an apparently steplest case from which
to begin. Thus ft seems ressonadle to analyze Sam left as contafning no
temporal msodificeation other tham Past tense sarkTAg (Or "Preterite” tense
sarking--these terms will be used synomymously here). Siace all tesporal
expressions will Be analyzed as sentential operators, as remarked sbove, we
then analyze 1eft as PAST(Sam Teave), where Sem Toave 13 tenseless,

Let us recal tensolels Sam Teave holds Tn K at s.e.r 117 it holds
at o, the time of leaving. ClearTy, The Past (or Preterite) temse requires

thet this o precedes s. The sftuation 1a German fs fully parallel, and (1)



u:-l!zn the requiresent as & first approxisation of the actsal semantic
ruile:

(1) (Necessary truth condition of sestences in the Preterite)

1A, . b PRET(p), them e<s and A,...rb ®
The use of Reichenbach's varfoss times as perameters provides & mechia-
fsn for dealing with an urct of temporal Interpretation first noted in
Partee (1973), who argued for the meed for tense operators with definfte
fnterpretatfons fa place of {or In addition to) the indefinite interpreta-
tions which the Prioresn operators provide, Prior [and many others), 1t
will be remesbered, had fnvestigated a PAST ocperator of a sort that PAST(p)
holds at t 1ff there 15 2 t'<t and » holds at t'. Thus (2) would be true
g.mgv wire any time prior to speech tfme at which Cal forgot to teurs off
stove:

(2) Cal forgot to turs off the stove

On the Priorean view, the tense 15 interpreted indefinitely: If there
I8 %y past t' a4t which the tenseless Ca) 73;2'2 ig %_vi off stove
holds, then [2) 15 to de regarded as true. Pa pa » On the
contrary, 4 sentence such as (2) wosld normally Be uttered mot to assert
that Cal once forgot, But rather to assert of a definite time that he

forgot thea., Further proof of this may be Tound Tn the Interaction of
tense and hegation, For exsmple, In (2°)

(2') Cal didn't turn off e stlove

we find neither of the 1ikely representations sader the Priorean view
satisfactory:

PASTI-(Cal turn ofF the stove))
«(PAST(Cal turs off the stove))

The first 15 too weak, since It s true If there 15 any past time at which
Cal didn't turn off the stove, and the secend too strong since 1t 1s oaly
true 1Ff there 13 »0 past time at which de did. Partee points cut that (2°)
is rather understood to assert of & definits time that Cal didn"t turn the
stove off hen,

Enc [19B1759-69) has extended Partoe’s criticism by showing that the
predl:i« scope relations 1a the Indefinite analysis of tense do mot hold.
Eng's tack 1s to show that NP's do oot fall within the of the predicted
scope slots. She points out e.g. that In the sentence Al) rich ses
obnoxfous children, the scope asalysis predicts that the seatence iﬂ“

- out a)l present rich men or about 411 past rich men,
but mot both. But there s a reading available ia which the sentesce says
something abeut all rich sen, present and past. A similar, bet more
prodblesatic case Is that of sentences such as Jobn wil) seet %.g m&.
which seem capable of saying something about pas n

of any past tense sorphese. A thlird wvery anﬁn! case for the scope
analysis fovolves seatences where scopes clash. Eng considers the seatence
below from Cooper (1978):
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Every congressmea who resesbers a president will be at the party

She consfders the case 'n which the seatence s witered Tong after the
bolition of the presidency when a party 15 to be given for those con-

gressmes old to romesber 2 presfdent, (cw_q must be In
the scope of the tense (they're not congressman now), 4nd 2

%mthﬁummmcfﬂc 3 saan (they say remesber
(] presfidents). But since scope 13 !rm;an. thfs would mean that
[ 51 would be withia the scope of the future tease--in which case

e would have to be monsensical, which of course 1t fsn't,

Thas tenses are not Interpreted asalogously to the varfables Introduced
by existential quastifiers, 1.e. Indefinitely, but rather {more) amalogous-
1y to singelar terms, whose reference fs fixed in any gives context, 1.e.
definftely. (1) provides for the latter Interpretation of the temse

To see this, reconsider example (2):

(2) Cal forgot to turn off the stove

This would be asalyzed in the present system as true of & particular [con-
textually specified) time, 1.0, the time 4t which the stove should have
boen, but wasn't, turned off. The time 15 supplied h{ the context of
utterance. (Simce (1) fs mot a semantic rele, but only & mecessary truth
condition, and especfally since the actuaY Semantic rule specifies that
event and reference time are the same In the Preterite, this discussion
cannot be construed as an argueent that we sust directly provide for
definite refereace to event time fn addition to providing for definite
reference to reference time. 1.6.1 containg the argument that we ought to
provide for direct reference to event time and reference tise.)

We suppose them that (2] fs uttered In § context where .3, the time of
utterance s 2:00 pm, the most promisent stove 15 Cal's, and the time
spoken about 15 1:00 pm. A of this Information 15 availadle 1n the
contaxt of utterance, Let us suppose that {2) fs asalyzed as:

PRET(Cal-forget-to-turn-the-stowe-off) | bk PRET(p))
Rule (1) then foresees an evaluation of the following sort:

Aapm i, F PRETID)
which, by (1), requires that

lpm<2pmand “2p,lp.r" p
which, by (2) 1a 1.4, holds 1ff
Lpm<2pmand l{p,l pm) = 1
f.e. I0f
1 98 €2 pm and 1(Cal-Torget-to-turn-the-stove-off, 1 pm)=l

e 0{ gmu that | pm completely precedes 2 pm and therefore sussar!ze
that (2) holds 1a the context glven 177 Cal forgot to turn the stove off at
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1:00 pa, The time s fsportant. If Cal tursed 1t off at I, but forgot
yes at 6:00 pm, the sentence 13 stii! false. The temse refers to the
time givea fn the context--and only that time Is relevast to the evaluation
of the truth of (2). The time at which he was to turn 1% off s thus »
parameter of 1n retation to which “indexical”™ tense refers.

The problems which fag (1581) moted about the fallure of the scope
predictions In the Indefinite treatsent siaply do sot arfse eader an
indexcial treatment of temse. We are sisply under no obligation to inter-
pret e.9. noun phrases with respect 0 the same costextusl parasoters which
turn out to be crucial im evaluating tense.

This indexical comception of the definita Interpretation of teese is
not an ad hoc feature of the present analysis within forma) semantics.

(Cf. Dowty, 1952 and Racuerle, 1979 for extesded treataents of tense which
Incorporate this feature.) The methad 1s moreover the accepted way of
tresting context dependence In forma) semantics, Let us review the moti-
vation for this. It s oely reasonadle to assume thet the time to which
definfite reference s made 15 & feature of the context--mot unlfke speaker,
hearer, specch tise, or the dendtata of demcastratives. The assumption 1s
Justified by the fact that the time to which reference 13 made varies In
contexts independently of the seatence uttered. Thus, even theugh (2) Is
usually understodd as referring to “the last time 1 was supposed to term
the stove off,* 1t may also be wsderstood a1 “thet time.” for example, In
the contoxt of a sarrative, or In & courtroom.

One common way of accowmting for sech costexteal dependence In Amalytic
Philoscphy was t0 suppose that such contextually fmplied elements were
tacitly asserted. Thus Cal Jeft asserts tacitly Cs) left at t, This sort
of analysis 13 usually YTaguTstically supect, however, and 1A any case, it
RS given way to & simflar, But symtactically less radical proposal. The
presently accepted method of accounting for the effects of context on mean-
1ng, a4t least since Lemmon (1966), fs to suppose that the meaning of the
gtterance of fon X in ¢ c be calew

{3) Lemmon's Principle
the gttersace of X in ¢ '(uunt':o"yl x'{c)
where ©' s the convestional content of X,

$0 ¢.9. ™he utterance of In 2 given context must have the semantic
value of applying the functlon which Is the conveational costent of yos to
the [relevant parameters) of the context. Similarly, Cal Teft may be sald
Lo Assert that he Jeft at time ¢t 1f thfs time 13 & parameter of context.
(Note that Lesmon's prisciple Is smphatically mot to be confused with
Grice's [1975) program which requires that the [port of an wtterance be
calculadle from the meaning and general priaciples of ratioma) purpasive
bebavior--the conversationa) postulates.) The presest proposal follows
Lesmon's principle.

The important prograsmatic pofnt 15 that speech event and reference
times are formalized as parsmeters of Interpretation. Let us cal) this the
indexical lmcv-nulnz%rlim. 1t may be contrasted with e.g,
Marnstefn (1977}, whore Refchesbach’s speech time S, event time [, ang
reference time R are wsed as the dasic elements in “tense structures,
without & comaitsent a3 to their Interpretation. [ soppest that we call
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3)
this the representational isterpretation of Refchenbach.

The Indexical treatment has the lmmediate and substantia) advantage of
ewuinh’ the discourse dependency of tomporal fnterpretation. This may
be seen 17 one reflocts that discourse constitutes part of costext, so that
1t should be reflocted 1n different paraseters of Interpetation sssocfated
with that context. The representations) treatment fsn't helpless in this
respect, but requires additfona) apparatus to deal with comtext dependence.

To appreciate further differences in the two agproaches o 1
enalysis, Tet us regard the representations) treatments sore closely. In
representational systems structures of S, E, and R are 2af1t wp by rules of
interpretation. The rules workt “top-down,” first creating & basic repre-
sentation for the matrix tease and tomporal elements, snd then moving
“down™ 1ato subordinate clauses, where Sge Bys Wnd t‘; Sas '2' and £,; etc,
are added to the structure.

It 15 at this poiat that an lmportant differesce between the Indexical
interpretaticn and the represestationa) Iaterpretation arfses. The fadex-
fcal trestment {s committed to Iatarpreting every tesporal expression with
respect to #t most three Indices (or some other fixed, and pregmatically
plawsible--read: small--number). The representationa’ trestment, on the
other hand, allows reference In principle to the full representation built
up by previous rules. (CFf. Mormateis, 1977:53% for an example of a2 rule

1ch refers to six points of representation. Most of the rulgs 1o Sefth,
1978:87-92 refer to more than three pofnts of represestation.)” In this
respect, the fndecfcal Interpretation of Refchenbach 15 more restrictive,
nmtmmﬂamfwtsuluumupmaingtm!ﬂsre-
strictive, representational view.” On the other hind, | do mot inow
whether the indexical iaterpretation fs sore restrictive fm any adsolute
sense, and | certainly do mot clafm that here.

This wight be put & s1ightly differest way: the Indexical treatsent
requires & more strictly compositional treateent of 2l semantics. In
peneral, a sesantics 1s composfitiona) 1f St specifies mtaning of compo-
site expressions as a function of the meanings of fts compoments [and
therefore without reference to the larger construction 1n which the compo-
site may appear). We can oftes obtale composftiomality whers 12 Masn't
deen achieved by employing more complicated mednings In the cosponent
expressions and by complicating the mode) theory which evaluates the
expressions {and thus the saggestion of this thesis, that three tempors)
fndices be employed, thould make compositfonality eesfer to obtafn thas It
was ia one- or two-dimensional tesse Yogics). The Yess wo hawe to
complicate dasic expressfons or mode! theery to obtafn compositionality,
the more compositional a treatsest mey be safd to Be. The Indexica) treat-
ment, fn 1imiting the number of temporal parasetsrs to which & semantic
rule may refer to three, allows less complicated basic tespora! meanings,
:'n:.:'::y be said to de sore composftiona) than the representationa)

Perhaps this cem Dest bde appreciated 1n a second distinctive aspect of
indexfcal tanse logic. Many semastic rules for tempora) expressions fn
other framoworks take the following form:

(€) for t & temporal expression, & Ity argusent, ¢ and ¢' contexts
tlalle) = alc') and e, o' y
where 'Q" du!ium 4 relation between contexts

For example, the Prioress Past cperator might de formulated:
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(S} Pastla)ic) = alc') and ¢«
where "< desigmates temporal order of the appropriste sort

Note that (4) and (5) dave altered the original refersace to costext. Im
this case the event tise of (c) has undowdtedly changed n gofng to [c').
Thase ts of context altered x semantic rule are frretrieovably lTost to
the application of later ryles. is puts comstraints oo allowable tespor-
a1 seanings. Tor examplo, we have already seen that the iadexical treat-
ment of the definfte Interpeetation of tease requires that the time to
which definite reference s made Do 2 parameter of coatext. This means
that amy rule wAich alters this parameter must have the concommitant effect
of barring definite reference to that time. Some rules certainly do alter
the parameter to which definite reference 15 made In the Past tense rule,
e.9. the rule Introdecing futurate Perfacts (4.1) and the rules Intreducing
duratives (3.7.1). Thus 1t 135 & predicted consequence of the Indexicel
interpretation (of tasse 1a general, and of Relchenbach fa particuler) that
s0me ug:ﬂl expressions canmot be understood as definfte--viz. al) those
within scope of a parssslor-altering expression, [(l.e., sach expros-
slons with narrower scope canmot refer to the same parameter definitely.)

The fate of altered Indices In reproseatatToss] treatments, where the
old indices say become part of the “"tense structure® which s ballt up by
the reles of tense Interpretatios, s not writtes In stone. In rnlcul«.
the old indices are certainly an‘l»lo for wse In subsequent rules of
interpretation--in contrast to their aloof Behavior ia nosrepresentational
treatoents, where they are forever irretricvadle. Since there are not the
Sase wtomatic predictions in the representationa] treatseats of tense,
machinery sust be developed and deployed to peserate predictions, e.g. In
the case of definite refereace %o time, some machinery will be required %o
distinguish definite and indefinite pleces of “tense strectures.”

A third, and fina) polnt of distinction between representaticoal and
Indexfcal troatments of tease concerns apein the definfte Interprotation of
tense [and might Be regarded as 4 more specific consequence of the first
point). According to the Indecical treatment of the defialte interpreta-
tion of tense, definite tenses refer o parameters of context, According
Lo representaticonal treatments, they refer 1o ploces of the representa-
tional structure Seing created, The differeace then 13 this: the contexts,
ke representatioes, normilly do mot change after the interpretation of
each new tomporal elesent, For cxample, there 15 m0 reason to thisk that
the definite Past tense should change the context with respect to which the
rest of the seatence s evalaated (In the Indexfcal treatment), while It
certainly would change the representatioas 1t 15 added to. Thus the
indexical treataent predicts that definite tense should mot affect the
Interpretations of adverbial elements withis 1ts scope. No such prediction
15 sade By & represestational troatsent, Thus the Iadexical treatment will
geacrate rather more specific predictions than the representationa) one,
which 15 flexible.

1.5.2 Yagueness and Indexicality

There 1s o0 sense In denying that the added flexibility of nonindexical
treatoonts can appear to be very attractive--especially in sentences that
seem to refer definftely to more than ome time. Notice that §f the sen-
tence below 15 evaluated at any single svent time, thes It could only be
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true in very Vimited circusstances.
{6) Tom Yeft schoo) and got a Job

in particular, the sentence would be evaluated as false any time when Tom
first left school and then got & Job. This 15 counterintuitive, asd 1t
Tarifore seggests that the fndexfcal treatment of temse 1s too strict.
Since there appear to be other advanmtages to the indexical treatsest (and
since 1t s the rafson d'etre of this work to explore the indexical treat.
ment), however, we o rch for the minimal correction consistent with
the correct amalysis of sentances such as (6).

The optisal explanation of this phenomenon would be 2 general principle
which foresaw no special apparatys for conjusction. Ose formulation of
this sort of 'rlncifu 15 straightforward If we keop the use of definfte
tesporal reference in mind: In particular, we often refer definitely but
fnexactly to tiee, (6) might e.g. de uttersd severs) years aftor Tom's
learing schoo! and getting a job, when the exact date has lomg been forgot-
ten. This doesn't make 1t Indefinite, It sti)) o plck out & definite
instance of Ais e.9. pttia!h: Job (from many such Instances), bt the
oxact time at which ke got Job cannot Be regarded as availadle, Tet
alone salient, within the costext of witerance. (It {5 worth poimting cut
that definfte nomina) reference fs guite parallel fn this respect: one Can
refer definitely to e.9. Thomas Pynchom using the phrase “Thomas Pynchom®

or “the suthor of The ing of Lot F ~Hine . * without knowing at al)
exactly who that s, Wr eo!ﬁhﬂy ﬂa‘{ Belng adle to e the man,
Cf. Stalnsker, 1978:3171, and Eng, 1981:26f, wbo mate this point sbout

nominal refereace; and Barwise and Perry, 1983:43F, who make 11 aboyt
a) reference.)
(7] would seem to allow for vaguensss 1n tempora]l reference 1n »
sensible way:

{(7) va inT 2! Reference
l‘...'E ¢ "; EQR exTits o ¢ such that A‘....'}' p

Given (7), we might evaluate (6) as true with respect to 4a ovent time ¢ as
Tong 4% there are subintervals e, and ¢, of ¢ at which Tom left school and
got a Sob. This assumes that “5 m‘d'ml!y be redeced 5 4 sentence
conjunction, avaluated at ¢, 50 that 1ts two conjuncts would presumably
A150 be evaluated at o, and that (7) would apply to one or both of thelir
evaluations. (7) thus would have the status of a clause In the definition
of satisfaction,

{7) s esacceptable, however, becasse 1t refntroduces the difficulties
which Partee noted about Indefinite tense cperators. To see thisg, first
note that (7) sugpests that any tesse might de used definitely 1f one were
Just begin from a Yarge encugh event time Interval. Thus we ought to be
able to use e.9. (2) o assert that there has been at Tesst ome instance of
Cal's forgetting to turn off the stowe:

{2) Cal forgot to turn off the stove
(2) ought them to be able to amount to the assertion that Cal Basn’t always

respebered 0 turs off the stove. (2) doesn't soem to De adle to Dear this
sening, however,
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Statlariy, (7) seems In explaining the interactics of tion
and tonse. Lot's reconsider !2'3: " —

{2°) Ca) 4idn"t turn the stowve off

There are various scope possidilities, et 2085t of thes are odviows!)
wrong. Ne can symbolize the different scope relationships In the following

m:ﬂv’ VAG to note the point at which the vagesness principle might be

YAG(PAST(-(p)))
YAGL-[PASTIp))
PAST(VAG(~{p))
PASTI-(VAGIp)))

{1t would also be possible to 1nveke the vagueness principle several times
In evaluating (2‘), Sut this would mot feprove the derived readings as
equivalences of (2°).) Clearly (2') would sot be tates to assert that
there 15 some time 4t which Ca) wasa't favolved 1n umm? the stove off,
and this eliminates the first two scope relationships. Similarly, (2°)
couldn't moan that within the definite past time in tion, there i3 some
time at which Cal weren't turning the stove off, which the third 1ine would
1-.!{‘.' This Teaves only the Tast 1ine as a possidle represeatation,

ppasing this were to Do regarded as equivalent to (2'), let us
contider the situstion im which Cal has beon cooking a Yarge meal, 30 that
he may have turned the stove 0n and of f severa) times n the cosrse of an
howr: the vageeness principle (7) predicts that (2°) would certainly be
regarded as false [f assertad about the time of Cal's cooking 1 the
example, since within this definite time there f5 2 time at which he turned
the stove off. Bet this s counterintuitive: T2') might de truly asserted
sbout the sitsation 1f Cal dide't Lurn the stove off he was through,
or 17 he dida’t turn 1t off at seother time when he was supposed to (and
perhaps overcooked something).

This example fndicates that definfte reference to time 5 not Captured
well by & system which Iscorporates 4 principle of vaguesess such as (7).
It reinforces the poiat sade above 1n connection with [7), wiz. that refer-
ring definitely need Invelve nelther exact knowledge of what is referred to
nor oven ability to recognize ft.

But the rejection of (7) re-poses the question of how ome cen dea) with
(6). The solutfon, first proposed By Cresswe)) {1977:16) and modified by
van Benthes (1983:195), which 1 shall adopt fs less fmmediately attractive

thas (7)., becawse 1t 15 Jess 1. It fs presented to demcastrate that
{6) does not pose Insermountable problems for Indexical interpretations of
tense.

(8) Lot "‘[."”).o" .”‘«'.J e verd phrases.
Thes ‘WP, Wy.....und W' 15 4130 & W, with the meaning:

la(”l‘(l) 2, "2‘(1) By eealy W'(l)).



[Mote that finite YPs Bave been Interpreted for tense, as the tensing rules
;n (3.6) make explicit.) Then we need a rule to faterpret temporal com-
unctions:

9) ‘s.e,r - Py & Py @, ..., p 11F
(1) there exists subintervals €ueanily of e such that

A’ ."'F ". “'o.zu'* $2y..4y aNd "o.ﬁ.fP ’ﬂ.
and (19} Ye'cale' an Initial or final subinterva) in ¢ -

in {in (1)) e, overlaps ¢')

First, Tet us note that the Tatter ryule (9] a)Tows that & conjusction
D¢ true at an ovent tise when nelfther of Its conjuncts 1s true--as Tong as
a1} of the conjuncts are true of sedfntervals of that event tiee., This
provides & means of analyzing sentences such as (6). Secoad, note that,
because (8) applfes only to YPs which have been Interpreted for tease,
there will effectively 2¢ a tense sarker on sach of the confuncts crested
by (8), $0 that consequently each of the subintervals By aeenaf, Mt
satisfy whatever tense 15 on 1ty respective YP,

The second clause fn (9) exists only to rule out the Cate where 2
sentence 15 asserted %o hold of an uurn!,umr than the one required to
encompats the event tises of dts conjuncts. s patr of rules would
sumsarize the data correctly.

There are obvicusly severa) predictions aboet the behavier of tensy 1n
VP conjunctions feplicit fa (8) and (9) which would be worth pursuing.
They will not de purssed here, however, because they Tead astray from the
sain point, which 15 not to defead them as the correct method of dealiag
with the problem of tense and conjunction, BUT rather to 1lgstrate one
strateqy for dealing with the probles of multiple relevast times fn an
indexical tense system, and in order 10 demonstrate that the prodles does
not, as might first be su ted, sot an adsolute Vieft on the explamatory
capacity of the system. This 15 clearly a prodlem which merits further
favestigation.

One aspect of (8) and (9) 15 worthy of meation Because It may Indicate
4 flaw in the strategy of dealing with sultiple relevast times fn thfs way:
the method may break up & fafrly ral pattern into many disparate rules.
For example, quantification may simflarly favolve several evest times, but
since there need Se no Instance of YW confusction, [8) and (9) have no
specific application here.

(10} Every ote of my brothers and sisters graduated from Aigh school.

The problem s simiiar: the sentence may be true (presumedly of a single
event time), oves though there {3 mo single tise at which cach of sib-
Tings finished high schosl. uhum there 13 no conjunction favolved,
(8) and (9) are of no use here.
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1.5.3 Indefinite Raference o Time

™he indices provide a neat method of modeling definite reference to
time, Syt Mow indefinite tempora] reference be accounted fory The
1ogic of iIndefinite refereance to time 15 not fn doubt-«1t fs sptly describ-
No 9. the Priorean semantics In (5) of 1.5, which might be modiffed In
strafght rd fashion for employment within the present systes, But the
exact semantics of fndefinite temporal reference has Ity twists, and Its
E—mm 2130 has to be clarified. This section argues that

nite reference to time should mot bde analyzed via general pragmatic

prisciples nor as 4 serfes of distinct indefinile tenses, But rather as &
sort of tesporal adverd, which s normally expressed as mal, although It
say have to B¢ amalyzed as possibly ble.

Most of the relevant facts are quite familiar, Not al) uses of tansed
elements are understood Indexically. Nomindexical tenses 1n Gersan are
marked by the particle mal “oace® as in (1):

{1} Xlsus war ma) in Chine
X was once In Ching
*Klaws wos once In Chime'

It 1s worth esphasizing that ma) seems to be required to refer Indefi-
aftely to time. lnﬂn’ genaric 1tatemants about the past, we might claim
that there 13 no indefinite tompora) reference without ma), the
pentence detow 15 always understood as about 4 definite tTme and sounds
peculiar in & context where Indefinite reference would Do expected.

(2) ©laus war in Chine
wit InC
'‘Alaus was n Daine’

(1) 1ch brauche Informationen ueber Ching. Kann mir wer Melfen?

1 seed information adout C can me 3.0, belp
‘1 need Information adout Ching, Can someone help se'
« [2) ™ - (1)

This fact Yeads a further 51t of inftia) plassidility to any treataent
which attribytes the indefinite reading to the preseace of mal,

Before preseating a rule of Intarpretation for mal, we should note that
It often cooccurs with frase adverbials sech as gestern 'yesterday.' In
this case the sentonce has the meaning "sometime ‘Fi!'&'ay.‘

[4) Gestern war er mal de

terday wis M once thero
l: was here sometime yesterday'

T™his 15 nonetheless Indefinite referesce time. The caly difference between
(1) and (4) s that the class of times to which Indefinite reference I3
made 15 more restricted In the case of [4). The rule of interpretation for
mal will have to guarastee that Ais Ntn’ there falls within yestarday in
TA7. This may Se formally accomp)ished in ome of two ways. e might

assign very wide scope to sal and Tet the tiee Indefinitely referred to be
modified by tenses and frame adverdfals (with narrow scope). Or we might
Mlow ¢ to Tirst be modified by the (wide scope) adverbials and tense and
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thes a)low mal to pick out & subinterva! of the time.
The tatker approach s preferable Becawse 1t f3 Tmmwdiately compatible
with the use of ma) [and other freguentatives) with somewhat definite tem-
al reference.” [5) may be used to state that Uwe has bees there once (1n
18 11fe) or that he was there within a particular (understood) time, e.3.
since the hearer left.

[5) Uwe war sa) de
wis OfCe there
‘Uwe was once here'  or:  'Uwe was here once’

This use of mal to 1uucr!-luuly°,|ct oot 2 tise within a given period
Is exactly wis¥ 13 always reguired of mal 1n the second approach sketched.
We cam now formulate a rule of isterpretation for mal.

L] .

(63 A, . b wad'tp) 111 Ge'se and A, . | p.

Let us note that this rule of interpretation, together with the ssyumption

that sal Mas narrower scope than tesse (and frase adverdials), provides as

explanation for the phenomena observed thus far. Moreover, (6) has as

famediate parallel In the field of noming) reference, that of indefinite
ns.

It would Se possible to formulate semantic rules which a)lowed Tndefi-
nite tesporal reference Indiscrininately as a property of stterasces, or
even a5 an alternative with certain tenses. BSut as Tong as Indefinite
temporal reference correlates exactly with the presence of the adverd mal,
there 15 1ittle need to speculate adout these possidilities. Should re
be 4 very few Instances of indefinfte tesporal reference without [at Teast
an izxdt anaphor of ] mal, we might suppose 1t tacitly present. Fimally,
ifo specific temporal expressions are understood Indefinftely, there
Is mothing 1n the theory here to prevent thea from deing interpreted with
an exfstentia) quantifier, n the manmer of (6),

The fmportant result which we can carry from this section 1y that
Indefinite Interpretatfons of tease cas, by and ) . be ignored. They
are signalled by t™he presence of mal (or By the fact that fts addition to
sentence would de semantically neglTigidie), result from the meaning of mal,
and are readily treated with the theory of tense developed here, -
dexical thecry of tense was devel to handle dafinite reference to time,
but 1t adapts wel) to the description of indefinite reference to time.

1.5.4 Sussary
It has been the purpose of this section to presest and defend the

analysis of tense as indexical. This amalysis follows from E.J). Lesmon's
prisciple of analyzing context dependence of uytterance meaning as a case of
awplying the soaning of the uttered expression (as function) to the costext
{as argument). The Indexical treatment furthermore provides an Instghtful
wiy of treating the definite Interpretation of tense, 1s compatidle with
mechanisas for dealing with the sultiple relevant event times which may be
found e.9. In conjunction or In guantification, and accommodates the facts
of 1imited Indefinite reference to tioe as well, The next section 11lus-
trates another advantage of the Indexical treatmest, viz. that 1t aliows a
characterfization of the temporal “flow™ found 1m at Jeast most marration,
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1.67 1 Reference In Connected Discourse

We have argeed hence that an indexfcal faterpretation of
Refchendach®s speech, event, and reference times provides 4 satisfactory
and somewhat comstrained account of deffnite imterpretations of tesse. Let
Us now try to Tiek this account to the description of temporal reference in
discourse sketched in saction 1.3 above. This sketch was fossded on the
principle, #7, that refereace tises are ordered 1a (teeporally) consected
discourse, such as traditiona! narretive, There wo considered the
discourse (1), repeated here (again as (1)):

(1) Al went to N.Y. The others were there, too.

in which we 2 d that the refe Liaes of the sentesces are 0
provide for their tempora) n;a! ﬂon: !s!ﬁp.

Suppose then that the first sentence s asalyzed 4 eguivalent to
PRET(AY-go-t0-N.Y.), %0 B¢ evaluated at r = | pm and the second as
PRET{ the-others-be-there |, uummmnr-z‘:; Since | pm < 2 pm,
this discourse satisfies RP. Now we would Mike to that the first
seatence s true 4t | oo and the second a4t 2 pa.  [(The exact chofce of
times s of course irrelevant. The point 1s that we must guarantee that
the sentences 1n connected discourse describe successive states of affairs.
This 13 the sense of such discourses, and 1t 13 the purpose of RP to facl-
Titate the proper descripticn of this phesosencn.) But 1t will not do to
simply say thet the sentences have successive reference times: we must also
guarantes that the ewents descridbed In sequences sech as (1) also take
place 1n succession,

It must dDe cdvious that the necessary truth condition for the Preter-
fte, (1) In 1.5, 15 fnsuffictient for this purpose. The prodles is o
specify a dependence of the Preterite on reference time, dut (1) in 1.5
mates absolutely no mention of refereace time, (2] remedies this:

[2) Preterite (fima) version)
for a1V A, s, e, r, and p:
p b PRET(p) S0F @orcs and A, b p

‘S...

(2) 13 16entical to the nocessary truth coadition ((1) fa 1.5) except thet
(2) requires sdditionally that e=r.

Psing (2), we can Ymmodiately derive the desired evaluation of (1).
Let us note that:
(320 A o 1om b PRETIAY-go-to-NY') {ff evlpecs and

e s tin b Al-go-to-ur'

(3.2) A, o 50 b PRET(OtA-De-the' ) 17f exZpmes and :
Ay 2pm,2pm I' OtR-De-thr
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Given principle (2) in 1.4, that an atosic proposition fs tree at s,e.r I7f
It 1s troe at ¢, we derive exactly the desired resylt: the first sentence
must be true at 1 pa and the second at 2 pm. Thes {2), ther with the
discourse principle B2, guarastees that the times spoken of In comeected
discourse are successive.

Raving achieved our desired result, we might wish to compare 1t to owr
{ntuitive understanding of discourses such as (1), WNe have derived the
truth conditions for (1) so that the first sentesce Al t to N.Y. must be
true at the first reference time of the discourse, 0 0
were there, too must be true at the sext, The discourse thus m rue
of any of ﬁ‘h\luﬂn seqeences of reference tises:

(¢.1)

.
L4

2.Tues.8.2:30 p.n.
1,700s.6-8:05 p.n,
[4.2)

th.ha p.m.

1,Tues.6-8 p.n,

(4.3) o
Y 1,Tees. 78 pum, 2, Thurs. . %-10 a.m.

All of these situations are allowed by #7 as presently formulated, and
while | take 1t that eberyone would agree that (1) might be felicitously
gttored about (4.1) and (£.2), there may be some disagreesent about (4.3),
which may strike one a5 o84 [as descrided by [1)). There 15 no ifficelty
given the right sort of faciiftating context, however, such as (5):

{5)  The friends agreed to moet the following Thursday at 9 am
fn the Tobby of the Ledo hotel Im New York City. Al's Tast
possidle plane was Tuesday night, and he speat sost of the day in
Indecision adout whether %o back eut. Fimally, he made wp his
mind and drove out to the afrport. A) went to N.Y. The others
were there, too.

It drt be cbjocted here that [(5), as contrived a8 1t i3, simply shows
that the Inference that the times are sot disjoint in discourse (1) 1s

cancelladle-<but not that 1t plays mo role whatscever. To accomsodate this
view, we would have to show how say de used to calculate a coaversation-
a) isplicature to the effect that discourse times must be nondisjoint (with



;c:':‘inﬂ of propositions, at any nu)." e want to guarantee the
(6) Reichenbach's Pragmatice (strong verslon):
For sl. s,..... $, 4 sequence of sentences uttered in o tesporally
cosmocted discourye:
(1) viSy) < risg,,)
[2) 1t 1s coaversationsally feplficated (for a)) atelfc $)
that r(s,l < ﬂs,-‘)

S §5 atelic 11F 5t s an activity or a state. These terms are defined in
the section delow.

1.6.1 The Treatment of Axtfonsarten

Brogeans [1904:493) seems o have introdeced the concept of Aktiomsert,
defining 1t as “[...] dle Art und Nelse, wie die Handl des Yerdtums vor
SICh oeht.™ We will follow the tradition of German scholarship in refer-
ring to the talic/atelfc distinction as a 4fstiactica Aktionsarten;
the history of this concept 1s discussed In Schlachter (1968:2021F) and
Andersson (1972}, We will also follow this traditios in viewing the dis-
tinction as semantically Sased, but we will Yook to the methods of tense
Yogic for a forma) characterfzatieon,

Taylor [(1977) noted that telics are true at unique Intervals, so that
1F 0.9. "x read Faust’ 1 true of the Interval from two %0 fiwe o'clock (in
e sente thet .'%a at two, finished at five and was primerily occupied
with reading n that interval), then, since this s 2 telfc Artionsart, It
follows that "x read Faust' 13 mot true of any subinterval of the tise in
question, and ft aeedn't Do true of any other {nterval at all. Telic ac-
tion takes place at & unigue tiee, Atelic states, such as “x be sfck,” or
activities, such "« dance,' on the other hand, are never true of uni
intervals. If x 15 sick 5m two to five o'cleck, then he 15 also s at
a1l tises between two and five, The seme holds, with some qualifications,
for activities sech as "x dance.' (There are also fmperfective readings of
telics, which wil) be treated In 2.6.)

1.6.2 Tiew 1n Conmected Discourse

Returning to the strengthened version of 8P In (6) In 1.6 adove, note
the offoct gu 1t will Dave: for states and activities S,. this RP das
the consequence that

Since wo are dealing with fntervals, we may not therefore coeclude that
r{S, ) * riS,). The definition of "< specified that ach 111 a does sot
enM beyosd' b, Trom (1) we say therefore conclude onTy that r{S,) and
r(s, ) 09 not oxtend deyond other, f.e. they sust end thun‘nwﬂy.
tiu strengthening of 2 rules out loomll{) sftuations of the ques~
tionadle sort. Thers 15 clear fndicatfon that 1t must de Timfted in
melication to atelic Aktiomsarten (be 4t home, talt with Jones, and not
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write & paper, arrivel, a5 may be verified directly:

[2) Seith walked around. Jones was At home.
Brown talked with Jomes.
(2) Smith came in, Brown wrote & letler.
Brown arrived,

1.6., the norma) understanding of atelic following atelic fs that they are
mr{y simultancous (2), while the norwal understanding of telic following
telfc 13 that the first precedes the second (3). Thers 15 undoubtedly more
plng on here, but at Teast this much ought to be accoented for.

ince at Teast (2) In the s RP in 1.6 13 to 3 a conversationa)
fmplicature, we need an account of 1ts celculability. Dowty [(es.) provides
one account along the following Tines: we assume that there s 2 prinsciple
that times in narretion are ssccessive [as in 37, though the detalls might
differ). States and activities may de tree of tiaes, without for that
reason deing false of thelr subintervels. Thus 1f Jomes be ot home 15 true
of 9-10 am, 1t f3n't therefore false of 9:00-9:10 o7 Y7 UATY §5FT of
sentence 15 s' within & connected discourse, one may suppose 1t to de
predicated of am r(S,) such that r(S,] < (S, ,)--even 1f 1t T3 also troe
of superinterval J 'riS.) such that') -< rid “y)e The sitoation is
entirely different with bentesces such as Sam Fhad the Beck or Sem arrive.
Neither of these s true at sudintervals rvals J at whi d.
Thus, even §f BP a)lows that riS,) < r(S, ,), this f3a’t very Tikely to
bold; fn fact, 1t holds Just in dusk the'dhents descrided 1a S, . and S
end simultaneously.

If this discussion of the Preterite 1n discourse 15 clarified, thes et
¥s return briefly to the feproved rule of Interpretation for the Preterite
(2) 1n 1.6, It 1s worth noting here that the added conditfos fn (2) that
e*r In the Preterite may B¢ a convestiond] feplicature. It #ight arfse
from the facts that (1) §f ecrey, thes the Pluperfect 1s appropriste; and
(1) 1f r<s and r<o, then the conditiona) s apprepriste. Thes the Preter-
1te 1s appropriste only 1f e+r. But some of the tense information sust be
conventional meaning, and [ see no seed to take & stand on the fssue here,

it 15 also worth noting that (2] says mothing adout the distiaction
between Iterative and noniterstive readings of Preterite, Nothing wil)
be sald here adout fterative meanings, except that Carlsen (1978) 1s an
excelleat source of faformation aboyt thefr 1dfosyncrasies.

Let us finally note that we were forced to the adoption of (2) once we
acceptod RP as the prisciple of 1 orgenizatfon ia narration, It fs
therefore somewhat resarkadlie that (2) 15 exactly the seaning assigned %o
the (English) Preterite by Refchenbach ( 3

— ) . 2
r.. s 2

e can regard this as » con"mtloal,f the correctness of the present wort
a5 an intarpretation of Refchemdach.

Finally, Tet us note that f111ing out (5) 1 1.5 to [2) adove Mas 1a no
way affected the accoust of the defiaite Interpretation of tense In 1.5
sbove., There 15 stil] a2 time which 15 & paraseter of In retation flaed
n{ context and capable of deing referred to definitely. (2) does make two
altersative accounts accessidle, however, samely, 0oe based on reference



time, and ome dased om event time. They would be, ot this point, sinfmally
different, 30 that we may postpone 4 chofce detween the accoests ust!] more
tosporal expressions have deen sxanised.

1.6.3 Some Special Uses of the Preterite

This concludes the discussion of the Preterite 1a this chapter. Some
apparent counterexamples to the rele proposed, viz. the futyrate wees of
the Preterite in sentences such as the following:

(1) Nerte, bis eor hier war
walt  until he here wos
'Matit unti) he's been here'

are not fmportant to the systes of tesporal Interpretation proposed here.

Because this use 1s limfted to a few verds whose Perfect tenses with past

meanings are alse often replaced by Preterite forms, ! would analyze these
43 Preterite forms with semantically Perfect meanings.

There 15 another Targe class of exceptions to this sessatic rule, #%
ng«:m%mmu (1970:139), But Y30 Gelhaus (1969:17), Latze!
(1977:26-37), Basverle and Steckow (1900:400), and Steube (1980:27.28)
sote. Some of Weaderlich's examples:

{2) Wie war Ihr Nome?
how was your sase
"What was your name '

{3) Mas gad es morgen 1m Theater?
what gave 1t tomorrow In theater
What war playing in the Theater tomorrow!’

(4) Wir tamen [...] nach Florenz, das in einem breften Tal lag
we Ccase to  Florence wAfch fn a Bdrosd valley lay
‘We came [...] %o Floreace, which Yay 1n a broad valley [...)'

Wunderiich aptly dubs these "sebjective Preterites.” Thus the
Proterites In (2)-(3) favite the inference that the name, or theater
schedule, was mentioned carifer, which suggests that the use of the Pre-
g;n;»;:cmn r'm o;ogut of :tut;lm. while (4) emphasizes that

t's recognition o oreace lay 1n the past--and, not sugoest
that ity geography 13 past, as 4 Preterite normally would. ,":2)-(0) may
represent disparate phencsensy which will oventually require separate
accounts, but they may be growped together here under Wunderlich's rubric
because they all deviate from the accowst In (2) im 1.6,

These uses of the Preterite are extremely swggestive for those Inter-
ested fn sedjoctivity and discourse, Dt should not mate us loge urt
of the fact that the Preterite mn‘n postulated above needn't e modifi-
ed, dut only extended in order %0 account for subjective uses. r
circumstances persusde me that this 15 so. First, all of the abon&!u be
gnderstood as normal Preterites, Mp this s often comica) fn ef .
Thus the first can be interpreted as "What was your name (before 1t was
changed) ' (The second example would of course be cantradictory on the
nonsebjective reading.) This 1s what would be expected 1f the Preterite
were amdiguous. Second, conjunction facts Indicate that we are dealing
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with an ambiquity, not & vagueness, In meaning. Thus In the following
sentence efther both conjuncts have the sebjective reading, that recently
sentioned fnformation 5 befsg repeated, or they both have the “cbjective”
reading, that 2 past state of affairs fs being described (with the tugges-
tion that Scheidt s decessed or Tong absent). There fs mo way to wix
readings among the conjuncts,

[§) Sein Name war Schmidt end sein Berwf Ingenieur
his neme was $ and his otcupation nesr
"His name was Schwmidt and his cccupatfon neer'

Third, scope Tacts are peculiar, and different, In t™his use of the Preter-
ite. Note that seems to fall within the scope of the Preterite In
(3) [(beceuse the sen e mosns "What wes 1t mestioned that tomorrow..,'
rather than ‘As of tomorrow, what will 1t be the case that 1t was to have
appeared...' ). mn;! tense falls within the scope of frase adverbials,
a5 2.1 shows. Tt doesn’t seom then that * tive™ Preterites present
occasfon to modify our treatment of definite Preterites. (Beceuse the
semantice of the subjective Preterites seem 1o Tavolve sodal and discourse
notfons, such as expectation, and decause tho phenomeson seems to be
separate, 43 the facts sbove suggest, we will not attespt a formulation of
the sesantics here.)

1.7 The Need for Three Indices

1.7.1 The Need for at Least Three Indices

We have argued hence that an indexical isterpretation of tesporalfa is
best, and that the three-index spproach advocated here s an accurate
sodel~theoretic reconstruction of Reichenbach's remarks oo tense, witheot,
however, m-om? to establish that the three tesporal indices are
reguived for descriptive purposes, and sot merely for the sake of fldelfty
to Refchemdach's particular views. We should 1ike to estad)ish that three
are indeed necessary.

No Yess an authority than Price (1967:137) 1s famous for the criticise
that Relchenbach's three reference points are ummecessary so long as one
Leeps the scope of the varfous operators in mind:

*[...] 1t becomes gnnecessary and misleading to make sech & tharp
distinction between the point or pofnts of reference and the point
of speech; the poist of speech s Sust the first point of refer-

ence.*[1talfcs In original) =

But as we saw 1a 1.5, Partee (1971) descastrated that Prior's sethod of
explaining away Reichesbach's tense distimctions In terms of scope distince
tions 1s imitad to those times to which only fndefinfte reference 15 made.
Since we clearly do refer definitely to more tham Sust speech time, Prior's
criticism has to be rejected, As we have seen, Bacuerie (1979) and Dowty
{1582) have proposed systess In which two Indices are esployed In order to
scommodate the definite Interpretations which Partee noted.

The task of this section s to show that Partee's critique may be
extended to two-index systems, since they are Incapable of dealing with
definite reference to more than two times. To lay the groeadwork for this
argumont, wo first mote that the need for en Index corresponding to speech
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time (in addition to a displaceadle index) 1s universally recogafzed, at
Teast since Kamp's (1971) demonstration that now comtinges to refer to
tpeech time no matter how deeply embedded 1m The scope of tense operators
it wl be. Xamp's essay Introduced two-dimensional tesse logic. The
two-dimessional systems employed ¢.9. by Bacuerle (1979) and Dowty (1982)
have parameters which correspond to Relchenbach's speech and reference
times, which 41Tows them (1) to account for the definite interpretation of
the Preterite 1n the manner of 1.5 above, and (11) to account for the
definite Interpretation of refereace time in exasples such as (1):

(1) Dew hada't ever Tost

1t say not B¢ Tmsedistely clesr that the reference time of (1) i
snderstood definitely. Koeping 1a mind Refcheodach's E-R-5 schoma for the
Fast Perfect, wi note that the reference time of (1) 1s the time before
which Dee hadn’t ever lost. Two facts argee that this reference time fs
snderitood definitely, Firat, (1) would be Imappropriate in a context in
which 3 reference time hadn't boen ostadlished, for example at the degin-
oing of most discourses. This fs expected 1f the refereace time of the
Past Perfect Is enderstood definitely. 1f It were understood Indefinitely,
there 15 50 reason Lo see why say such context depeadencs wosld exist.
Second, (1) f5 understood distinctly from the Past tease. [f we assumed
that reference time wore understood indefinitely, and that time 13 dense
(50 that Detween any two distingt poiats or closed intarvaly of tise there
fs 2 third), then in particular, gfven amy £<5, there would be an R such
that EAR<S, 30 that the Past Perfect 1hould hold whenever the Past does,
and vice versa [at Teast glven the arguments delow that event tiee Is
wderitood ZeTinitaly). This seans that we have to sdandos one of the two
Inftial assumptions, efither that reference time Is understood indefinitely
or that tise 13 dense. The svsumption that tise s desse seoms quite
reasosable, however, 50 that 1t 15 dest to regard reference time as under-
stood definitely.

Given that we must provide for definite reference to Bath speech and
reference time, 1t wil) suffice to find examples of definite reference to
event tise (when that 15 distinct from referonce time) to show the need for
& three-Index system, Ve waat to show therefore that we cas use the Past
Perfect 1o refer definitely 10 event tioe. (The other tenses 1a which
event time 15 distinct from reference time, the Present Perfect and Tuture
Perfect tenses, 4re prodadly not used definitely.) The alternative to the
view that one can refer definitely to ovent time 13 of course the view that
the Past Perfect s always Indefinite vigs-a-vis avent time. To seec that
this s mn’ and that we can Indeed refer definitely to event time, sole
first that (2) 13 cortainly not understood to be troe 117 there axists some
prior instance of £4's Yesing; the tise of his bed mood [~ reference time)
Is definfte, Dut 30 18 the time of his Tosing. This cannot be any arditra-
ry prior time, but rather is taken to refer %o 4 definite fnstance.

{2) €4 had Yost {and was In 2 bad mood).

This n{ not seem entirely conviacing becasse 1t could be maintaines
that the relevant Interval of tise within which £4's Tosing must have taken
place might de Iaferred from the context of utterance (and for example the
pareathetical, since we would not sormally assume that sayone would stay In
& bad mod forever about & single Toss). Note that the same objection



could have been made agafnst Partee’s example (the context of havieg Sust
Teft the house su ts that the resart about leavimg the stove om pertains
to 1t), and that 1t really misses the mark, however, since the point fs mot
how the z-;-m {s specified, But that it 15 required for the {aterpreta-
on of .

We can also estadlish the possibility of referring definitely to event
time by examining the effect of negation om the Interpretation of the Past
Perfect. Let us comsider therefore (3):

{3) I talked to Fran, Gary hadn't left.

The first seatence s needed in order to provide a reference time, without
which the Past Perfoct s Infelicitous, It fs seutral enough, however, s0
that 1t showldn't Blas the understanding of the ewent time of the second
sentence.

Is the event time reforred to Indefinitelys If It were, then the
second sentence in ()) showld be understood to mman one of the two below:

- Jtiter o (G leave at t))
ml«{tcr & (6. 70ave at t))

f.0. oither that there s no (prior) time at which &. Teft, so that he'd
always stayed, or that there 15 some (prior) time at which he didn’t Teave,
30 L he hadn't always bees leaving. The latter wosld presumably hold of
everyone, and the former only of first time visitors (20 wherever G. 13).
This Indicates that event time f3a't understood indefinitely, but rather
definitaly, and that we sust aliow for defiaite reference 10 svent time
even when 1t 15 distingct from reference tise.

But this calls for a system of temporal Jogic In which speech, event,
ad reference tise may al) be referred to definitely. The proposed systee
::'iogic in which all three function as comtextual parameters a)lows Just

.

1.7.2 More than Three Indices’
If wo turn our attestion from the single tensed element to the temporal
2::0:8:. 1t f5 clear that more than three times may De referred to
aitely:

(4) Mal got up. Me walied downstalirs. After breskfast, be left..,
And given the case with which such discourses may B¢ fused Into single
seatences using tesporal cosjunctions, It seems as clear that more than
three times may b referred to within comples sentences:

(5) After the man who got up late walked downstairs and before he left,
he had Dreakfast (with the woman who had arrived sarly),

T™he seme point 15 perhaps made detter by werds with propositiona) objects:
(6) Mal thosght that Iie had notfced that Jaa had mentioned that Ees...

There I3 an Isbalance here, however. 1.7.1 demonstrated that the
single Past Perfect form {nvolves reference simeltanccusly to three dis-
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tinct times, while the evidence In thls section suggests that discourses,
or (complex) say involve reference to any nusber of STThTG:
times. 1 keow, « Of m0 temporal expression which requirgs refer-
ence to more than three times In the statement of 1ts semantics. This
sugpests that, wiile there say be no 1imit to the number of distinct times
to which @efiaite reference miy de made, there tﬂ Do & Fixed Timit, viz,
three, on the number of times relevant to the evalustion of any gfven
tempora) o sfon. Stromger Rypotheses might also de nl«uln«s e.9.
m:'-niv-: 1y threo tises may be esployed in the evaluation of a “clause.”
or 8 “W.”

Since the presest work does not favolve complementation, or complex
seatonces, there has been a0 at to fmplement the fdea of the adove
paragragh. Since the 1dea 13 sovel, however, 1 should ke to explain 1t
in some further depth, Tirst by aa analegy %0 pronouns.

S9ppose we wished to present a unified theory of pronouns, First and
second person pronogss seem to refer always to the respective or and
Rearer within o comtext, so that 1t fs naturs) to formulate thelr ssmantics
$0 that the reference of these pronouns depends on the contextud) piraset-
ers speaker and bearer. A third person pronoun may refer successively to
differest people (or things) within a single dfscourse, or even complex
senteace, 50 that fts semantics would more adeguately be formulated so that
the nth instance of & proncun 13 seen 43 referring to the nth elesent of an
infinite sequence of avalladle referents. The theory of temsa 1 Bave bees
presenting views teases 1ike first and second persos promcuns--fixed In
their refereace by contextual parameters. The question 5, mow that It 1
clear that tesses aren't 1iafted to referring definitely to three times,
st we sove to the mode] In which refereace 15 allowes to an Infinfte
nusber of times

The answor 13 yos, at Teast to some extent, since we must allow for
this variadility In reforence. But we might 0 30 using mechanfsms in-
spired by the view of tense at contextun) parameter. The mechaniza might
reflect that while any number of times afght De referred to definftely, the
ovalgation of any expression will make special reference to throe distine
guished times--speech, event and reference tise.

in fact, something sfaflar wil) be required In the analysfs of first
and second person pronouns as well, at Teast {f the use of these promcuns
in guotation 11 to be taken fnto account as well. Coasfder (5):

(5) B11) satd to s, "I d1da't recognize you."

The refereace of the First person pronoen In the matrix clause s onder-
stood to be the speaker, But the reference of the "[* within the quotation
clearly fsa't the actus! spesker, dut the sposker In the event reported, |
don't think that thils cdservation would cause anyone to adandon the stan-
dard account of first and secoad person pronomind) reference. Instead, the
shife in reference surely cught to be attributed to the effect of quotation
ftself, so that » semantic rule ought to specify something to the offect
that:

(6) [ "p* ’&.‘ur."" L ! 0 )‘-,“r'.”"'

That 15, the sesantic valee of the quoted proposition equals the sesentic
value of the proposition eveluated at a context with another speaker and



hearer--presusadly supplied in this case by the setrix verb subject asd
indirect cbject, and fn general by context, This solutfon retains the
:cm and hearer Indices as contextual parammters while recogafzing that
say shift In some Yimited circumstances.
A parallel treatsent for temse and other tespora! expressions would
uc-‘" tm:i;in. Consfder the use of the Pluperfect 1a sentences sach as
and (8);

(7) Moe hadn't moticed that Ned had left.
8) * N e * " was adsent.

The use of the Pluperfect n the subordimate clause 1a (7) suggests thet »
sftuation s beling described ia which E<R<S, and that R should bde contextu-
ally definite. Clearly (7) s usderstood to mean that the time of Ned's
leaving is prior to the tise of Moe's fallisg to motice 1t, (8) contains a
Preterite, on the other hand, o that we expect that E=R<S, and (8) s
understodd to mean that Ned wis abseat at the time that Moe falled to
sotice ft, In ecach case, the oveat time--and only the event tise--of the
matrix clause functions as the reference time of the swordinate clause
((8) disqualifies the reference time of the sehordinate classe). Note that
the same relationship betwoes matrix ovent time and sudordinate reference
fs found In [4) adove. This suggests that a parallel to (6) might he
eaployed to show the relatioaship Setween matrix event time and subordinate
reference tiee:

N Tt p dpger "2 0hg o0

Note that r on the right side of the semuntic equivalence has boen replaced
by & on the left, effecting the dependence of the subordisate reference
time on matrix ovest tise. The new subordinate event time o', 1f it Is to
be analyzed as definite, sust de contextually specified im much the same
wiy that the possidle denctations of third person promouns are (e.g. 43 the
nest 1n a soquence of definite referents),

An analysis Tecorporating & rule such as (9) would be consonant with
Gelhaus (19721, who demonstrated that the sequence of tease restrictions
{ t! )} in German should mot be viewed as restrictions on

c natTons. (9) ncorporates the view that whatever, 1f any
“restrictions” there aight be on soquences of tense are semantic, and (%)
is fully compatibie with the position that mo sech general restrictions
(though there may be tendencies).

The sort of analysis | am sugpesting mow differs from one In which 1t
15 sieply saintained that there may de definite reference to any susber of
times in that ft goes on to specify that these times wil) play specific
rotes 1n semantic evaluation, and In that the points at which reference to
new times may be introduced might be delimited (fmplicitly by the set of
rules which introduce such times, and possidly explicitly fn other ways).
In this way the thesis that three tesporal indices are required in the
optimal tense logic for natural langsage diTTers Trom, and Is compatidle
with, the position that there may be definite reference to any nusber of
distinct times within 4 given discowrse, or even complex sentesce,

As staled at the outset of this section, there 15 no attespt here to
flesh cut the proposal fn (%) to & fyll treatment of temse In subordimate
clawses (and/or Y9 s). This sectfon has beon Included becasse the fact
that one 15 adTe 10 refer definitely to more than three times within a



.n.

single sentence aight be thought to disconfirm the position of this thesis,
f.e. that an Indesical Interpretation of Refchenbach's speech, event, and
reference tises provides an improved tense logic for the analysis of
satural langeage tenses.



Notes--Chapter One

1. Refchenbach (1547:289) 15 respoasible for the formulation that
reference time 15 the time “from wAich sn svent s seen.”

2. Nerbonne (1982) discusses examples of narratives that indicate that
B fs 2 principle of cosversationa) Isplicature. 1n particular, one can
fing examplies of falrly carefyl serration 1n which reference tises are
noaetheless cut of order, The examples there are of English prose, bet
German prose likewise contalng occasional exceptions to RP:

“.oihuf der Inse) Fravenchiomses wurden erst in den letztes Jahren
Bauteile des...Benedixtinorklosters wisderentdecht. . . Die Gnaden
tapelie fn Altoetting war Pralzkirche des spectkarolingfschen
Koenigshofes...” 1n: Rudoiph Poertner, Dfe SM ﬂ%: Sﬁgg
und Stastte ded deutschen Frush-Mittela) e en,

"ePleces...of the Besedictinge mosastery weren't discoveresd unti)
rFecent years oa the fsland Fraveachiemsee...The chapel fn Altoet
ting was the Palatinate church of late Carolingfan royal court...®

Of course, this fea't & marrative, and | haven't noted exasples of excep-
tions to AP {n German narrative. 1 would stil] be surprised 1f nose were
forthcoming.

1.3 also containg the first distintively German data, 50 that this Is
pertaps the best point to note thelr provenance. Zxamples from the
Tinguistics Yiterature were used 43 much a3 possible, and friard Minrichs,
A Ph.D, stedent Im Lingufstics at The Onio State University, sarved as my
priscipal respondent. Me. Hinrfchs 13 o native of East Frista who stedied
In Swabfa. My wife, E0lon Mleann, originally of Baden, and friends
Joergen and Linda Dressel, orfginally from Bavaria, were 21350 comsulted as
were Klaus Obermeler, originally from Bavaria, and Dagmar Loresr,
originally from Mamburg, somewhat less frequently,

Yery questionable data Yed me to form questionaires which wore
sebaitted 2o the native German instructors In the offices sear afne {n Cunz
Hall at The Ohio State University. There are about a dozen there.

In every case, the respondents were asked 1f the expressfon in question
might be used in any Fashion In High German, regardless of style lewel,

3. Since there are several other differences between the present wse of
Refchendach and Mornstein's, some further remarks might be 1s order. To
begin, Mornstein emphatically does not wish his system to be waderstood as
one which directly models the times that tesses are adout. For exsmple,
his systes disallows that simultaseity (Relchesbach’s *.°) be reflexive, 3o
that £ may be simultancows with R, dut not vice versa (Hornstedn, 1977,
323).  (Mornatein {5 quite aware of this, and even explicit about 12, but
It stil) seems prodlematic to me because & makes most of Mis systes
Cifficult to Interpret; this cansot be purswed here, however.) The preseat
systom does wish o model times directly.
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$ & second point of divergence, note that Mornsteis progoses that every
in every natural | ape specifies an exhasitive Tinear relationship
h, event and reference times. We indicated above why we reject
fdea that (Eagliish) tenses De 50 specified, acknowledging at the sase
fme that this was a4t Teast Refchenbach's tice. MNHormstein a0ds %o
these conditions the condition that only simultaneity ('.") and precedence
['=") be allowed 1n the ification, again In keeping with Qeichendbach’s
practice. The proposal t tendes are universally specified this way 1s
more prodlesatic, Bowever, becawte 1imear stions of three para-
metary d0 not, In gemeral, aYlow Yinear spectfication of complesent tenses,
which are a common enoegh feature 1n the worla's Tesguepes. To provide as
fesediate concrete cxample, ™™ German Past seems to require T R-5, Just at
Refchenbach urnud for the Enplish Past, but, as will be
extensively Delow, the Corman Progent tense afght be more accurately dubded
o "Wonpast,® sfnce 1t allows efther that S-R.F or S.R.E (without deing
a0 J. Thig can easfly Be represented Tinearly, e.9. 43 SR«l, byt
not fn 8 system wAich allows only simultaseity and proper precedence as
retation terss.

&, A1though Saith (1970) may de criticized on this point, her wse of
Refchendach 1y 1ike the one advecated here 1n many details. Thers 1t no
attempt to specify as exdaustive Yinear relationship among 5, €, and R
(p.53), for sxasple, and no At Lo Tind 2 enTversal tenss schame. Thw
possibility of defctic specification of at Yeast reference time 15 empha-
s12ed (p.47), and the meed to amalyze adverdials sach 3 pm, tomorrow, etc.
0 modifiers of reference tise (rather then as scope-! Ing operators) (3
recognized (9.51), altthough 1t 15 suppested (p.49) that times named 1a
adverdials such as before ol sre actually reference times (1 e, midday
feself in the oxamplel.

The main points of divergeace are that the present treatsent u et
speach, avent and reference tises are 311 dofctic (except whea explicitly
otherwise: cf. 1.7}, and that these are to be formalized as comtextas!
parameters 1n model theory, These points might be viewsd as extensions of
Saith’s 1deas, Wt clearly ones which allow a good deal of restructuring of
the system n Saith [1970). For example, they allow us to eichew the
eo:stnctle- of tesporal representations, which Safth's (1978) system
relfes on,

5. Winrfichs [1951:69-70) does argue that & fourth point of reference 1
required fn addition to the customiry Refchenhachian three, dut only with
refarence o tense a narratives.

6. Thare s an additional minor probles coanected with [7) which
pertatns specifically to German, and which may de worth explaining here for
the further 11ght 1t sheds on the sorts of predictions that (7) makes sbout
tonsed formulas. Is particelar, for smy tesporal expressfion, X, that
descrides, bot does not Alter, the parameters of Iaterpretation, (7) pre-
dicts that X will »ald for sudintervals of event time, This may be sonfer
to state formally thas 12 18 1a prose: Suppote X describes the parsseters
of interpretation without altering them, 30 that 1ts rule of Intarpretation
is of the form;

"Q.O'F !", i"e —— e ond "...'P v

™en, (7) predicts that X will hold for subintervals of e, To see thfy,
suppose that tip) were ¢nder evaluation. By assumption, this holds 11F

14



— “s.o.r" P
The latter half of which, by (7), holds Iff

}.’“ such that A‘.'o.'b I

The espirical prediction s that p's holding of some subinterva) e’ of
an Interva) & satisfying X 13 sufficient guarantee of X's satisfyfng p at
e. For most tempora! expressicns, this fs harmless enowgh, sisce, 1f an
fnterval ¢ satisfies X, thea 3o will fts sedintervals, Including &' [every
subinterval of & past {nterval fs also past), But sot every temporal
eapression 15 30 Indiscrininate. A standard view of the German Present
{which 1s defeaded in Chapter 2) 1s thet 1t requires that a prepesition
pold of an Interval & which fs not wholly past. Some subintervals of mon-
past tnt:;w)ms are past, however, We cen therefore use the Present tanse
to test .

The result, not surprisingly, fs that the Gersen Present really &oes
require that 4 preposition e tree of 2 t interval--and that a
proposition’s holding of a past interval n 4 nompast Interval 1s
simply mot sufficient to allow the Present tense proposition to de tree.
This holds whether we are spesting of simple seatences (which would also be
covered by (7)) or conjumctions, such as (6], or (11) delow:

(1) Er schrefbt efnen Hrief
he write [ Tetter
'Se's writing a letter'

{11) Er 1535t sefn Frushstueck wnd schreibt einen Brief
he eat his Dreoakfast and
‘He's cating his breakfast and writing & Jetter'

The events described in (1) and (§1] must Do simultancous with, or subdse-
quent to, speech time. Even we restrict (7) so that It applies only to
conjunctions (and not to (1)), (1) contradicts (7)--and 1t contradicts It
whether or not there are two instasces of the sesantic operator 'PRES' In
(51}, {1f there are two Imstances, they are cach famediatel ‘::eou-uc.
If there s 2 single instance, 1t must distridute to eech o conjuncts,
which are then incorrectly analyzed.) Finally, sote that these proposi-
tions really must D¢ analyzed as holding of iatervals, aad that these mast
b allowed to extend into the Past, (7)) presents d4ifficulties which call
for radical revision.

7. The second clause represeats 2 s1ight modificetion of van Benthen's
(1983:196) modification of Cresswell)'s orfgina) rule. The present formula-
tion allows that the event tise of the unction might include times at
which noae of the confuncts holds, 10 that the conjeaction aight ¢.5. e
true of seccessive nomoverlapping times.

8. The prodblem discossed in Note 5 doesn’t arfse In connection with
rules [8) and (9) because each confunct will be (ndependently marked for
tease, WAich 1ty respective o must satisfy. The problem would arise If
there were & single tense whidh distributed to each of the conjuncts.

9. The predictions wAich | find Interesting arise from the fact that
{9) predicts that tense In conjusctions will be wnderstood somewhat Indef-
initely [there is definite reference to am interval within which relevant
event times fadefinitely occur). | fiad this suspicioss, Sut hard to test,



and furthermore Interesting decause It 15 & point at which the present
theory of tense (as delictic dependent on three parameters) make differ.
eat prediciions from the theory developed in Eng (1981), 1n which tense 13
& defctic dependent cn an unlinited sequence of times. ! say that the
theories d1ffer because 1t seems o s the present is compatible
with » fon of (3) 1n which definfte reference to several times withis
& VP conjunction wight be provided for; sose similar mechaniss {5 certainly
reguired to deal with seatence conjunctien,

10, Set oven 1f the exact same rules are Tnagplicadle Mere, the same
m&;;im sy be applied, The following has been adapted from Cresswell

A2

1) e B4y comdine with & common nown phrase ON, to ylield an WP
with meaning: APYR(ON"(x) --> S(PIx))), where "P' 15 2
variable of the Y% type.

‘
(1) A, o v P SUBIp) SFF there s an e’ @ such that A, .. | ».
Taking (10} as an example, we assume that the WPs Created by (1) are
comined with finite VPs o create sentences, 3o that [11) has the coase-
quence that for sach brother and sister, there sust be an o' (not mecessa-
rily the same 1n each Instance) which satisfies the truth conditons of the

English Past tente and which fs when that brother or sister gradusted.
This fs the needed set of tryth condlitions,

At the risk of redundency, Tet me emphasize that (1) and (11) and {8)
and (9] are presested here not 1o solve all the prodless of tesse comdining
with conjenction or quantificatiens, byt to demonstrate how an Indexfcal
treatment Can dea) with the phenomenon of suitiple relevant event times,

11, But recall Note 2, which w?mu that all of RP might best be
viewed as a kind of conversational fmplicature.

12. T™ais also Indicates that Comrfe (1981:28) (s hasty in ottqtu? t
dispensia with 41) mention of reference tioe in the Preterite, althowsh
sccept his general peint, f.e. that one need not follow Refchendach slav-
Ishly in specify s, ¢, and r exhaustively for every tense (or tesporal
enpression).

13. Dowty (1977) precents an altermative acceunt of Preterites such as
(3) which analyzes thew as t varfants of futurate Presents such as The
train leaves at midaight, If ™ is analysis can be maintained, there may de
%5 noed 10 postt & special meaning of the Preterite, but this Sepends on
the details of the amalysis. Note that Dowty's amalysis depends on the wse
of scope-inducing cperator, which are predblomatic (tut possidble) In the
preseat aporoach,

14, Prioe (1967:13) swggests that more than three tises might de
required 1n 2 Refchenbachian sart of system to handle the Future Perfect
Progressive 1n examples sech as:

1 thall have been gofng to see Jotn
which he diagrass:

Z 0 ? T IT >



Bgt 1t 1sn't cloar efither that or £ are understood definitely or mttg
to ¢ Infinftive cught to be re 45 4 tense form (since 1t Inwolves

wie of the Vv with complementizer rather than the bare infinitival W
(which shouldn't be taken as 4 criticism of Prior, since he cloarly wasn't
addrossing questions about the strocture of natural Jangeege.) [ don't
wish to evaluate this fssee In depth, but | would also sote that Prior’s
resark would pofnt at msost to the need for a fourth fadex, and mot for the
seed for an unlimited nusber,



Chapter 2: A Tense Logical Sketch of German

The sesantics proposed In Chapter 1 1s f1Tustrated here by an extended
semantical sketch of Gersan tempora] refecence. The particular elesests of
German selected for description emphasize what seem to me nmovel aspects of
the proposed systes--aither Secavie & particular analysis fs required or
distinctive. In addition to this, ! wish to f1luatrate pordaps the primary
virtee of the proposed system: 18 allows strafghtforward dncri'tlon of the
complex tomporal reference which -g result from the Interaction of avea a
few tesporal elements, 1t Is for this reason that the chapter closes with
an examination of the m««cm of schon with tense, with frase adver-
bials of the sort steen ‘yesterday,” and with durative adverdials. The
somantics expressions s defended, dut an explicit frag-
mont cannot be mﬂm unti! Chagter ), where the syntax of these (asd
other) expressions f3 examined,

2.1 Frame Adverdlals
As Reomett m Partee [1972) propose, adverds such as gestern 'yester-

day' or ‘tomorrow” may functionm to located time within a specified
frame, ant of this 95 formalized in (1):
(1) for f a frame adverbial
Ay oo P Ti0) 107 rclr )‘s.o.r ndA L ke
'f) ' steands for the semantic value of 7 In A (in the
\‘..' .r

case of tern only s Is relevant). Notice that the tiee designated by f
modifies reference time for the evaluation of the resainder of the
sentence. THhis aspect of the analysis of frame adverbfals, viz. that they
specify an interval within which reference time must fall, fs consistent
with Bennett and Partee’s (1972) term 'frame adverbial,' and 1t 13
consistent within the preforsal fntuition of rﬂmc time 23 "the tise
from whose vantage point the event Is viewed.™ This was, of cCourse,
RefcheaBach’s positicn on such adverdials, which figured fn his famous
amalysis of the Eaglish Preseat Perfect [(Refchesbach, 1947:2947).

{ot Ut conslider an example o see Row (1) functions:

{2) [s regnete gedtern
It ralmed yesterday

This should B¢ assigned the analysis fn (3):
(3} gestern’ [PRET(es-regn-'))
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A'...'D- (3) 111 rlgestern'], and eercs and Aoiaw b es-rege-
(2) 1s therefore true In the siteation sketched 1n (4):

(4) &
v i i
gestern 'yestorday'

The “derivation™ In (3) obvicusly lacks some steps, o.9. how gestern 1s
assigned the denotatfon of the day preceding speech time, us~
trates how frame adverdfals and tease imtaract. Note that relative scope
Is consistent with the Intuftive understanding of “frame, ® f.e. that 1t is
outermost. This turms out mot To De Crucial; Rowewver, 1% seess preferadle
fn the case of the Perfect. Fere we Just sote that the frase adverdial Mas
wider scope, even though this iz enfmportant ia example (2).

Notfce that (1) requires of the referesce t1ae already defcticall
referred o that 1t 73)) within o certa®n Tn al.
a:i;m much the same effect In (1) 1F we had required only as such a8
)t

(1°) A, o o f(p) 117 there 15 an r' soch that ¢ <0 7 1, and
g ‘s.c.r’ r o

{1%) does not require that the orfginal r fal) within the time designated
by the frase adverbfal. But the relaxation of this requirement will have
as a2 consequence that r 15 frrelevant in the evaloation of sentences with
frame adverbials, and therefore, that virtually sequence of sentences
sy count as temporally comnected, e.g. (5) and (6).

[5) M kam Dienstag. A war Donnerstag weg. 0 war Mittwoch da.
come Tuesday was Thursday away was Hedsesday here
‘W ocome on Toes. A was away on Thurs. D was here on Ned,'

(6) W kam zur Tuer. Er ging am Tag zuvor wog. Er machte sfe suf.
came %0 door he went oa day Refore away he made 1t open
'™ came to the door. He went away the day before. Ne opesed 1t.'

Bat {S) and (6) don"t sound at al) ke tesporally comnected discourses;

they hardly sound cohereat. This Indicates that the stronger {1) 15 pre-

:gwme t?‘(;'). Notfce that %7 has thus forced the chofce of hypothesis
over {1°).

There 13 an additional, more fmportant reasoe for rejecting (1°) in
favor of (1), Notice that (1') Introdeces 1%3 new reference time
indofinitely, 1.0, with an existentia) guentifier. This ts that

to be an a batween sentences with, asd without,
frame adverdfals. In particular, 1t ocught to be the case that seatences
with frame adverdials are always understood Indefinftely [though with
respact 0 4 particular fnterval), 1 want to argue that this fsa't the
case. The argument takes the same form as the argument used in 1.5.2
agaimst the possible *Vaguemess Principlie” discussed there, but the
arguseat there may not b applied here without alteration (because now we
St Argee ageinst Indefiniteness over 2 restricted domain),

Consider thea (7):
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(7) Mans Tless gestern dfe Tuer suf
Teft yesterday the door open
"Maas Teft the door open yesterday'

(7) seems as capadle of referring to a definfte tise as (8):

(8) Mans 11ess die Tuer auf
‘Hans Toft the dsor open’

mt.u. (7], Mue (8], may De used to spesk of & spectific past Iastance of
Mans's Yeaving the door open--for example 1n 4 cosversation sdout wha 15 to
blame that the office door wis found opem today at 7:30 am. (7) {or (8))
might then be used to cast doudt on Mams's fnnocesce. In this case It
would not mean there exists some one tiee yosterday when he Teft 1t open
[since that would prasumadly be the case for aleost amyone esing ¢.g9. 2
::na:;ﬂn). but rather that he falled to close the door when he left for

The argument for the definite understanding of tense even In comsection
with frame adverbials may be strengthened dy examining the fateraction of
tense and megation:

(9) Mans schioss pesters  dls Teer nfcht abd

Tocked {at«dv the door mot wp
'Rans d1dn't Jock the door yesterday'

Nere we 20 employ (1) as the sesantic rule associated with frame
adverbials, we would have the chofce of assigning tion either wider or
?:;;'an Wope with respect o the frame adverdial, 1.e. efther (10) or

(10) notlyesterdayin. ock the
(11} yosterdayimot(* * R "

We may igmore the role of tance at t™is poiat., But 1n the situation
described above, where the cause of the morning's unlocked door 15 being
soaght, [9) 15 surely not understood 43 saying that there s no time
yesterday at which he Tocked the door (10), since he may have locked 1t as
he Teft for Tunch, Nor 1y (9] wnderstood as sayisg that there fs at Teast
one timo yeste at which Hans dfdn't Tock the door {11), which would
amount 0 saying (esinterestingly) that his day didn't consist entirely of
Tocking doors. Both possidle scopes of megation vis-a-vis frame adverdialy
are therefore fnadeguate, given the assumption that times are referred to
Indefinitely 1n sentences with frame adverbials. For this resson too, we
oeght therefore to prefer the asalysis (1), which allows that a time may be
understood definitely n 2 sentence with a frase adverdial,

But 1f this shows that tense may be interpreted definitely in seatences
with frase advertials, 1t nosetheless remaing that 1t oftes fsn"t. Thes
Suenthner {1979) notes that [12) seems to mean that he dfdn't play at any
tlr- yesterday--and not merely that he didn’t play at a particular time
reforred o,

(12) John @fdnt play tennis yeslerdsy
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Cf. Kuhn (1979:247) for a similar point, This jedgesent aboat the
interpretation of the sentesce seems correct to me, but 1 bdelleve that It
arises as 4 conversationa! fmplicateure from the definite In tation of
the sentence, f.e. that he 4idn’t play tennis yesterday ot 2) time when
he plays. Given this in retation, ft 1s & short step to conclude
farther that if he didn't play then, thea he probably didn"t play at all
yostarday.

In defense of this account of the “Indefinite” reading, note first that
it 1s simailar to the Indefinite sense of the proncun he fn:

1 expected a phose company repairman, but he never showed up

He 1s readily understood indefinitely here--as "no ome®--even though 1t
15 usually taken 0 B definfte nunhg. As 3 second poist fn favor of
this account, note that we can cance! (12)'s fmplicature, and more readily
undorstand 1t as referring definitely, 17 we can Tdentify the time befng
referred to. Yo see this, suppose that | regularly play tennis on my Tunch
hour, Dot that | dide't show up 43 expected yesterday., Then 1t seems to me
that the following exchange would be quite satural:

{13) Jonn, you 41dn't play yesterday!
= No, T had a Teague match last might.

It 1s more AIFficuit to use the exact original, 'play tennis.' because in
any sftuatfon where 1nterlocutors kmow the tise that Joha plays, they
certainly tnow what he's playing. But [13) shows that the Inference that
Joka dida't play at all i3 cascelladle, as 13 oxpected of conversational
implicatures.

1 conclude therefore that tesporal reference Tn seatences with frase
adverbials s as m-mcm{) definite as ft 1s 1n sentonces withoet.

An altermative analysfs, 1n which tempora) reference 15 normally
definite, Byt Indefinits In sentences with frase adverdials, has been
proposed In Bacuerle (1979) and Bacuerle and Stechow [1980). Since thelr
231ysis 2150 treats Serman tespors) reference in depth, this s an
opportune point at which to describe thefr work.

Before turning to thelr work, & further point about (1) is worth
soting. We might have achieved the effect of (1) 2.9, In sentence (2) {f
the adverbfals Interpreted by (1] were 0 place event time within »
specified frame directly, rather then by requiring that reference time fa))
within the frame. The subsequent agplication of the PretarTle tenie rule,
which requires that e=r, would then no longer De needed to ensure the
Sesired consequence. As far as the Interaction of frame adverdfals with
the simple Preterite tense 15 concernad, we might Just as effectively
stfpulate that frese adverdials reguire that ¢ [frame adv.), ., since the
Preterite requires that esr<s. This would e satinfactory aS'far as the
sisple Preterite were concerned.

In fact, the Perfect tenses, which do not require that ree, seem %0
show the wisdom of asalyzing these adverdfals as modifiers of event tise
rether than analyzing as modifiers of referonce time. Frame
adverdials say modify event tise in the Perfect tenses. Consfder the
second sentence in [14):



114) Ich habe A gestern gesehen. [r Matte den Brief voargestern
I ANIX  yesterday seelpri] he AUX  the

cchan  bekosmen,
already recelivelprt)

I 3w A yesterday. Me had received the letter the day before,'

In [14) e adverdial stern 15 understood 10 specify the time at which
he received the utur»-a svent time (ot Teast by most), The sftustifon
s more complicated with the future use of the Prefect In (15), Sat here,
too, we Find adverdfals modifying ovent time.

{15) Morgeas um dfese Zeft hade 1ch dle Stadt schon vor zwel
tomorrow At This Tise AU |  the city already age two

Standen verliassmm
hours  leavelprt)

‘AL this time tomorrow 1°11 have left the city as of an heur defore.’

The vor awel Stunden phrate (s enderstood a5 specifying the time at which
"1' WTTT CTuaYYy Yoawe In (1S).

Byt the Porfect tessas 45 not provide unasdiguous evidesce In fayor of
the mlgut of frame sdverbials modifyfng event tise, In this commection,
note [18) and (17):

[16) Naochstan Freftag Bat er es geschricten
next Friday A he 1t weitelpet)
‘He'1) have ft writtan by next Friday'

[17) 1ch hade A ge o Er hatte don Belof dasals schon Sekomsan,
I A seelprt) he AUX  the Tetter thes alresady getlprt)
"I saw A, Me had already gotten the Tetter then’

T™he adverdlals In (16) and [17) ars undarstosd to refer %o reference time,
B0t t0 event time, Thus (16) may e true ff he writes It Defore Fridey,
nd (17) may be true 1f b rocafved the letter befare thea, (Semtences
sech as [16) M' but do not force, the assigneent oF wider siope to
frame adverdials. Withoyt the future reference time, guaranteed here by
the frame adverbial, the Perfect has the sase tesporal meaning a3 the
Proterite. This tugoests the scope assigoment: frame adverdfal - tense,
T™he reverse scope assignment s a3 adoguate sesantically, dot does not
mirror the Sependence as nicely, Because of these sorts of exasples, we
allow the generalizatfon that Trame adverdials specify reference time,

Thus, ATthough there are examples where frame advordfals are seen as
modifying eveat time, thers are 2110 sxanples where they are scem a3
modifying reference time. 1t therefore seems necessary to allow that frame
adverdials modify #1ther event time or reference time; the only passible
dlspute would thea be about whather 28e of the uses 15 1inited to Uhe
Perfoct tenses.

Two very afnor poiats faver regerding the referunce tioe adverbials as
the wore general, Flrst, some speskers have #fficulty interpreting the
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atverds 1n sentences soch as (14) as event time modifiers. Second, the

general conception of reference tise 4s the tise from whose vantage poist

the ovent s viewed ts that it ought to be the subject of frame

sdverdials. At this point, there seems 1ittle sense In pushing this

mmu:ai We adopt (1) a3 & mecessary rule for the interpretation of frame
rdfals.

2.2 Baeyerle and Stechow's Analysis of German

Rather than develop a1l of Bacwerle and Stechow's consideradle
semantical apparatus, the relevant parts of their amalysis will be
translated into the motation that has beea developed bere. To Justify the
translations, note that their sesantic definitions take the form:

(1) ¢ -[pll‘ ifr

Cf. (S3) 1n Baeuerle and Stechow (1980:400€). Speech time i3 retalfned as &
parameter of Iaterpretation. We can 500 that the 't' on the left of the
epsilon in (1), which Bacuerle and Stechow call Betrachtzeit, parallels
event time 1n the present description because 1t 75 Uhe t1me at
(subimtervals of) which tesporally atomic seatences must hold ((S1) 1n
Bacuerle and Stachow [1900:3%6)), and because 1t Is & time o which defctic
reference Can be mado (a8 can de seen fn Basverle and Stechow's (1980:397)
discussion of thelr treatsent of Partee’s cxample, and a5 the terw
Betrachtzelt ‘examined time' might suggest. This means that we can write
Myas e

(1) A, o Fp 111

In fact, Bacuerle and Stechow (1900:412¢) Introduce & third parameter to
l«;’tna of tesporal ralaticas 1a the Perfect tenses (Baeperle’s
(1979:51) dismissa) of three-parameter systems such as Refchenbach's
»Musun«-’). $0 that we can sieply continge to write semantic rules fin
the form of (1'"):

(VWIh”'}p e

Thelr treatment of frame adverdials, rules (S10) and (511) fn Bacwerle
and Stechow (1980:408), assumes that a frase adwerbial such as howts
'today' desotes the entire present day, and proposes the rule 1a [2):

(2) ‘s.o,r" flp) 111 e=(f], and [ o ko

It may scem counterintuitive e.g. that the entire tise specified by the

frame adverdial 1s to be egual to event tfee. But (2) never operates

except 1n tandem with 2 rule Interpreting the laplicit frequentative

mindestens efnma) "at least once,’ whose semantics are gives fn Baeverle
1405] as the following:

($)] l‘.'.' Foueinmal'(p) 1ff 2¢' e amt A"'..'b )
Glven the fact that {2) and (3) a! cperate In tandes (In the

absence of as explicit freguentativel, that frame adverdfials have wider

sCope than the Tmplicit fregeentative, this treatment will obviocusly be
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equivalent 2o {1') In 2.1, repeated here for convenlence:

(43 A, o o b fip) 111 there 15 an ' such that o" [ f 7, ant
As,0,pt I P!

Bacuerie and Stechow's Preterite rule {p.400) 15 rendered fn (5):

(5) A b PRETIp) 171 Je'cele'<s) » A

s.er ‘...'.'P LD were ...

15 the maximal wdinterval of o before 3,

Bacuerle and Stechow mest complicate the semuntic rules for tanses with
reference to "maxima! sudintervals™ of times referred to decause of thefr
decisfon to analyze frase séverdials as specifying exactly (event) time,
Lo’m this, reflect that In (6), reference 15 made to & entire present

(6) Meute war Arnin &2
today was A there
“Arnim was there todey”

Since the Interval consisting of the entire day clurl&.!sa‘t past, and
since the subintervals rid“ out In comnection with impiicit
frequentative musta’t allow & nonpast Interval to affect the truth
conditions of a Praterite santence, the reference to t™he macimal past
interva) s required.

2.1 presesats my case against the fdes that tempora] referesce sust be
indefinite in sentences with frame adverbials., To that poiat I should Tike
to add three criticises on points specific to Bacwerle and Stechow's
fmplementation of the fdea. First, 1t seoms especially cownterintuitive to
aliow t8at defctic reference might be to the eatire monpast Interval
consisting of today (or this entire week) ia & seatence such as (7)--bat
exactly this 15 required 1f 20th (6) and (7] are %0 be treated n Batuerle
and Stechow's systewm:

{7) Arnim war &
was there
"Arnim was there'

Second, e same principle that allows That & seatonce with a frame
adverbial s true whes uttered aD0ut an Interval | whes ft 1s properly true
only of & sudinterval of { (1.0, true cven without an 1mplicit frequenta-
tive) will predict that sestences without frame adverdials will have this
same property. But this fs Just the prediction abowt vageeness in tesporal
reference that was rejected In 1.5.2. That fs, Racuerie and Stechow
predict that e.g9. [8) would de true !n any situation n which Arafa did any
more than tyrn stove on and off (during the time referred to):

[8) Arnim 11ess den Merd an
Teft the stove on
"Arnim left the stove o'

But consider the situation In which Arnim was cooking and turned the stove
off when ha was through., If he 15 any sort of normal codk, he certainly
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Teft the stove on while he was cooking, 30 that he left 1t oa at some tise
within virtually every interval one night care to refer to. But thes, as
we safntained n 1.5.2 as well, the sentesce 13 simply false, at Teast In
the situation 1m which we are cosplaining adout finding the stove on later
In the day.

Toird, the as fon of the isplicit frequentative requires a Present
tense rale which 15 Tess than adequate:

13) A b PRES(p) 111 Je'ceisce’) A'.....'} 5 whers
o' 1y the manisa) sudinterval of ¢ after s

....'

Given the rest of Sacverie and Stechow's systes, this semantic ryle 1s
required, In particular, we can't #llow "' 1n the rule above to extend
beyond 5 1ato the t, since that, in combimation with the fmplificit
frequentative, would predict that a Present tense seatence Could e true of
® past time,

The difficeity with this rule s that the Present tense (s wsed adout
times wAfch extend fnto the past. Comsider e.g9. (10) and (1T):

(10) Er 15t schom 2we! Stunden &b
he s already two hours there
‘We's been there for two hours'

{11) Er Daut oin Haus
he build & house
‘Se's duflding 2 house'

(10) 15 tree only of Intervals which extend two hours 1nto the past,
and (11) may be true of Tntervals which simllarly extend fnto the past,
Particularly 1n the case of (10), there are ways In which one could try %o
preserve the analysis, but (1) there s at Teast at prima facle difficulty
here, and (11) although one can at t to preserve the analysis, the
attempt hasa't been made, and 15 not strafghtforward. The difficelt case
fs that of {11). If this sentence hos 2 reading which requires that he
finish bulding the house for (11) to be true, a5 1t aleest certainly does,
then wo syt allow Aim to have begun before speech time, It 15 not clear
-u‘:-,u analyze these sentences properly within Basverle and Stachow's
system,

Because of these three additicnal SIfficulties with thls Implesentation
of the idea that tempora) reference s only Indirectly definfte, 1t would
soem worthwhile to axplore altermative anslyses.

This concludes the discussion of Bacwerie and Stechow's work on the
semantics of Germas tente and temporal adverbs, sasily the most
sophisticeted om this subject.

2.3 The German Present Tense

2.3.1 The Semantics of the Present Tense
A first forsulation of the semantics of the Prosent teese might be (1)

(1) Prelininary Present Tease Aule (Refe Tise Insensitive)

A‘...r PRES(p) 111 cotsudl’...' P



An altersative, which the smalysis of the Preterite fn 1.6.0 should
certainly sugpest, 15 (1°):

{1%) Present Tease Rule (Reference Time Sensitive)
A‘...' b PRESIp) IFf ree-<s and A‘...' ro

This stipulates that the meaning of the Present tease 15 not that e-<s, bet
rather that rep«<s, which 15 a sore exact complement of the Preterite’s
reeds,

We whall adopt [1'), But the cholce Is conditioned largely by the
chofce of frame adverdial rules made in 2.1, (1) 1s & Tive, Dut less
attractive option. Ne shall first discuss Doth rules.

The propose) for the analysis of the Preterite in 1.5 (and continued in
1.6) 15 Ttkely to de 4 great dea! less controverstal thas any proposal
about the meaning of the Present temse. For thls reason, some Tmmediate
commont: First, although 4 nusber of variations will be éiscussad, they
will 211 B¢ very close In spirft, They will all view the present and
futurate uses the Present tease as derived from 4 single Mir&u
tense (rather than as 4n awbi % marking of present or future). This
decisfon will be defended In 2.3.2 below. Second, mone of the examined
refinements can e applied %o cases of the so-called "nistorical present®
or “preseat of vivid marrative,” which s avatlable in German as in sany
other uwurs. There does mot seem to B¢ wuch pofnt In regarding these
uses of the Pregent tense Torm as anything but distinct. They comstitute a
marked use limited to nerration. Third, 1terative read! are ignored
bere, Just as they were fgeored Ia considering the Preterite.

Fourth, and most important, the refinements differ in whethar thay
allow that any Present tense sentesce be understood as about a future
tise. The reason for this s quite sisple: -"f Present tense sentences
soem to disallow future resdings. For exasple, (2), 1a the absence of
preceding discourse, would only De understood about presest time, even
thoush the sentesce s fine with & future adverdial, as In (2°):

(2) Jo 15t krank
is sick
'Jo 13 sick’

{2') Morgen st er krant
tomorrow 13 he sick
‘He'1) be sfck tomorrow'

Of course, one s free %o try %o attridete this to pragmetics, as indeed
the ::uoat treatment eventuslly will,

fore tating up this pofnt, Tet us first note that under DOTA accounts
the Present 15 not a Priorean "Nonpast tense,” true whenever there s o
norpast time which satisfies the radical p.  (Such an account would
conflict with the account of Trame adverbials given fn 2.5 In any case.)
Both (1) and (1°) a)low definite reforence to time, which is in their
favor. [ither rule, together with the rule imtroducing frame adverbials
(i 2.1), Bas the further fmmediate consequence of explaining how 1t Is
that (2') refers 1o the Tuture, The frame adverbial rule will reguire that
event time f21] within the time denoted by , 1.0, the day after
speech time, while both rules Allow that refereace time > speach time.



The chafce of (1°) over (1) 15 forced by the choice of frame adverbdial
malyses sade in 2.1, Yo see this, comsider [1)'s interaction with frame
adverdials, reguires only that r fall within the time it decotes,
f.e. the day after specch time. But then (1) predicts that the seatence er
kommt ‘he s coming tomorrow” s true when r 15 in the day following
—Tﬁ contridbution of } and e-<s [the contridution of the Present).
Bat surely the semantics sust somedow regufire that ¢ also fall within the
day following s. The sentence is simply false unless the tise of his
coming really s sometfsw tomorrow. Because (1) says sothing sbout
refereace time, the modification of reference time by frame adverbials ends
p having no effect oo the truth conditions of seatences In the Present
tense.

It s true, But Trrelevant that frame adverbials are eventually ana-
Iyzed as possidle modifiers of evenat time, because the prodles here {5 mot
to provide anmother reading, but to dlock an facorrect one. This could Be
done ¢.9. restricting the rule which allows frase adverdials to modify
reference time, dut there does not seem 1o Be any other motivation for
dofng this, [(In contrast, mote that the adoptiom of (1') does not commit
us to restricting the rule which allows frame adverbials to modify evest
tise since ree according to this rule.)

There s a further potentfal disadvantage of (1) as opposed to (1'),
viz. that 1t would make our account of temporally coanected discourse,
Refchenbach's Pragmatics 1n 1.3 adove, 1napplicedle %0 sonpast 4iscourse.
This may de seen from the fact that &2 calls for an ordering of refereace
times, while (1) makes reference timo Trrelevant to the truth conditicns of
Present tesse sentences. This s prodably mot fata): narrative, our oaly
closely exanined example of temporally comnected discourse, 13 rather rare
:?wt nonpast time. But e.g. (1) has the fesl of tasporally cosmected

sCourse:

13) Ich fahre Dienstag weg. Linda fachrt mit, B1s dann hat sle
I drive Tuesday away drive along by then A she

Ihre Ardbelt geschricben,
her paper write[pet)

‘I am going away Tuesday. Linda 13 coming along. By thea she'll have
her paper written.'

This éiscourse obeys the principle formalized above as RP. If there 15 2
class of soch examples, thee we should prefer o analyze them of » plece
with the examples of temporally connected discourse about past time, This
provides a second bit of sotivation for the chofce of (1') over (1),

2.3.2 Sample Derivation of Complex Truth Conditions

It may B¢ helpful to sketch the analysis of soee o Tes where the
Interaction of tense and frame adverdials s important. s examples are
strafghtforward:;
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{1} Er kommt morgen
he come tomorrow
'He 15 coming tomorrow'
(1") morgen’ [PRES(er-komm-')

A (1°) 1Ff ro[morgen], end A PRES (er-komm-' |
%0 thy (1) fn 2.1) e

To this we apply the Presest tense Interpretation rule, obtaining:
Iff rslmorgen’],  and ree-<s and A  _ _ | er-toms-’
L
Thes (1) holds In situstions sech as the followiag:

(2} "
s o *

morgen 'tomorrow’
Other o To% are as straightforward since the reference time
modification fllustrated by (1) 15 general.

{3) Er ist morgen @
he 15 tomorrow hers
‘He*11 be dere tomorrow'

(3') worgen” (PRES(er-da-sel-"])
As o 1370 19f rclmorgen’), and A, . | PRES(er-de-sel-')

(We note again that even though this fs the mafn verd sain "to be,' as In
the example 1n (2) 1n 2.3.1 above, s0 that one might expect there to de
some conflict between the future adverbia) and the tendency of some verds
L0 be understood as referring to Present time, there 15 none.) Uﬂn’ the
Presest tense nterpretation rule, we cbtais that the above holds If

re(morgen’) and e=r-<s and l‘...r} er-da-sel-'

f.e. In the following sort of sftuetion:
(¢) =

- V
sorgen ‘tosorrow’

2.3.3 Why Atelics are Presumed to Refer to Speech Time
But we stil] have no explanation of why the Present tease of some

verds, and (2) 1n rrumnr. refers only to present tism (fn the absesce
of future adverdials or strong pragmatic Indication).




{2) Jo 1st krank
s sfick
‘Jo s sick!'

(2°) Morgen 1st er krank
tomorrow  he
‘He'll be sick tomorrow’

We moted In 2.1 that the approach taken here Lo the amalysis of
definite temporal reference entails that frame adverdials are analyzed as
mdifiers of contextual paraseters rather than as substitution cperators
which 1atroduce now times to which reference would be definite. Given this
analysis of frame adverdials, we commot say that (2') refers to future time
Bacsvie of the future frame adverdial, The frame adverbia)l does mot change

context with respect to which the rost of the senteace 135 semantically
evaluated, a5 ¢.9. # scope-inducing operator would. [f the future reading
of the Present tease 15 possidle with o frame adverdbial, 1t ought %0 be
possidie, within the presest troatment, withost one.

We must fnstead explain the distinction between (2) and (2') In terms
of a ferred reading for atelics in the Present tesse, 1.0, In teres of &
[cance e) fmplicature. This doesn’t mean, however, that we must adopt
one sort of explanation for the Tack of future readings that one often
hears. Acccording to this sort of explanetion, ft fs walfkely that »
speater would know about future 111nesses, for example, 30 that the hearer
may fafer that a preseat 111nsess must be the one Being reported (In (2)).
But this explanation in terms of conversationa) feplicature 15 essatisfac-
tory. 1ts premise, that one {5 unlikely to be adle to know about certain
future events and therefore be wmable 1o report about thes, |s probadly
false, After a)), one can tmow adout future 1)inesses 1f ¢.9. 0ne kmows
about the causes of 111nesses. The hypothesis Is furthermore clearly wrong
about other cxamples, 45 the minimel palrs fn (3] demonstrate [the minfes)
pairs don't differ In predictedt)ityl.

Finally, e predictability Nypothesis leaves unexplained the fact that
there 15 & definedle class of sentences which Tack the futurate reading,
viz. the class of atelic Ationsarten. (The distinction between telic and
atelic Aktionsarten was iatrodeced in 1.6.1.) Thus we have ainimal pairs
soch as the following:

Tellc - R Future Read!
v eln Raus 35 gidbt
e vy

he bulld a house it glve
"Ho 13 dutlding » Mouse’ "‘There will b rain’
or: ‘There 13 rafn’

Atelic - No Ready rﬁ%a Reading
r an einem 3 Es t
rainlverd)

at
"He 15 building » house [now)’ ‘It's rafning'

Atelfic - 7y Raading with Fature Adverbial
T!"Tﬁ‘m'!!%i“or' an einem .. Worgen regnet es
LomOrrow
"He's working o 4 house tomorrow’ 'It'1) rain tosorrow’




A somewhat redosdant cautfom on [3'): The fact that there 13 no
future reading must not be taken o seas that these sentences cannot
used to refer to future time In the right contest. [Even though atelics do
Indeed normally refer to speech time fn the Presest tense, they can refer
to other St time IF the context stromgly Iadicates this, Since they
can, wo 211 Jook to a explanation that depends on costext. Let ws
exanine one such case, Weo will them attesmpt 4m explanation of the special
dependence of atelics on speech time,

(8] 15 understood to be about the present (and note, for the sake of
the hypothesis, ulul‘ discarded above, that rcu.t time 15 assumed
because ft 15 too ¢Ifficelt to predicate anything absut the unktnown future,
that one clearly could predict it):

(4) Er 15t det sefsen [tern.
he 1s at his parents
'He 15 at Mg parents' house,'

~-unless, of course, (4) Is used In & context which stromgly Indicates that
the future 15 the relovast time, That 15, {4) s normally understood to
moan that he's there sow, mot that he's to de there in the future. Strong
pragmatic Indfcation allows the futurate reading, however. (&) would de
sppropriste In snswer to 2 question adout the futyre,

(47) Was macht er morgen’ £r 15t Def seimen £)tern.
what @5 be tomorrow Me 13 at Afs parenty
‘What 15 he d0ing tomorrow! <Me'll be at his parents'.’

Simflarly, (4) might follow smother sentomce about the future, end In this
cose also de understood about the future,

(5] Morgen geden wir rur Karin. Der Christoff Ist da.
tomorrow go we to K the C is thers
‘Tosorrow we are going to X's. C. wil) Do there.’
'Tomorrow we are 90ing %0 £'s, L. 1s there,'

(The Prosent tense say Indicate present time as well fn (5).) Vater
(1975:87-90) confirms the adi11ty of atelics to refer to future time,

Of course, the dependence on context to determine exact tempora)
reference 15 reminiscent of the the dependence we noted 1n the Preterite,
especially as 1t is gsed In marrative. Given the reference-time sensitive
formulation of the Prosest tense semantic rule ia (1'), we can explain this
paralielisa by describing the phesomens using the samw prisciple for past
and nospast tise. We would sssume then that (4°) and (5) are temporally
connected discourses. We would suppose more specifically that the
refereace time (of the second sentesces) n (4°) and (8) 1s “Inherited” In
the manner of AP (cf. 1.6) and that the Gorsmun Pregent tense 15 dependent
on referonce time In much the same way that the German Preterite 13
{contrary to the Inftial formulation of Present tense semantics fn (1)),
The dependence 15 less odvlous In the Present than 1t Is 1a the Preterits,
it might Be argued, stmply becaase narrative I3 less ¢ « Indeed less
possidble, adout -oz:st time than 1t s adeut t time.

This suggests t the proper way to explain the tendency of the
Preseat tense of atelics to refer o nonfuture (nonpast) time Is th N
condition on refarence time, We sha)) argue for the following principle:



Defaylt Value of ?Q%o Time
re reference time 13 iplicitly stipulated, or Indicated by

context, asseme that r=s (as Tong as this 1s plausidle).

An fmmediate resark on the status of this default principle 13 In
order, Siace this fs, s affect, 2 sormally allowed Inference which may Be
explicitly contradicted (cascelled), 1t s something on the order of &
conversationa)l fmplicatere, This sesns, however, that the prisciple ocught
to be calcyladle from the conventional content of the utterasces Tmvolved
together with gemeral principles of coaversationa)l interaction--which
means, 1n turn, that the priaciple has a0 statys of 1ts own In the theory.

There 15 no particular difficulty n seeing how the default value of
reference time would Be arrived at. When In dowbt adout the Intended
referents 1n any x:ocﬁ situation, we Took o salfeat 1tems. Thus Lewis
{1973) ted t definite reference was in ral sensitive %0 a
parameter indicating "salfence.” Surely speech tiew I3 m‘::uot time in
any spoech sityation. The default value of roference time does not
noed to be stipulated, though the primciple formulated sdove might suggest

this,
One 13a't completaly comfortadle calling thls sort of principle a
"conversational implicature.” [t 13 the sort of 1 rule which

cortainly cught to Sustifiadle (calculadle), dut it diffors from we))
sccepted instances of this concept In the mamser in which cancellabdbility
a4y be demonstrated, Ne can demonstrate the cascelladility of the (afer-
ence from & question about ability to a reguest by conjoining the question
with an explicit denial that a reguest 1s Intended:

(6) 1 don't want you to open ft, but can you open the window?

The sase sort of conjemction sounds hopelessly garbled In the case of the
ﬂwﬂnco that speech time 15 the Inteaded reference time fn Present tense
atelics:

[7) 2Er st rzu Mause, aber nicht jetzt, erst morgen.
M s at hose DUt mot  mow only tomorrow
7'He 15 at home, bdut not mow, not unti) tomorrow'

Ve can "cancel™ the default context oaly by Including temporal sapressions
in the same clause which rule that context out (such as the frame adverbia)
in the origingl example (2')). For this reason 1 would prefer sot to
Insfst on the designation “comversational feplicature”™: there is &
distinction between cases such as (6) where one ible inferemce about
the motivation for an utterance (s denfed, and (7) where the default
context sust first De assumed, then rejected.

The default rule §s sore closely analogous to the principles which
deternine somina) reference. Thus, we normally take the reference of he to
be the same as 2 most recently used NP (with 2 male referent):

(8) Susan spoke with Sas. Mo was furfous.
e 15 taken t0 Be coreferential with Sam., But (8) may de esbedded in a

contaxt in which asother referent would be plausidle, In whfch case the
(default) rule that he refers the same 25 & most recently used WP s
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imapplicadble:

(9} Susan’s boyfriend fs (nsanely Jealous. Unfortusately, he
heppened to arrive while Susan spoke with Sae, Me was furious.

That, even 1f the default principle 15 not exactly a conversationsa!
fsplicature, 1 think that 1t 15 a natural principle determining the
understood al fmport of sentesces which 13, 1n the sense cutlined
sbove, “cancellable.*

On the other hand, the principle 18 2ot very widely applicadle among
the tonses. The tentes whose semantics were fnvestigated 1a Chap. 1, the
Preterite and the Past Perfect, stipulate that e«r<s and that ecris
respectively, 50 that the possidflity that res 15 fn both cases excluded.
Of the tenses examined, only the Present allows the principle aay
application whatsoever.

For the purpase at hand, 1t 1s most fmportant to note that It would be
implausible to assume reg In of %elic Axtionsarten In the

o . sen e roquires esr, 43 2.3.1 &8
Thus, assusiag the defau)t value of the reference time as res has the
tmmediate consequence that e«s, f.e. That the telic Aktionsart should hold
of exactly the Interval [or pofnt) of time which constitutes the s
time. This 1s a consequence of the position proposed 5y Tayler {1977) (and

rosented in 1.6.1 above) that telics are true of unfgue fatervals of tiee.

t would Do Tmplausible %o assume that this unigee fnterval cefncided
exactly with speech time,

For atelic Akticmsartes, 06 the other Sand, we find no feplausidility
in the assemption that r=s. This 15 also related to the Taylor {1977)
characterization: Ff an atelic Aktionsart holds of an Interval 1, then (t
holds of subfntervals 1' 1. Thus to assuse that tThe avest tise of s
at2lic cofncides with speech time 15 not to commit oneself to anything very
strong. The atelfc may 4150 hold of seperintervals of s withost
contradiction.

Let us note that the hypothesis that the default value of reference
time s tr«:u time explaing the dats we have encoustered so far. It
Alows [f) that any sentence can have & futurate reading with strong
pr tic Indication, or with & futurate adverdia) (a3 o.3. the origing)
(2') im 2.0.1 indicated, and [11) that all and oaly telics may have future
readings fn the Presest tease In the adsence of efther future adverdials or
smng pragmatic Isdication. This 15 exactly the pattern of meanisgs which
we set out to eccount for,

Nor s the hypothesis that the default value of reference tiee Is
speech time without further consequences. Schon (2.6), the future ese of
Perfects (4.1), and noch (4.3) are 2)) semsTiTve to reference time, 1In
oach of these cases, Turther tests of the hypothesis are possidle; In the
:;s: ;; schom, reather striking confirmetion of the prisciple is possible

Let us tyrn now to some special fssves concerning the Present.

.

2.3.8 Eratzer's Speecs Time Pragmatics
T™he following phenomenon was noted by Kratzer [1978:81.22),

(1) *Nenn 1ch den Satz ugea EP l§! 1a§ ngg&»iuu
seussere, 30 hade 1ch das . dass e 3 gesagt
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habe, wenn Ich vor ofn pasr Stunden schon da war wnd jJetzt matuer-
11ch nicht noch efnmal Ningehe, Mein Gefush) schlaegt sich In dfe
andere Richtung, wens Ich mfir afsen anderen Fall ansehe:

Ich kann mich nicht mehr 30 recht an den Oreftagesplan won
Rompelstilzchen erinnern, Ich weiss, a3 o3 vorgestern gedackes
und gestern gebratea hat, aber was in aller Welt es heute tut, des
hade Ich ssen, 50 frege 1ch halt Jemanden: '"Nas macht
Rumpelstil heuta ™ Nenn dfeser wmir sun astwortet: "Meute
holt Rumpelstilzchen dor Koenfgin fhr Kind,” 30 watrde Ich nicht
der Meinung sefn, dass main Qespracchspartaer ¢twas falsches
:::'t hat, wons Rumpelstiizchen das Kind berefts vor der Ieit der

seryng geholt Rat,

Was dfe delden Faelle unterscheidet 15t das:

Beim ersten Fall zieht mir efne Situvation durch den Kopf, bel
dem mein Jetzt recht Rlefin 158, auf kelnes Fal) den gunzen Tag
einschlfesst, vielleicht nur die paar iicke der Asusserung
selibst. s t darun, wie 1ch den restiichen Tag verbrings, Ued
diesen restlichen Tag sondert hier das Pracsens avs, ween wir die
paar Acusserungsaugendlicke vernachlaessigen, die vorne an dfesem
Intarvall noch Naenges, Daher komat der [indruck, dass dless
erste Asusserung etwas Futurisches am sich hat. Anders steht es
#it den rweliten Defsplel: dort 2aehle Ich im Tapesriptheus: An
erston Tag wird gedacken, am zweiten gedraten, am dritten das Xiad
geholt, wiasst 1n diesem Fall mein Setrt das gesamte heute.
Oagd dies st dann auch das Intervall, dna das Pracsens
sasgesondert wird,*

Given & comtext where plans have Deon made for times that needn’t be uu,

the Present tease may ¢ used appropriately~--50 long as the spesker doesn't

definitely know whether the plans have materfalized yet., The situation 1s

no different fn Eaglish: {f A knows that Ca i35 %o pick up her parents

&’N“:lrpoﬂ today, but deesn’t know when, he might respond as he
Ow:

(2) Q: What's Cathy dotng amyway’
A: She's picking up her parents at the alrport today.

17 1t later turns out that A tnew that she dad already plicked them op, the
angwer aight be rded a5 Seceptive Monndio’ on whether the exsct time
of Cathy's activities fs fmportant to (Q) 1a (2}). Kratzer (1978:82) opts
for nrrdlq the sentence in [2A) as true In thfs sftuation, which 1s
accomplished by allowing the entire day to count as the time of utterance
fn sech contaxts with "plans.” According to thfs scheme, A sight 3211) be
regirded as deceptive I3 1t tures out that Me knew the prior tise of
arrival, dat this s decause he would then have offered less than the
refevant fnformation--not mecessarily Becasse he told as untruth,

Kratrer's position on the truth valee of these statoments secws esotire-
ly correct. To see why this 15 50, Yot us consider the other case, f.e.
where the parents have arrived before speech time n (2] withoet A's
u;rlodp. In this case, & third, better-informed Interlocutor might
offer:

{2°) B: 1 think she has already picked thes up - this moring
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to which (A) might plausidly respond:
(2'') A: Perheps she has, but she's picking them up today In any case

if these costinuations of (2] are possidle, they demcastrate thet the
iaference from (24) that Cathy has not yet picked her up 13
cancellable fn Grice's (1981) sense. Thfs Indicates t (2A) 1splicates,
Syt doesn't entall Cathy's 20t having picked Ber parents up yet. This Is
coasistent with Kratzer's position, but not with one which regarded (2A) as
false In the situatfon In which Cathy has picked wp her parents at the time
of utterance,

In my opinfon, Eratzer's s correct about the truth value of these
senteaces and reasonable about the mechanism she sugpests to account for
ft. T meation her cbsarvations here not to improve upen them, byt only
becsuse in the sort of sftuation ome finds fn her examples, 1.0, o8¢ in
which a plan has Been sade, and is "now™ being carried cut, a speciel sense
of the Present tense evolves, and special interpretatfons are possible that
Mn'honulm been 1gnored. ThTs will be isportant 1a the following
section,

2.3.5 The Nomasbigufty of the Present Tease

Ose further aspect of the Present tense sesantics, (1') s 2.3.1,
desarves some Attention, It might e supposed that cach form of the Garmus
Proseat tease 15 asdigucusly a desfgnator of a Presest or aFuture tense,
rather than an unambiguous sonpast tease, as (1') fres.” Meadricks
[1981:60) cites evidence which wight be regarded as Yadicating that the
German Presest teese 13 adiguous (though MHendricks uses this data %o
argue, not for an ambiguity of temse, dut rather one of aspect).

(1) Warald wartet suf dem Wilhelmsplatz und Seusanne auch,
wait on the square and o0
‘Harald 1s walting at Wilheln s and Susanne 15, too,'
(=both now

‘Marald will walt ot Hidhelm square and Susanne will too.”
od normally:
¢ "Harald wid] walt at Nilhels square and Susamne 15 walting [now]’
¢ 'Marald s watiting 4t Wilhelm sguare and Susame will wait’

Efther both conjuncts are interpreted as referring to present tieme or both
are Intarpreted to refer to future tise [fterative readings are to be
fgnored). Readings which involve one future and one preseat Interpretation
are stralned--mayde Tepossidle. This follows automatically from the
assumption that the sorghological marting "Presest’ stands asbiguously for
PRESENT or for FUTURE tense, and that the rule of ellipsis respomssible for
:M :maw second conjunct s sensitive to which of the two tenses fs
avolved,

Before attespting an explanation of Mendricks's data, Yot ws teke care
to note fts sature. Kratzer's point about the elasticity of “Intended
speech time® must be kept fn mind, Imagine e.g. n comnectfon with (1)
above the Tollowing situation: we are traveling to Berlin and will be
picking up people in various clitfes along the way. The driver 15 unsure of
whom he 13 to pick up mext, 50 that b I3 told:
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{2) arald wartet hier auf dem Marktplat: w4 Susanne vor dem
wait here at the market square and defore the

Maseum 1n Darmstadt

mesoun In D
"Marald f3 wafting here at market square and Susanne ia froat of
the museem In Darmstadt' [a)lowing the r“univ that he s there
now and she will 3¢ there in the future

{2) fs true In the cross-temporal Isaterpretation, and in geseral, al) Ffour
cosbinations are possible in this use of the Presest tense. Most respon-
dents claim that (2) could not be true with a cross-temporal interpretation
simply decause the context favolving a plan does not ocCur to thee, The
cross-temporal interpretation {s nonetheless availadle here--and in most
other cases, But, as Kratzer explaing, this s sfeply due t0 the fact that
the time plamned 13 takesm to de the time of utterance n such situatfons.
Given this, the truth conditfons for (2) etc. Tollow directly from the
Preseat tense rule (1) In 2.3.1.

There fs sti)] something 1o e explained here, Rowever, namely why the
cross-temporal readings are | sidle unless we envision soew sort of
schedule, or otherwise engege In speech-time contortions. After all, we
norsally do mot, Gfven tAfs, we may reexamine the hypothesis that the
Present teaso 15 ambiguous.

Further evidence refutes this hypothesis comvincingly, however. In
particylar, 17 there wore two rate tenses, thes one should never serve
as the antecedent for the other in 2 deletion rule. As (3) indicetes,
Rowever, this 15 anything but fmpossidle:

(3) 1¢h arbelite Jetzt am ersten Kapitel, und morgen aa vierten
1 work now on first chapter and tomorrow on fourth
"I"'m working o0 the first chapter now, and oa the fogrth

tomorrow,

If the tense s unasdiguows, what could accoest for the patters of readings
in (1), however?

Mendricks (1981:61) makes & cose for postulating & sort of aspect for
German which seedn't be sarked on the serface, but which the rule of ellfp-
sis 1s sensitive to. This would account for the patters In (1), It wight
2130 a)low the pattern In (1), 1f cne were willfing to asseme that the frome
adverdials t and were optiona) aspectus! markers (in conmection
with the Present tensel, this additional assusption weuld mot be 2
satural addition to Hesdricks's proposed amalysis, according to which
aspect correlates with durative and freguentative adverbials--50 that
Present ¢+ (durative) = present tise reforence and Preseat ¢+ (frequentative)
» future tise referesce. No :mvhloa 15 made for aspect correlating with
varfous sorts of frame adverdialy,

Other aspects of Mendricks's system are Tess than satisfactory, &3
well., For example, the distinction fn aspect 15 sald to correlate with the
distinction Betwess freguentative and duratfve adverbials. “The on}
principle which always holds fs that the aspect denoted by the adverdial
phrase maver cun?n.‘ (Nendricks, 1981:34) The explicit Inclusfon of one
of these adverdials in (1) would be expected to force one of the readings,
then, But 1t doesn't,



[4) N wartet efne Stunde acf dem Mktplatz und Susanne rwe! Stundes
waft one hour At the Mtsgeare and two Rours
‘Harald will walt an hour 4t sarket square asd Sesanse Two hours.'
‘Harald ¥s walting as hogr =  * S - <ALkl
[the cross-tesporal readings are sore sccessible, teo)

Headricks can allow for this by relinguishing the principle that aspect
correlates Tmutadly with adverbial and Hendricks (1981:87-83) fore-
004 10me waatening of this principle in any case fn order to eccoent for
other data. But thes the predictions of Meadricks's postulation of aspect
require some clarification.

There are several ways of attempting to accoust for the readings In
(1), but Tot us first note that the pattern s sot general., Consider [5).

(5) M schreibt aine Ardell seber L und 5 elne ueber tlopstock
write ') paper about L and one out X
'Wois writing & pager adout L and 5 one aboyt Klopstock’

(5) 13 true whesever N completes & paper about Lessing In nospast time and
$ completes one adout nzst«t In sonpast tiee a5 well, In particelar, M
may be writing Ais now, while S s procrastinating, or vi sa. This
essontially structyreless pattern seees %0 hold mrﬂfigw telic
Akttonsartes. This 1s esactly what oer semantic rule (1') of 2.3
predicts (at Yeast In conjuncticn with the sert of rule of conjunction
discussed n 1.5.2). 1t 15 only when wo Turn to atelfic Aktionsarten that
we Tind the pattern of two fyutyrale or two gnmt readings and nothing
else, [(6) '3 & near-minfma) contrast to (5):

(6) Mans schrefbt ueber Lessing und Susamse weber Xlopstock

write byt L and about X
'Mans is writieg sbout Lessing and Sesanne about Klopstock'
[doth now)

'Mans wil) write about Lessing and Susamme about Elopstock’
ad norsally:
¢ 'Rans 15 now writing about Lessing and Susanne wil) write
sbout Klopstock®
# "Hans will write sbout Lessing and Susanne fs mow writing
adout Klopstock”

Civen the defauit principle for reference tise In 2.3.2, wo oxpect an
asymmetry 1n the behavior of telic ws, atelic Axtionsarie=s fn the Prosent
tense. Moreover, we normally expect that the conteat with respect to which
the conjuncts are évaluated 15 the sase. Dot this would sean that we
efther assume that res for Both activities, yielding the first reading
above, or t2ut we d0 not make that assamption, But s the Tatter case, If
rfs and ree-<s, then s<esr, and the tense (1n both conjuncts) receives a
future Interpretation, When speskers report that they underitand the
confuncts as efther Doth sbout the present or doth about the future, they
have 1n mind that the sentence is wied either In a coatext fn which there
15 no future reference time, or one In which there 5. In thls way the
only putative evidence for an asbigeity fa the Present tonse 1s accounted
for.

At the same time, although we normally expect the paraseters of
evaluation to be the same, they nei'ﬁ'!'&. and certainly woulda't Be taken



o De the same I this were explicitly contradictory. By appealing to a
rule of conjunction which allows conjuncts 2o De true 4t nonidenticae!
times, we say admit {3) with 1ts cross-temporal readings. This means that
the conclusive evidence for the nonanbiguity of the Present tense can be
derived as well,

It say 4130 Be worth noting [a) that we dfdn't appeal specifically %o
the Present tense rule (1') ia 2.3.1 In explaint facts, but omly to
the default principle for refereace times; and (D) that [3), the strong
case againgt the tive amdiguity of the Present tense, would retain I2%s
force no matter what Preseat tense rule were adopted,

2.3.6 Conclusion

(1') 15 a defensible rule of Interpretation for the German Present
tense. It analyzes the tense form as usambiguous, n accordance with
standard tests, handlas the Interactfon of the Present tense with frase
adverdials cormtl:. and allows 3 reascnable explanation of the
seasitivity of the Preseat temse to Aktfomsart. It Can nosetheless only be
regarded as correct after 1t has Deen shown that it operates satisfactorily
in Interactions with other temporal expressions, to wAfch we turs directly.

e s { fals fmel Yang 'f. '
class of durative adverdials mmsg,o_gg‘wdm.

“for a Yong tiem,” and drel Jahre g)mg ‘for Three years.' As ov
in (1), these combine freely atelic verds, but not with telfc verds:

(1) atelfc Er wokate tagelang be! uns
ERE lnr
drel Johre
He Yived for L} with &

for a Tong time
for three years

‘Mo Tived with us for s’
LR L - - - . m "-o
'y . - - - " um MO

talic * [r erledigte #fe Sache ‘u,lm
dr.:ruhn

he handled the satter for ﬁ{:
for & 1oag time
for throe yoars

Note that the Pluperfect {2) Is true Just 1m case e 1s of the specified
Tength--days.

{2) Er hatte tagelang bef was t
he AUX  for days with us Tivelprt)
"He had Tived with us for days'
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Thus we see that these adverbials sgu"y the Tesgth of ovent tise.
This sugoests the following semantic rele:

(3] Durative Rule (Prelimfnary Versioa)
for d & duratfve adverdfal, A | dlp) 11¢
1. e 1s of (4], Tength

' 5.e.r
2. Ytse As.t.r P

T™he formulation (3) 15 deceptive In that It Ignores the © ftion of
the durative phrases themsalves [which s a0t of great Interest), [3) &es
allow & correct amalysis of (2), Mowever, which 15 sketched In [4):

(4) PLUP( tagelang' (bei-uns-wohn-"(er')))
(S)A; o0 b PLUP( tagelang' (bel-uns-wohn-'(er'])) 17
ecres (PLIP) and 1. o 15 of [tagelang'], Tesgth and
2. Yt oo a..‘.,} bof-uns-wohn-'{er" )
1.e, (2) 45 true 1n situations sech as the following:

L))
\}/ L3 k)
. At least 2 days Yong

This 15 correct.

Let us sote that temse 15 of mecessity assigned scope over the durative
im (4). That this s regquired may D¢ teen from examples where duratives
are used with the Present tense, 2.5, in er wolat tagelang bel uns where 1t
may be wied o predicate sommthing about & adnpast In ch may
iaclude past subimtervals. If Present tease were within the scope of
daratives, thes clause (2) of definition (3) femediately above would
require that 211 subintervals of ¢' bDe nompast--dut this 1s clearly
fmpossidle. The consequences of this [and Its further Justification) are
resused In 3.6,

Before adopting {3), however, let us mote an Interesting Interaction of
durative adverdials with frase adwerbials fn sentonces (7):

{7) Morgen wohnt er dre! Jahre be! uns
tomgrrow 1ive he three yoars with o
‘As of tomorrow, Me')) have lived with us for three years'

-

The interpretation rule for frame adverdials, (1) In 2.1, specifies Dhat r
fal) within the time denoted by the frame adverbial, f.e, tomorrow. The
Present tense reguires that ree. If we asalyze duratives as merely speci-
fying the length of event tise (as we have In {2]), then (7] would seem



true u!{ in situations 1n which a4 three year perfod falls within tosorrow.
But (7) 1s quite sensible even though no such sftuations exfst.

We might at tais point consider nﬂsh? the interpretation of frame
adverdials. umr M nq;in that r fall within the time specified by 2
freme adverdial, t require only that » end within this time. This
would Ido ) corr« set of truth «Mmm for (7). But such a rule
would fte counterintuitive consequences 43 well, since 1t wyld
allow mz 0. « (8) would 5e tree 1n o situation ia which Thuu finishes
writing his dissertation tomorrow, Although he may have bees writTig 1Y Tor
som time,

(8) Thomas schreibt morgen seine Dissertation
write tomorrow his dissertation
‘Thomas wil) write his dissertation tosorrow'

(8) 1s quite c!arl{ false '» this situation, Rowever. It {s true 1f, and
only 1f, he writes 1t tomorrow, f.e. substaatially ins and ends. This
su tb:t :t will have % be the derative rule which receives the more
ned analysis.

(3) Durative Rule (Fina) Yersion)
or 4 durative adverstal, A . b dip) 11¢ there exists o'
such that e
1. ¢ 1s & fina) subinterva) of &'
2. ¢" 15 of (d]‘ Tength
s.e,r
Lovese' AL, by

(9) allows the derivation of [7)'s correct truth conditions:
(10) morgen' (PRESI X' [er-bef-uns-wohn-"[=p])))

(1A, , b t6) 1rf rr.i.m‘la‘ . A e.r ' PRESIN(D))
L

which, by the rule for the Present, holds 1Y
r zturpf)” nd eor-<s and A

Now we Can apply the definition in (9):
A

o * 2N'(p)

Y "' there s h th
s.0,r P ») 5. e'?g a ’n : :g(m::ﬂ of ¢
2. ¢ s [N ]A‘ lergth

ane L, ftge’ &”.,.f»p

Let us susmarize the truth conditions of (10).



A o.r B 110) 19F (2) rs [morgen'),
s.0r
!bz erra<y
c) there 13 8 ¢' such that
1. ¢ 15 a fina) sudbisterva! of e’
2.¢' 1» (9']. Tesgth
5.e,r
J.to e A o b er-bel-uns-wohn-'

We cam sketch the truth conditions of (7) as In (12):
tlz’ LA B

sorgen 'tosoreow’

¢, during each subisterval of
which er bhel uns wohn-~ Bolds

Each of the truth conditfons derived 1n [11) seems correct, and
together they provide & sufficient guarantee of the truth of (7). (9 thes
improves om the accoust of duratives ia the siepler (1),

It 15 worth noting that clause (3) of definition (9], Mike clause (2}
of definition (3), effectively prohidits thing but atelics from
combining felicitously with durative adverbials since only atelics hold

My of swdintervals of Intervals at wAich Are assartad to m»old

1.6.1). This aspect of {3) s taken from Dowty (1979:333), It 1s also
worth atteading to the predictioes that this treatment makes about the
Atfonsart of propositions which 1acTude duratives. Note that If &
proposition which Includes & durative 15 tree at 1, then 1t f5 not tree of
sdintervals of 1. Thes, somewhat surprisingly, atelic propositions to
which duratives are added are not atelfc, dut rather telic, That s,
wohnt bef uns 15 atelic, hut er wont lang bei ums 15 telic. This Ts
an A tomatlic consequence of rmw%'mm’“' Aktionsart, given
afy reasonadie position on duratives.

Ne have encountered two points At which telic and atelic Aktfonsarten
sesantically differ: (1) 1a thelr underitodd reference In u.oull:
comnected discourse, and [11) In helr understood reference in the Present
tense, This account of Actionsarten and durative adverbials predicts that
propositions which Include duratives will behave as telics In these
situations {(even thoush the propositions with which the duratives cosdine
are atelfc). Both of these predictions seem to hold, with some
qualificatfon, Thus the second sentence in the minfnsrrative below 13 not
understood 1o be Adout # time which overlaps with the first. The
nonoverlap s what we expect of telics:

{13) Hans ging hinaes. Er war stundenlang saver.
weat out he wat for-hours amoyed
‘Hans went out. Me was angry for howrs.'

This may be compared to the following, where the second sentence is
understood to refer to the same time:



(14) Mans ging hinaus, Lr war sauer.
‘Mans went out. Ne was angry.’

The second prediction of the classification of propositions with
duratives as telfcs can also be shown to be trye, though with & tr1fing
qualification, Present tense sentences with duratives do tend to be
understood as referring to presest tiee, such as atelfci. Thus the
sentence below s understood to be about the two years up 0 the presest
{1n the absence of 45 estad)ished future reference tise), much a3 the
sentence without the durative would be.

{15) Ich ardbeite zwe! Jahre Mor
I work twd years here
‘1 have worked bere for two years'

Ich arteite hier
I work here
‘1 work here'

It fs interesting to note that these facts are Incompatidle with the
prelinisiry version of the durative rule, given 1a (3), byt fully

tible with the fisal versfon, gliven fn (9). We can see this 1a the
following way. Our accowst of the tesdency of atelics to be anderstood as
referring to speech time postulated thet It resulted from a geners)
prosemption that res, which however would de reliaquished 1f explicitly
contradicted, or otherwise made faplausidle 1a the asserticn (as a the
cose of telics, decause of the fact that they are true of unigue
Intervals). Given that e«r In the Present tesse, the assertion that ¢ Is
two hours long would Teply that s fs 1fkewise two hours long--which I3
swrely fmplausible emough to warrant retinguishing the presumption that
res. Thes the proposition with the durative ought to Do understood as
referring to speech time. The facts, 43 we Dave seen, are otherw!se.

(9] Goes not have this flaw, however, Decasss the event time of which
It 15 asserted that esr, and presused that res, needn’'t De twd yoars
loag--but only the final subinterval of o', wATch mast be two years loag.
Since speech time may always B¢ regerded as the final subinterval of an
interval of arbitrary length, the actual reading of (15) s predicted,
providing as additiona) dit of support for (9) owver (2), and for the
account of the telic/atelfc distinction in the Present z'm 2.3.3).

u:‘ut turn to the altermative means of specifying the duration of
event time,

2.5 Frist Adverdials

Une Specifies the duration of a telic process using adverbials such as
in efner S “In a0 hour,' which I will call rr!u.’.mh’ “term within

¢ happens®™) adverbials bere (for 15ck of a suftadle
dniraun already In use). The treatment f01lows Dowty (1979:331) In
requiring that this sort of adverbial De predicated of a proposition at an
interval such that the proposfition be tree of that Interval, but at no
subinterval within 1t (cf. 1.6.1 for the use of this condition In defining
telfc Aktionsarten),
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(1) for f a Frist adverdfa)
A‘ - 'F T(p) 197 {a) o 15 at most (l]‘ fn length and
S s.0.r

(») 3itce Ag.t.r ko

Let me clarify femediately that (1) 15 Intended as & sort of garbled
Yogico-English paraphrase of the truth csaditicas which will eventually be
derived (at greater length) for Frist adverdials. In particular, the
manner In which Tf], specifies a Tength will Be described by rule, and the
requirement that wé adverdial de tree of & unigee Interval will Be ascrib-
od to the Texfcal semantics of In. (1) s provided here to display enough
of the semantics of such phrases to desonstrate thelr fateraction with
other tesporal elements,

Given this understanding, (1) predicts correctly that Frist adverbials
do not combine with atelics felicitously. This s essured By the second
clause, which requires that thers be 2 unigee sudinterval t satisfying p.
As Dowty (1979:335) points owt, however, there are Cases 18 which adwerb-
fals such as "in an hour' (W @ combine with atelics, but
this treatment say plausidly Be ex these cases as well, (2]
provides the relevant sort of example:

{2) Er sch)ief In elnper Stunde
he slept  In an hour
"He was asleep 1= an Poyr’

1f we assume either (implausidly) that tfme Ten't dense or [plassibly) that
we -{ deal with closed fatervals (which contain a Tast moment of time),
then (2) may o analyred as true 1f T 15 evaloated at an interval e, the
Yost subisterval of which unfquely satisfies the radical er schlaf-. This
predicts that the sentences will de regarded as true about an eveat time an
howr long at the very end of which the “he™ fn question was asleep.

Dn the other haad, 1t seems to me somewhat more ‘louﬂblo 10 20351t an
ambiguity In the Frist adverdfals for reasons as follows. They have the
above seaaing, to 5 sure, but may 1n addition designate an Teachoative
mttio: with any Aktionsart. fs might d¢ formalized In the following
sort of rule:

(3) for 7 2 Frist adverbial,
) 11f [a) there 15 an &' which Tollows r after »
SO gurstfon of (1), Yength
{)) thefe 15 an e'' such that ' 15 the
inftia! sudbinterva) of o'’
(¢) l‘_....,b ]

(3) predicts that (2) 1s true evaluated at reference time r Just a Case
"se® tlept an hour Tater (where there 13 probadly an fmplicature to the
effect that he didn't sleep any earlier). (3) predicts that there will Be
a felt ambiguity in cosbimations of telfcs with Frist adverdials. For
example, (4) has two distinct readings:



(4) Wir fahren (n 2we! Tagen nach Lissabons

we drive In two days ta Lisbon
‘We're Orivh, o Lishea In two days’
take

* ‘We'll two days to érive to Lisdbon" or
"In two days we'll set out for Lisbonm'

1
The second reading cortainly fsa't E!“m f1). In fecelar, 1t
Is compatible with the actual drivimg np more (or less) two days.
Nor could one strafghtforwardly account for the second reading n the same
wiy that the combinations of atelfcs with Frist adverdials are explained
svay. This s lepossible because the telic wir nach Lissabon fahr- will
unzoﬂn false of the Tast soment of unsh!iml of svaluation-~which {s
too for a complete drive to L1 -

{3) also predicts that a single reading will be svafladle where 2
second nstasce of the Frist adverdial 15 deleted under fdentity. This
21350 seems t0 De the case:

(5) wir fahren In zwe! Tagen nach L, und die anderen in vier
we drive Im two days to L and the others 1n four
'We're driving to L in two days, and the others in four'

* "Ne'1l take two days and the others four' or
‘We'll set out fn two days and the others Ta four'
but: # "Ne'l) take two days and the others will set out In
four' nor
"Ne'll cet oot'ln two days and the others will take
our'

™is pattern of read! fs not incompatible with the explanation of the
“specia) readiegs” of Frist adverdfals In terms of predication abowt closed
intervals, since in that sort of an explasation the conjunction would de
evaluated at & single event tise, which would then pressmably condition the
same sort of reading for both conjuscts. This assuses that a satisfactory
explanaticn of the second readings could be shown to depend om the fnterval
event time of evaleation, which wis argued shove to be unlikely.

For these two reasons I prefer to ‘::3" the class of Frist adverbials
::‘\{;;nmuny ambigetus; they have the seanings described by (1)

2.6 (Tempors!) schea

2.6.1 Prelininaries

e Can now turn our attention %o the adverdial particle schon, which
has alroady attracted a good deal of scholarly attestion: c¢f. Bartsch
(1969), Altmane (1976), Koenig (1977), Koeafg (1980), Frank (1980),
Mendricks [1980), and Noepelman and Rohrer (1981). Although some have
maintained that 1t makes mo contribetions to truth comditioss, but oaly to
the preseppositions of sentences, this fs clearly wrong.

{1) Thomas schreibt efne Seminararbeit

write 3 pager
‘Thomas s writing a paper’

(1.2, be Is mow or will later]
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Thomas schreidt schon elne Seainararbeit
already
‘Thomes i3 already writing 2 paper’

In any case, none of the above treatments has noticed this
truth-conditional contribution of + The first sentesce 1y true If
Thomas 13 now writing the pager or later write 1t, while the latter
requires that he be writing 1t mow.

The analysis of the contribution of schos to truth conditional sesman
tics s the nt task; we will fgeore UAGT presuppoditiona) composent of
schon's meaning which s m‘usibh for the inference that the seatence
hoTds earifer than expected, ring t™his aspect of schon's meaning
exposes this treatment to the objection that somethfng 75 Being attributed
to truth-conditiona) semantics which properly belongs to conventfonal {or
even comversationsl) feplicature; T sm sware of this, and will de at paiss
to avold misattribution, dut sti1] do not wish to tackle all of the tangled
fssues of (1) acceunting for convestional Implicature asd (11) sorting out
exactly what 1t is that schon’s conventiona! 1mpliceture amounts to.
Headricks (1980) 15 & vaTUshTe recent source on the Tatter, and shows how
difffceit 1t 15 to formulate » genersl statesent of schon's presuppositios.

2.6.2 Other Uses of schen

In exanining "other™ uses of schon, 1.9, those which do mot it the
snalysis to be proseated delow, It may be eseful to kmow what's fn store
for 1chon etven before 1 pressat and defend the andlysis. The fmportant
aspect WAich distinpsishes the teeporal schon, the focus of interest here,
from the other two sorts of wies ! examine 15 summed up In the following
prelisinary versfon of the rule:

Preliningry umm. Rule for schon
Ao, ' Schon'(p) I1f ecranda, . |

T™his analysis maiatains that the fmport of (tesporal) schom 13 to specify
that event time does not extend deyond reference time, There are, however,
Instances of the form schon which 40 not bear this meaning.

Thore are two sOrts Of appareat Coustersxasple to the amlysis of schom
proposed here. First, there are examples of the sort cited by Moepelman
and Rohrer (1981) such as (1) (thelr (28), ».108):

(1) Die Oper fing aa und schoa schlfef Hans
the opera bogan  asd already slept M
‘No sooner had the opers begun whea Mans slept [fell asleep)”

This constitutes a Mrﬂqh to the analysis of schon proposed here
because the event time of Hans's sleeping Degins after the refereace time
established in the first clause, f.c. e-<r. But this s clearly a special
use of schon, This s best Indiceted by the fact that schoe has this
meaning only 1n sentence-inftial position, (1) contrasts with (2):

(2) Die Oper fimg an. Hans schlfef schon.
‘The opera begam, Mams was already asleep.’
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The meaning of schon In (2) accords with the treatment proposed here. The
special status of the schon 1a (1) may also be indicated by the fact that
1t 15 marked a3 belongTng to & marvative style,

Second, there are uses of schom such as (3) In wAich event time clearly
follows refereace time (1n this case speech time):

(3) Gode weg:  -Ich gedw schom.
§°  way ! r already
“ . .“. 0“ ”'l

away
These uses of schon are concessive or confirmatory 1n moaning. They may be
distingsished Trom the u.ou:&:n several ways. First, mootespora)
yses schon differ im their 1tiona) faport from the temporal

schon, wRTER always Tavites an inference of the following sort:

the wtteresce of [an exprossion sesaning) schon p Tavites the
inference that p holds earlier thas expected,

Cf. Koanlg (1977), Hendricks (1981) and Hoepelmsn and Rohrer (1981) for
varfous, and more exact formulations and for further discussion,
feportant point Mere s that scne of the soatesporal wies of schoa share
this conventional fmplicature.

Among the class of “concessive or confirmatory™ schon's I would fnclude
the following, brought to my attestion by Rom Hendricks, im which schem p
means approximately '1t s now certafn thet p.' First, the context [1):

(4) Ich habe wir sagen lasses, dass der Tom entweder mach Luebeck oder
mach Berlin fashrt. Wema 1ch fhn seberreden kossnte, mich Luedeck v
fahren, wuerde fch mitfahren.

‘1"ve been told that Tom 13 efther driving %0 Luebeck or %o

Berlin, [If 1 could persuade him 20 90 %0 Luebeck, 1°¢ g0 along.’

{S) Iu spaet. Er faehrt schon mich Berlin, Morges fachrt er .

too late he drive already to B tomorrow drive he away
"Too Tate. We's definftely driving to Berlin. He's Yeaving
mm.’

If tals were & temporal use of schon, 1t wiuld counterensmplify sy cClale
that e<r fn swch cases. But note that It completely lacks the {nvited
inference of temporal schon that Tom's driving to Berlin Is taking place
earlier than ted. There 15 at sost an Tavitation to Infer that the
know) that is driving to Berdin Is avalladle ecarlfer than expected,
5 1s asother matter,

Second, although nontemporal uses of schon may occur in guestions, they
My never be the focus of questions, as Frant (1960:20) notes.
e.9. the speaker fn (5) contimued with (55) and was answored with ).

(52) Oder faehrt er schon nach Berlin?
or drive he sure to B8
'Or 15 he @riving to Berlin (for sure)'

{5¢) Nein.
no (> No, he's not going to Berlin.)
(¥ No, ft's sot sure that he's driving to Berlin.)



If the schom of (5) could Be the focws of the question, we weuld sxpect the
Tatter, Tapotsidle meaning. Temporal schon may de the foces of a question,

(6) Faehrt Tom schon mach Hause?
grive T already o home
'Is Tom already driviag home v

Moin,
"No.' (= :o. M"; not driving home already. (Perhaps
ater,

Third, some sontemporal schen's co-occur with moch, which 15 never
possible with temporal schom,

(7) lch gehe scher noch elnkaufen
1 r sure yet shoplinf)
111 certainly sti11 go shopping.'

Fourth, they oftes bear a markedly falling (concessive)
Intosation:

(8) Er ardelitet schon
he work sure
‘Grantad, de does work,' [‘...:::‘ng)nm gets anything

FIfth, many speakers allow the pregeting of tespora! schon, bDut nontes-
poral schon may never be preposed:

[9) Schoe dret Stusden arbeitet er
alre J Mours  work he
"He's working for three Bours.'

But it would B¢ impossidle to e.g. prepote the schen In (5) and have it
retain fts confirmatory mesning: o

{10) * Schan faehrt er nach Berlin
ture drive he 0 B

(The preposing of schoa by Itself results efther In the marked sort of case
(1), or fn the sort of temporal which has the ananing aul{nd e low.
T™he coscessive or confirmitory meanTag s lost.) Aad 1a goneral, amy
preposed schon 15 temporal, mever concessive or confirmstory:

{11) % Schon arbefte ich dref Stunden
already work 1 three hours
only: ‘1 mave deen working for three howrs.'
never: ‘Certainly I work for three howrs'

0f these poinmts of distinction detween the tesporal schon to be
analyzed below and other schen's, only the first two are tests. The third

point, the amy to cootcur with nech comes closer to & neceesary and
sufficleat test for the concessive or confirmatory schen, but 1t fs



complicated by the tesporal meaning of noch ftself, Not all mentespora)
schon's bear falling fntomation, and onYy some speskers of Gearsan find some
Tempora) schon's felicitous 1n fronted position. [ will not make fregquent
or oxtensTVe agpeal to these polats of distinction between tespora! schom
and other lexemes schom, but offor them as a cautfom against thinking That
the analysis Delow BAS obvious and numerous counterexamples.

2.6.3 The Truth Conditicns of Tespora! schen

T™e contribution which schon makes t0 Truth conditions may be seen 1n
the second sentesce 1n (1) Tn 2.0.1, where 3¢ ties cvent time to speoch
time. The seatences are repeated below for fence,

(1) Thomas schreidt eine Seminsrarbeit
write ] pager
'Thomas is writing a paper’
[1.0. ha 15 sow or will later])

Thomas schreibt schom efne Seminararbeit

already
‘Thomas 1s already writing a pager'

This tie, however, s not direct, but rather via reference time, as soy e
seen In examples where reference time 15 distinct from speech time, for
example where a sentence with schon W 7 amother sentence In
connected discourse about the past, 4% the following:

[2) 1ch bin um vier gekossen. [r war schon da.
I AUX at four comelprt) he was already there
‘I came At four, MNe was a)ready there.'

The Indication in the second sentence 1a {2) 15 not that his presesce was
contasporaneoys with speech time, but rather that it overla with the
reference time (aad ovent tisme) of the preceding sentence. Rule (1)
spacifies a 7irst approximetion of the semantics of schon:

{3) Preliminary Semantic Rele for schom
Aot b schon'lp) 11f ecr nnrl';:..'}- p
Let ws explicate (3). As we have seen, reference time It %0 be
construed as the time from whose vantage point the event 13 viewed. This
is normally provided by the comtext of discowrse, as In (2}, or it o
fized by the shared knowledge of interlocutors, as In the case where (4) 13
wttored about & tise keown to speaier and hearer:

(4) Er war schon da
he was already there

In discourse about monpast tise, the presusmption s that speech time
essontially functions as reference time (1n the usmarked case, ¢.g. 1n the
absence of such explicit marking as frame adverdials).

The addition of duratives to Present tease sestences with schon 1s
HHewise usproblematic. Consider (5):
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[S} Ste arbeltet schon dre! Jahre hier
she work  already three years here
‘She has worked here for theee yoars'

(6) PRES(schon' (3T (sie-hier-arteit-')))

(7 Ay '.- (6) 111 (a) ree<s  (Present)
ol res [default r)
() e<r {schon)
(¢) there 15 a5 &' such thet
;. o 0: N :lr’: ubl‘numl of ¢
2" 1s o 3
3. vige! As.q "'ﬂmwmu-‘

o

Sentences In comnected discourse adout the past, sech as the second
santesce In (2], are evaluated not with respect to & reference tise ides-
tica) to speech time, Dt rather with respect to & reference time provided
by the preceding discourse, In accordance with RP, [n this case thet
reference tise s four o'clock.,

(%) PRET{schon' (er-da-sel-'))

(8)

(100 A, P (A (a) evres (Preterite)
ve {b) ecd {schon)
() A o4 b oer-da-sels
f11)
Yivre) 1 >

Note that since It must hold that e~r, the analysis does not allow the case
In which @ completely precedes r, 1.0, the situation 1a which he Bad been
there, but had left defore four. (2) does not allow this reading. The
Pluperfect, rather than the Preterite, would be appropriate n cases where
e<r<s.

Let ws note the tesporal configurations which result from the
gml‘o:uu of schon with the variows tenses. In particlar, sote that,
or all e,

(12) ecr (13) ewr
e e

But all the German tenses require efther that e<r (the Perfect tenses) or
that &+r (the nomperfect temses). This predicts that schoe shogld be
sppondable salva veritate to -1 Serman sentence. Let ws Tirst note that
schon may indeed 5S¢ added to all Pluperfects, Perfect Infinftives, and
Truturate) Perfects with 20 change 1n trath cosditions.
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[14) 1ch sprach mit Mans. Er hatte Marie gesshen.

I spoke with ne AUX seoiprt)
"I spoke with Hans. He had seen Marfe.’
JLEr Ratie WarTe schon gesehen.

‘He had already seen Marfe'

Er gad 2u, o5 geschriedbes zu Mben.

he adaitted 1t writelprt) to AUX

‘He admitted having writtes It°

cAr v, o3 r ™ ‘
‘He admittad already having written 1t'

Neoechsten Freftag habe er die Arbeit geschricden.
mext Friday AJX he the paper write{prt)
‘He'1l have written the paper by Friday'

S NGECHEEeR TATERG Rt or 374 AFBeTE Schon geschrelben,
'He'11 already have the paper written by next Friday'

As a second indication that the prediction 1s not without merit, we note
that schon say be added to atelfcs fn the nonperfect tenses without
changTng Truth conditions,

(15) €r 15t & Er war da
‘Se 15 there' ‘We was there'
0 T3t 3chon ¢ TEr war schon da
‘He 13 already there' ‘He was already there'

Finally, we msote that the addition of schon to sentences with frame
adverbials will Tikewise mot affect tryth Conditfons. This follows
directly from the foct that frame sdverbials only specify referesce time
and therefore have nothing to say about the relative chronology of event
and reference time. [(In 2.6.4 wo return to the examples where schon may
not De added without affecting truth cosditions.)

It was prodably with seatences such as those In (14) and (15) In ming
that 1t was proposed that the oaly contributions of schon was to
conventional Impliceture since the validity of thesé Taferences Is
compatidle not only with the meaning preposed fn {2), but also with the
hypothesis that schos s devold of truth-conditiona) meaafng. Posftive
evidence 1n favor of something Yike (3) sust therefore take the form of
desonstrating that schon 1s (truth.conditionally) fncompatible with some
temporal expressions.” In this coanection, mote that although there are no
tenses in German which stipulate aaything facompatible with e<r, there fs
one use of the subjuctive mood, that of past antict sarration, which
appareatly does (1a calling this "mood” modus, T follow standard and tradi-
tional terminology, as fn Heldolph et all, 1581:520f; the term "past
anticipatory marration’ 1s my owsn). Comstder (16):

(16) Er nru. er wuerde helfen
he sald  he would help
'He sald be would help®



Cr verzog sich, ohne @as Angedbot anzuncheen. Er wyerde
e withdrew solf without the offer accept he would

o5 s1ch ueberiegen. Die andaren diskytierten welter.
it self tafnk-over the others discussed further

‘Ne withdrew without accepting the offer. He'd thisk 1t over. The
Others kept talking.'

The second example f1lustrates the use of the this form in tesporally
consected discourse to signal an event posterior to those being recoested
in the sfaple Past. Given that reference times are ordered 1a this sort of
discourse, the Anticipatory must D¢ analyzed as requiring that r<e. This
use has a Viterary flavor, and the tone of prophecy, but that doesn’t
affect the point at hand, viz. that 1t specifies that r<e,

The first sentence In (16) fs simflar 1n tesporal fmport, aven {f more
obviously sudjunctive [the clause does not refer to his actually helping).
Note that the subjuctive “flavor™ of this use of waerde does not (ot least
not obviously) comflict with the conveations! 1mpTTcature assoctfated with
schon, e t‘e«fm would expect this tanse/mood to combine felicitously
with ral schon |f tempora) schom has mo truth-conditions] seaning.

If, en other hand, temporal $CRGA Mt the temporal meaning hypothesized
fn (3), ecr, thes It should not Comblne fellcitously with the anticipatory,
which regiires that r<s.

Lot us therefore examine the combination of schon with the examples of
wuerde in (16):

(16") Er sagte, or wuerde schon helfen
‘He safd be'd certainly kelp’

{167) has the expected meaning of the confirmatory schen, and lacks the
expected presuppostion of temporal schom that Afs heTping Is to occur
eariier than expected, There 13 M 3o no possibility of making this
schon the focus of a question:

[16°") * Hat er gesagt, dass er schon helfes wuerde!
NI he saylprt) COMP he help would

It seems therefore that temporal schos cannet combine with this example of
the subjenctive sood/tense,
Let us exanine the socond example fn (16) as well,

{17) Er verzog sfch...Er wuerde o8 sich schon ubeﬂega
"Me wi wosMe would certainly think ft owver.

We find again the expected meaaing of the confirmatory schom, and no
conventiona) faplicature that his thinking will take place any earlier than
cmcm.h“rho Attempt To make schen the focws of a question §3 1ikewice
unsuccessful;:

(17°) Meerde er es sich schom ueberliegea?
would bhe it self think-over
'Would de think 1t over already? [f.e. now)
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That fs, we combine schon with the wuerde- forw, byt caly In &
Aifferent, :J clearly suhfosctive senin, The fact that the anticipatary
sense of the form {s Impossible Rare confirms the hypothesis that the
teapora)l feport of schoa 13 e<r, sface 1t Is this seaning which wouls
contgadict the seanTng of e Anticipatory sanse of the sedjunctive, .o,
rie.

2.6.4 schon with Tellic Aktipnsarten

Vo TSR at Teast three sort of avideace confirming the analysis of
schon's meaning as e<r, s0 that we con proceed to further Catses with &
sodTcum of confidencd. Let us recall the effect of using schom together
with telics, as In the second seatence fn (1) in 2.1;

(1) Thomas schrefbt efne Semsinararbdelt
write L) paper
‘Thomas 15 writing & paper’
[1.0, % Is tow or will Tater)

™omes schrefbt schon eline Semingrarbeft
Already
*Thomes 13 alreedy writing o paper’

The application of the propased truth conditions for sentences with schon
10 the sacond senteace 1a (1) Ta 2.6 Iy stralghtlorward., The seatence
recefves the analysis:

[2) 9 b Presischon’ ler-aine-Sonisarardelt-schreid-' ||
which s svaluated In (3):

(A, bptre
}18.T00) eerecs  [Presest temse rule)

B) ecr {schon's meaning)
)AL or v mtrm-mzmm»-'
These conditions hold Jointly In sftuatfons sach as (4):

[4)
v o R 4

e'r

{a) and [B) 1a combination reguire that ¢ not completely precede s and that
e not extend Deyond r. These congitions are Jointly wmet fa situstions such
as (8). The S1fficulty, 45 we noted in 2.6,.1, 15 that such sentesces are
understood to refer %o preosest time, and not to arditrary nompast time.
Since we have found some sepport for the hypathesis That 1chos regquires
that e<r, tet's not fmmediately discard ft, Sut Instead try to fecoscile It
with the fact that sentesces sach as that a (1) are understood %o refer %o
present time, We introduced a pragmetic peiaciple In 2.3.3 o explafin Wiy
atelics are understood o refer to present tiee In spite of the fact that
the Presest tense reguires only that be understood to refer %0 nonpast
time, W& sugpested there that the defagit value for refereace time 13
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Speach time, 10 that sentences would be understood as adout speech time in
the abseace of indication to the contrary. Suppose then that this were the
couse of the present time understanding of sestences swch as that In (1),
Thes we would derive the following set of truth conditfons:

(3 A, . boitre
32 (2) e*r-<s (Present tease rule)

(b) e<r [schon's meaning)

{c) ros deTauTt valoe for r

(4) A, er-eine-Seatmarardeft-schreid-'

This set of truth condftions would require the secosd seatence In (1)
to be true In situations such as (5):

£}
S e r .
l.e. the avent time of the telic would have to colncide with speech time
for the seatence to ®old. Of course, this com ¢ 1s unacceptadle

simpliciter. But it might well Rold of an faperfective reading for the
(38 Ch twggests the following modificaticn of the sesantic rule for
schon:

(6) schoe's Semantic Rgle {Fina) Yersion {for stricter varieties))
TG * schon'(p) 11f e<r and
% Tfelr.u«ll’.'bp
and If o=r, then l‘:.'.' P PROG(p).
It where 'PROG' 15 to 2o given the seening of the English progressive
sarker,

The importast point about (5) 15 that 1t Ticenses an imperfective reading
for telics In combination with schon for those tenses whare e«r, 1.0, the
Present and the Preterite. In 25Tng this, 1t explains how the {fmperfece
tive reading of the) telic could b thought to hold of speech time, since
it characteristic of feperfective readings (be writing the book) that they
sy hold of smaller intervals thaa the Intervals ¢ ectives hold.
Thus, he may be writing the bock from 3:00 to 1:05 even 1f he certainly
cannot write the book Suring that time,

(6) makes & further iction, however, that we may find an analogue
of the “lmperfoctive Paredox”™ 1n telics with schon. Dewty [(1977) cofmed
the termed “Imperfective Paradox™ to descridbe the Tavalidity of the
Inforence from Isperfective to Perfective that we see In (7):

(7) Tom was reading Finnegan's Vake

Tom s reading Finsegan's Wake
-~ Yom wiTT read Finnegan's Wake
The prediction that German telfcs with schon will display an analogee of

the lTeperfective paradox 13 not forced on us by the model theory, bet ft i3
nonetheless expected because It fs the Yinguistic concomitant of allowing a
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telic to be true of 4 sdinterval. :
The prediction holds, a3 [8) docoments:

(8) I1ch lernte Tha 1980 kesnen. Er schried schon die Diss.
1 et hin (met] he wrote the diss.
‘T met him In 1960° "Me was already writing his dissertation’
e schried die Diss (fertig)

"He wrote his dissertation’

Das Orchester splelt schon den zweften Satz
the orchestra play the second movesent
‘The orchestrs Is already playing the second movement'

S 0as Orchester spTelt den zwelten Satz [2u Tnde)
'The orchestra will play/is playing the second movesent'

(There §s & QIFficeity with the data here, prospting the parenthetical
material, to which we returs below.)

Dowty (1977, 1979:149) provides 2 sesantics for the Progressive marker
by first defining & function Inr from possible worlds w and times | to sets
of possible worlds which represent the “natural possidle outcomes® of w at
1. Thea the Progressive s defined as follows (fgnoring complications
which are 1rrelevant here):

(9) A, L b PROGR) Kff3e s elme' Iarlw.e)(A, . b p))

(This Safinition |5 mot Jegitimate In the present framowork since 1t
appeals to intensional semantics, wAich haven't Seen provided for. But 1t
fndicates the sort of definftion required 1n & more slaborate treatment.)
The important point for the present pu is that this semantics allows
that 2 Progressive sentence PROGIp) might be true at an inmterval even If
there 13 no actus! superinterval at which the seatence » ftself is true.
This happens whenewer a natura) cutcome {5 somehow frustrated--when a book
s Segun But not finished, or when a soveewnt s Interrupted. Let us
accept this semantics for the subinterval readings we noticed s conmection
with schoa's wse In the Present 50 that we cen provide a sketch of these

We m progressed Lo the poiat that the sestence Er schrelbt ﬁﬁ
eine Seminarardeit would be analyzed as tree at s,e.r (18 & o
8 woil estadiished future reference time) 1fF
{10) ‘.,;,; b PROG(er-elne-Semnararbelt-schrefd-)
f.¢, In the situation in (5), regeated here:
{5

eeer

(9) prescribes the evaluation of [10). (10) thus holds 117 there 13 &
superintarval of s, &', soch that er-eine-Seminararbeit-schreid-' nolds at
e' 1In every matural outcome of the (actual) world at 5. [9) foresees that
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er-aine-Seainarardeft-schrefdb- must hold in serfes of alternative worlds at
superintervals of actea! speech time:

(1) Er schrefbt schon efne Seminarardelt
M write already »

paper
‘He's already writing a paper’

f11) 2
s : "I
-
\'/ .y
' -naturs! outcomes

of actual w at

Thus the orfginal sentence (1) may hold of the the speech Interval even
tho?"’n the seatence to which schon 13 added may never bold (In the actua)
world). A

Wo wore Tod to this prediction by the meticing that Preseat telfics with
schon are understood to refer o speech time; glves that, the astusption
TRAT the default value of reference time 13 speech time, and the
fmprobad i1ty that a telic could hold exactly of the speech tise Interva),
1t 15 & short step to the hypothesfs that these sentences sust be referring
fogerfectively to speech time. The fact that this turss out to e the case
thould be taken to confirm the assumption that speech time 15 the default
value for referesce time, But more Interesting im this account s the fact
schon plays ebsolutely me role 1n the explanation of the . VN
TRGUGh ft occasfoned the sbservation, aad 1t seems to be the reliadle
concomitant of the faperfactive readings of the telics.

The tiom arfses at this point as to why schoe forces this presest
time reading, and why [and whether] 1t doesn't arfse without schoe.
(Addressing the first question, we might note that since the sole effect of
chon 1 to order event time v‘m respect to reference tise, reference time
cught to de readily identifiadle, and the default valae 15 there for cases
whore no other times are fdentifiable.) The logically prior question i3
clearly whether there are isperfective readings without schom. This
question returns ws to the data fn (8), and, with qualifTcatTons, the
AnSwer seems o be positive:

{12) % Als 1ch ihs temmenlernte, schrieh or die Diss
whea | his uﬂ(cﬂ wrote he the diss
‘When [ met him, he was writing his dissertation’

So-; speskers fasist that (12) Is fepossidle, and that 1t should end as
{13):
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(13) ...schrieh er an der Diss

at
‘voohe was working on his dissertation’
For these speakers [who & accept (8)), does Indeed somm Lo Be the
license for the Imperfective rrading, %o the truth coaditions for

schon In (6) 40 seem 20 o fully correct. [leperfective readings are
possihle ealy with schon, and only In the Present and the Preterite, those
tenses where e+r, ThTS fs Just as (6) specifies fand we coll (6] the rule
for the “stricter”® varfoty, becasse this variety disallows {12)).

For speakers who accept (12), on the other hesd, other provisiosy for
laperfective readings of telics must S made. For these speskers, we may
replace (6) with the simpler (14):

(16} A, , . 1 schon'(p) 11f ecrand A, . b p

and the provision for feperfective resdings of tellcs must be elsewhers, A
first approximation might be (15):

(1S) 17 o Is an atosic telic sentesce, then A _ kp itt
(1) tlp,e)=l or e
(1) eor ot »" iV’ !nr(c.vﬂltp.o‘..!-l)l

{As we noted above, this Sefinition 15 not completely Tegitisate In the
present treatment since we haven't made provision for iatensiona!
semantics., It Indicates Now we wiuld provide For e laperfective resding
In 4 more elaborate semantics.)

It 15 Ysportant to mote that [15) doet mot allow *Sat telfcs are
generslly 1 ective--and that the condition for tallc rmadings, f.e.
that e«r in {15), might be made more restrictive. This f3 important
becesse the distinction between tallic and atelic Actionsarten, foreylated
In 1.6.1, depends on talic Aktionsarten not generally Nolding of
subintervals. 1If tellcs Ia general allowed feperfective readings, the
distinction (as formglated) there would Secome rather smpty.

This coacludes the discussion of the use of with telfc
Attionsartea, The rules In (14) and (15) acc r the Imperfective
reading of telfcs In the Present and the Preterite for those (more 11dersl)
varfoties wAich allow this, waile (6) accounts for the [stricter) varfeltes
In which fmperfective readings occur only 1n comdination with schen,

I conclude then that the employment of the Reichendachian concept of
refereace time a)lows & correct and quite simple formulation of this adver-
bial particle's semantics.

2.7 Semmary of Semastic Tyles Prasented Thys Far

This closes the Introductory sketch of the semantics of Serman tempora!
expressions. Chapter Three cobeds the semantical sceatch Just presented In
a Torma) fragment. We have iatrodeced the rules delow:

From 1.3:

2efinision: For 211 Intervals 1, 5, #)) pofnts of 2ime ¢, ¢',
IOF weit ve'i g tee'  (read: "1 completaly precedes §')
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Definiticn: For a1) Intervals 1, 3, a1) points of tiee ¢, t*,
ff yeed ') ect’ (read: 1 does not extend beyond §')

Reichenbach's Pragmatics (RP) (weak version) For S,, S.....,5_ &
zq-m of sentences absut the past uttered In a a1y  Ponnected
scourse:

(1) P(S,) < r(!ml
where r(S) 15 the reference tiew of S.
From 1.4:
(1) for t an iaterval, p an atomfc proposition [{p,t)= 0 or « 1

(2) for atomic p, models A, speech tises 3, event times &, and
reference times r: A Fp 1FFf Lip,e)el, f.e. p holds at 0.

s .r
From 1.5:
Indefinite T ral Referesce
K errmal(p @A . by
From 1.6:

(2) Preterite (fima) fen
or ‘ s, '3 r, p:
A‘.'.' PRETI(p) I1f ger<s and A

From 1.7:

P t
e b PLUPLD) 11f ecres ang A, | p

1
s.0,r
From 2.1:

Frame Adverdials
or ¥ a fresm adverdial

TR R IRTICE E5 A 8 4

y.op PP

W e “c.o' P ’

M.(,)\ ' stands for the semantic value of f with
N
respect to A‘...'

From 2.3:

Present

TR, b oReste) 16f roeecs and A, boo.

1f A » PRES(p) and p 15 atelic, thes 1t 13 Cconversationslly

tmp1 Fefeld that r=s [for an account of calcwladility, cf. 2.3.3)



From 2.4;:

Duratives
TST Tor d 2 durative adverbial,
Ao '!- #{p) 117 there exists an ¢’ such that
bt 1.0 13 4 final sidinterval of o'
2.0 fsof [ 2], Teagth
. ‘...'
3. Vtce k,".,li b

From 2.5:

(1) for 7 a Frist adverbia)
‘-.o.r b flp) 411 (a) o 15 at most (e, in Teagth and

e s.0r
(o) Heced . b

(3) for f & Frist adverdbial,
A‘.'.r pl 111 (a) there 15 an o' which follows r after a
duration of |If]A length
(5) there 13 42 ¢'" such that «' (s the
inftial sublaterval of o'
{¢) “..n.' kp

From 2.6;
{3) schon [Stricter Varfety)

$.0 ,.i' schon'{p) 111 osr and
pee If evr, then A

S0 b PROG()
If efr, thea A

s, b P



Notes--Chapter 2
1. T™his position has its prodiems, Rowever. Adverdfals “off the time
1ime™ are occasfosally used quite felfcitously, as inr

Arno kam Montag vordel, As Samstag war er beim Friseur
A Ceme Monday by on Saterday AUX(Pret) Be At  barber

gewesen., Er sah soch frisch geschlachtet aws.
belprt)  be ook yet fresh slaughtered out(Pref)

'Arno came by on Monday. Ho had been at the bardber's oa Saturday.
He sti1] had that freshly slaughtered look."

The = Samstag In the second sentence clearly doesn't refer to reference

time, . RP, must mot precede the referance tise n the first sen-
tence. Am Sams fs enderstood to modify event time here: normally the
sentence wou Laken 0 meps that the halrcut tosk place oo Satarday.

This 1s Incompatidie with (1) and 15 Im marked distinction to the
adverdials fn (5) end (6), which place an upper bownd on event tiee.

1f we emalyze the Pluperfect as requiring that e<r<s, as
Refchenbach sugdested, and retain (1) as presestly formulated, we have no
chofce But to allow that there exists 2 second class of adverdbials which
modify e directly. In particelar, In this framework woe haven't the option
of analyzing senteaces such 43 the one above as differing from (5) and (6)
oaly 1n scope (f.e. of having the scope relations: tenselframe
adverbialipl)), for this would Tsply that r in the second seatence above Is
on Saturday, and therefore thet the sequosce of r's fsa't properly ordered
in the sense of 82, The other, standard order of frese adv.[tense{p))
would Imply the same and that the hafrcut took place bafore the tiee
wodified %u (15). Nelther of these sptioms Ts tolerable.

OF courss, 5 have the option of trying to revise radically. Im
thfs case, with the goal of odtaining a single principle of iaterpretation
for adverbials, we should probadly insist that all adwerbials be takea to
wodify one index, Let's exanise the possidiiity formalized 1a (1), f.e.
where the adverdials are taken to modify r. The sase sorts of probless
arise 1€ we take the adverbials to modify ¢ cossistestly. (1) can be of
Use, 35 we have seen ia the examination of (J1)-(6). Now might (1) be ap-
plied thea to cases such a3 the one abover We mote that this s a tespor-
ally commected discourse, o that we might suppose that ri§, )er{ )tdi,).
But then 1t casnot Be, as (1) stipelates, that r(S i< ant )

{the previous) Saturday, for any tise within st extend d any
tise withia Sa . Sioce the prisciple of ordering of reference times
{29) couldn't be relinguished without great loss, we wou'ld be forced to
give up the clafm In (1) that frame adverdials modify r and roplace it with
the weater clafm that they only shift r. But s s Just {1°), which we
rejected carlior Decasse 1%, too, is Iacompatible with the characterization
of temporally connected discourse we have in (RP). [t seems that in order

- 77 =
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to win & wnified principle of In tatfon for frame adverdials, we hawve
to sacrifice our Characterfzation of tesporally connected discourse. A
Pyrriic victory, at best.

The required analysis sust recogefze # second class of tespors! adver-
bials (ormor 8 spectal Interaction of frame adwerdbials and the Perfect
tenses), se Introduction and forma! semsntics will be postponed until
4.2, after the Perfect tenses have been Introduced. Ne can note even now,
however, that a second class of adverdials would creates no mow readings In
conmection with the Present and Preterite téntes because 1t would comsist
of adverds which modify event time. The reference-time-20difying adver-
bials described fn (1) have the sasw effect In the Present and Preterite
tenses decause reference and event timos there are the same. It 13 also
uncompl icated to restrict the occurence of the adverdfals to clauses with
Perfect tenses (siace these will bear distinct features),

2. The obvicus move to take to try to preserve Bacuerle and Stechow's
analystis In view of (10) would be %o try to analyze the durative 5o that
the reference to past time may e traced to 18 use Tn (10), For example,
o0 ®ight propose that 4 sentence with 2 durative 15 true at an ewent time
Just 1n case there 15 a time of the Teagth specifled by the durative which
ends at the event tise Defng evaluated, This asalysis s formalized, and
dTsmissed, 1n 2.4,

3. Connected ¢iscourses formulated in the Present tense about the
future are much Tess felicitous than those formulated im the Preterite
about the past, however. Mamy native speakers, when confrosted with »
equence such as t™e Tollowing, spontaseocusly revise:

Wir holen Claudia ab, Mit {hr fahres wir sach Xoeln, <>
. ~ ~ v Dass fahres wir mit {8r nach foeln.

NO such revisions are ever required in Preterite narratives, howsver. Thig
asymme Indicates that connected discourse (such as the above, or (5) in
the text) s different in the Present and the Proterite, and that the two
shouldn't de conflated, The fact that such sequesces are interpreted as

sequences of times (whare they are fnterpreted) say Se attri-
buted to gesaral conversational principles to the effect that one s %0
construe one's conversation parteer as purposeful, and that 1t 15 more
Tikely to serve a4 purpose to tell a single connected story then 1t fs to
115t a serfes of unconnected eveats,

On the other hand, some native speakers accept the minfdiscourses
without complaiet, and everyose agrees on thelr sequestia) uaderstanding,
{f pressed to interpret them somehow.

&. Mornstefn (1977), which s presented Belefly fn Chapter | above, 13
commitied to regarding any noapast tense as &!roos.

5. Note a3 well that Tt would be fmpossidble fm this system, 4t Jeast
without wery extensive revisfon, to allow that a propositios sight formally
Count a3 troe at a subinterval at which 1t §s, 1n fact, true, at 1, 1f
we allowed that He reads the book were true of each mosent At whIch he were
reading 1t, rather than caly of the eatire Interval at which he reads ft,
then we would simu)tancously allow that the telfc preposition true at | is
true of subintervals 1° (. The characterization of the telic/atelflc
distinction would collapse.

Nor, intarestingly encugh, would there be room for allowing a proposi-
tion to count as true at a superiaterval at which 1t fn fact nolds. But
this s the sudject of 1.5.2, on the vageeness principle.
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6. erst makes the same contribotions o tryth conditioas, But has the
opposite presuppositional meaning-<that something 15 happening somewhat
Tater than urttd.

7. There 135 2 instance of the form schon used im sentences with inde-
finite Preterite sense, In which schon 565 mot locate event times with
respect to 2 past reference time, rather with respect to speech time,

{1) C war schon mal! 1n Luebeck
wis already once In L
'C has been 1n Luedeck’

¥e could accommodate the reading In which schon locates event time with
respect to s time by using » rule which combised schom and mal 1a &
special way [allowing that the other reading, in which reference time
equals event time, s alright). Set {1t s worth soting thet this need not
be analyzed as an Instance of temporal schon 1n my analysis.

Note that adds sothisg to the truth conditions of the sentence
sbove; 1t 1s truth-conditionally equivalent to the same seatence without

gchon.

C war sa) 1n Luebeck
was once in L
‘C has been In Luebeck'

Chapter 2.6.2 Introduces severa] tests o distinguish tesporal from nontem-
porsl schom, by means of which we can show that the above I3 noatespors).
Note ¢.g. the 11]l.formedsess of

* Schon mal war C In Luebeck

The original sentence (1) could be uttered In the absence of an estad-
1ished past reference time, however, 50 that ft might de taken as evidence
against my clafm (In the text] that (tesmporal) schon fs imappropriate in
the adsence of an estad)ished reference time. TWR If this clalm 15 re-
Jected, however, principle [2) sti1] cannot stasd.

Suppose then that '_‘2:7.“ 4 consistent sementics amounting to approx-
imately “schealp) fs true T7f p fs Lrue as of the reference time,” and that
(1) 1s an example of 2l schos [the tests fn 1.12 sotwithstanding).
Thaen seatences sech as (1) IndTCate that the reference tise of seatences
with indefinite Preterites 13 speech time, not event time. Bat this
contradicts the definition of the Preterite in 1.5, s0 that [2) 15 wrong.



Chapter 3: A Froageent of German

cu,ur 1 teplicitly contalns & mnumber of promissory notes. In

ting that Germas temporal reference arises from the Interplay of the
prisitive tesporal reference of tense and various sorts of adverdials (and
pragmatics), the chapter foresees not only a description of the primitive
tesporal terms byt 4150 an account of thelr Interaction. And while &
namber of temporal elements are described exactly there, their interaction
has beea specified only in the st of approximations. Some required
scope relationships have been s DUt therw 15 N0 account yet of how
these arise, nor how they fnteract with sontespora) semantics. It I3 the
task of the preseat chapter to provide this account, by providinag a
rigorous description of & fregment of Gerwan., This 15 accomplished in
standard fashion: 4 set of recursive rules 15 provided whose combdined
effect 15 to define an Infinite number of oxpressicas asd to assign & model
theoretic interpretation to each expression. 1t 1s predicted that these
expressions (uader appropriate conditions) will be regarded a3 well foreed
in German and as having the meanings assigned by the rules.

The choice to Sescride a frageent rigorously, rather thas e.3. to
provide a less esact description [as in Chapter 1), represents a choice of
detall over scope, and an emphasis on Tine structure rather than extent.
The 11 that one aight adopt soluticas appropriate to the frapment dut
which would prove Isadeqguate in 4 more ambiticus project, Is ever present.
™e only safety would 1ie in considering all potential data, Including that
which 15 bayosd the actua! frageent. Sisce thfs 13 impossidble, there i3 mo
solute security In thls matter.

The chofce to describe a frageent further necessitates a choice of
grasmatical spparatus. Rules are mot written meutrally. The frageent
below 13 descrided In Ganeralized Phrase Structure Gramsar (GPSG), which
admits only context-free (CF) rules, and consequently, caly coamtext-free
r-nn. GPSE 13 of Interest Decause 1ts Dasic assesption, that husss

mjuages are context-free, 15 the stronpest of serfously entertained by
Tinguists presently. [t has furthermore been persussively argued that this
strong hypothesis adout the ramge of possible languages aeeda't be
obtained at the cost of complicated or fnelegant grammatical descriptions,
Two further factors actuate my choice of GPSE as m—qm theory.
First, there 13 1ittle work on German 1n this framework,” and no extensive
work on temporal phescesns at all 5o that the frageent to be presented
reprosents rew testing ground for the theory, and fs therefore of some
famediate Intrinsic nterest. Second, comtaxt-free rules are 4 sort of
common dencainator In Tiaguistic descriptions. Virtually 21) theories use
context-free rules at one poist or & « 1F the rules below are worth
using, then they can be used by grassariang o; all persuasions, since they
are readily translated {nto other frameworks.” This woulda's Be geserally
troe of the rules In any other (loss restrictive) framewort.

3.1 GPSG: Formalism and Notation
(Gazdar [1981) and Gazder {1982) are the sources of the materia) in
this section.) In place of the customary motation for symtactic rules,



gives in (1), GPSS uses the notation fn (2). Efther one Or two Justifies
the (partial) trees in (3).

(HA-*A'...A“ S-a P W
2 [‘ Ay vov Bn ] (s w w)
(1) N

l"/..'.\l. we v

The rules 1n (2) are phrase structers rules, or PS rules.

GPSG makes extensive and critical use of synTaftTC Teatures, much as
many other theorfes. Cf. e.g. Jackendoff (1977). For exasple, to handle
?‘l).« apreement detween subject and werd, rule (2) s actually written a3

%) [5 F(..] "(m))

where o renges over singular and plural. Thus [(4) effectively sdbreviates
the dogbleton set rules Tn [5):

) 05 ®rogingl Prestngd ] s *ron Prep?

Transformations) Grammar das criticized the use of sets of PS rules such
sstually written as [4):

where N ranges over u*hr and plural. Thus (4) effectively abbrevistes
the doubleton set of rules Ta (5):

5 L5 ®asing) Prostng) 7 Is ®rmy Y

Transformations] Grasmar has criticized the use of sets of PS rules sech a3
(5), based on the fact that, while the two ryles are odviously closely
related, they are nometheless two distinct rules as formalized In (5).
T™is glaring deficiency ls'?iu absant 1n (4), however, which demonstrates
that it 1s not a Tt of rules e, Dut rather a fault of PS rules
which forbid the use of syatactic .

T™he use of metarules s 2 second fmportant GPSG fnnovation. A metarule
always has the following form:

{6) 1f l‘ i3 & rvle of G, thes l.' is & rule of G,

Consider a3 an exaople--not an asalysis-<how 2 metarule might be
tmployed in the descriptica of » 1«1‘:cuim. Ne Tirst sssuse that we
have rules 1n our grammar of English which might be used to describe active
verd phrases. Asong these might Be the rules 1a (7):



MNilyp v o) see & ghost
p V] dle
(p V@ P ] compare him to a bird

Given these rules, the motarule (M) 1a (B) has the consequence that the
rules in (9) are also part of cur grasmer.

(8)"[” Yy w x)uawlo.uh[” Y X Ja e,

[+pass)
(M [y V) seen
[*pass]
{pp ¥ PP compared to a bird
[+pass]
e that all features In the 1npats of (8) are retalned In ts

outputs ealess specifically mentioned 1n the rule. In particelar, the
Texfcel class of the verd (which 15 & feature of 4 spectal type In GPSS)
doesn't change.

The crucial difference detween & rule such as {8) and 2 trensfor-
matfonal rule of passive concerns the status accorded the rule In e
derivation of sentences. Transformstfons map phrase structere trees Into
trees and thus apply fn the course of derfvations. MR's do not. Imstead,

1icense PS rules on the dasis of other rules. AL no point 1a the
derivation of 2 sentence 15 a MR applied. It fs agplied fnstead to ma
[sets of) rules Tato (sets of) rules, thes deriving mew grassars, and 13
therefore best concefved as distinct from the rules of & grammur proper.
Hence the ters "metaryle” in the hgg?—r.'

A third feaportast Tonovatioa In concerns the treatmeat of Texical
classes. The rules in GPSE are nusbered, 30 that e.5. the rules n {7)
might Dear the nusbers a3 fndicated I (10). The susber may be t
as & marker for & Texfcal class, which Bears the seme number; cf. (11).

(10) <, [y, ¥ WP 1>
2, [pvl>
¢3.["V W Pl

{11) see, bear, love,...

Y. -

V, ™ay be Inserted only into trees licensed by rule a. This procedure may
4 generalized to other Yexica) ftess.

No noted above that MR's do not change the Texical class affected by
the rule Mm!n? the MR, at Teast not mnn{. This fs accomplished
sieply By stipulating that the susber of 2 rule, 11ke other features
meationed fn the rule, 15 retained fn the output of o metarule. As an
example, consider the output of the MR in [8) as applied %o the rules in



(10}, given Delow 1n {12):

{12) 4, [" Y)]»
[+pass)

3, [" Y 1>
[+pass)

The verds hv. and ¥, may be inserted Into the trees 1icensed by these
roles, a5 well as thole 1icensed by the ryles in (10).

The final GPSG 1mmovation relevast %o the exposition below concerns the
treateest of word ordor. PS rules specify word order and constitue
sfeultancously, a3 15 well knows. Gazdar and Pullum {1981) t that
these two tasks be serum formally, 50 that a rule such as t 1a (13)
b reprosentad a3 In (14):

Gni, A st}
6 1. 0, A 8, C)
2.Ac8ct

(14.1) says only that A, 8, and C form & constituent X without saying
whether any order 13 required, or, If 5o, which., It 15 thus purely a
statemeat of tmmediate domisation, 1. (14.2), on the hand, states oaly
the required order of cosstituents. It s thus purely a statement of limear
precedonce, LP. Rules gives this way are sald to be ‘n ID/LP forwmat. WNe
shall employ the 10/LF formet here. Siace this seans that searly all the
reles discussed will de 10 statements, we shall occasfonally omit the
commas 18 statesents such as (14.1) where space or readad!] ity warrants.

No confusion showld result.

It 1s very importast to note that (14.2) 15 o be takes as statesest of
1inear precedence for a)l instances of A, B8, and C within a single
comstituent, and mot merely those Instances created im [14.1). The
existance of (14.2) In a grammar thes prohfbits all of the following nodes,
mw these would be competible with (13) in grassars without the

ormat,

"s) Y '. A‘. '...
c A c n B R el A

The adoption of the 1DAP format thus represents a2 ﬂgur hypothesis adout
the class of possidle grammars. Gazdar and Pullya (1981) thesize that
a1) husan langeages may be desceided using ID/LP formet. This hypothesis
will B¢ explored in the fragment of German below.

Nothisag has yet been said aboet somantics, merely because 1ts treatment
150't radically differeat in GPSG. Im brief, GPSG accepts Bach's (1976:2)
"rule-to-rule”™ theory of sesantics, which foresees the sesantics of Tex
expressions arising In ways which may de specified together with the rules

fble for syntactic comdimation, The rules 1a the f t 1tself
will amply 11lustrate how this 1s effected. Cf. e.g9. 3.2, (1),



3.2 German Symtax

3.2.1 Constityents of the Sentence

For the purpose of presentation, let o5 assume that something )fke PSR
(1) 15 correct for German (fn fact, the structures src"lod the rule In
(1) are 1somorphic to those 1n the fragmest proper, in which (1) 1tself
plays mo role). The rule certainly e correct symtactic strectures
and, as 2311 B¢ seen, would sot by ftself enshrine “the nominative
complement™ too firaly:

(l’ q' (s ”[m. "[."') ]. ""..’ >

{The third element of the rule provides the sesentics as promised fn
(3.10.) (1) wil] atd presentation fn this sectfon decawse 1% 15 4 fami)far
sort of rele. The alternative to & rule such as PSR f5 & rele which
sioply allows that a verd and 1ts specified complements form an S, thys
denying amy specfal status to the mominative W, This is populer fn the
1iterature on valesce theory, e.9. Beidfg (1971) eor 1 and Schumacher
(1978), and we shall accept something very close to this view as well.
Within the GPSG mode) there can be 11ttle doubt about the need for
something 11ke PSRI, Mowever. The fact that verd phrase comjunctions exfst
indicates that verd phrases form

constituents,

(2) Xar) war g2 ond hat mach &ir gefra
£ wis Sere and KM about %dum

you
'K was here and asked adout you,'

In a PS grammar conjunctions such a8 (2) cannot be the prodect of the
subsequent application of transformations. They may, however, Be readily
accounted for 1f one postulates & genera) conjusction schema which allows
that any 1ike constituents say be oeqomc. Cf. Gaxdar (1981:57). But
this account would assume that the VP's 1a (2) are constituents (and that
their conjunction 15 as well), fn which case something 1ike PSR1 15
required to ad4 Karl to complote the semtence.

But, a1 suggeitad already, the GPSG framework 15 not therefore commit-
ted to the analysis of German as generally--or basically--of the fors
W-¥P. = fact, based on sentences such as those fn (1), and arguing jest
” cboa'..‘n :u establfsh that many other PS configfons may function
a5 sen es.

13)a.

Accusative oo,;%%
Den Khors Herr UnTmama gepflanzt und wird Herr N.
= the maplelace) AUX Wr, U plantipart] o AUX Nr. N
V

cultivate
"Mr. U planted the maple and Mr. ¥ will cultivate It'

B, Predicative
Schoen wir Alt-Bochem nie end wird Neu-Sochum nfe worden
entunsolds never s AUX new D never become
0ld B, m? mm’pntty and new B. will never get pretty
either)'



€. Dative Object
atast Qi aicht widersprechen sondern musst du glauben

Nim{dat) can you not contradict  rather mest you belfove
‘You can't contradict Ma; rather, you msust d2elfove him'

io {Ja) we find the constiteents Aat Merr U t and wird
Merr N pf1 conjoinmed by und, and fred accusative
. s ro stendard deslignation for constitueats of this sort:
cnucimm the analysis delow, | propese to call thee (complete) werd
!-om lacking accwsatives, addroviated CYP/WPa. The paresthetical
complete™ 13 Included to dfsumlsh then from partial verdb phrases
Tacking accusatives, addroviated PYP/MPa, .9, hat %}5;! or wi
n « This Tatter sort of phrase has often v {ve
&ﬁuu.' which 15 al one requiring both an accusative and &
nominative NP complesent. (Complete) VP's Tacking accusatives, on the
other hand, already costais nominative complements and only reguire
sccusative complements to fusctions as sentences,
Wo might have called CYP/AWPacc's “sentences lacking accusatives,® dut
12 turns oot that we will shall want t3 dTSETRgutsn the sort of sentence
which results from combining o with S/a from the sort of sentesce which
results whan no use s sade of slash categories, We reserve the term
“sentence” for the former, and apply the cofsage “CVW0" 10 the Jatter, 1|
prefer to designate this sort of constituest as 'CYP." becawse 1t shares
with standard Y2's (lacking only neafinative WP complements) the property of
allowing modification by tesporal elements, {.e. tense and tewpora)
sdverdbs, “YP' {35 reserved for stasdard verd phrases, which msay also be
desigaated 'CYP/NPaoe. "
feilarly, the conjuncts war Alt-Bochum nie and wird Ney-Dochum
nie werden in (B) are {complete) v Tacking predicatives, 1.e.
CVWW/VRED, while the conjuncts 1m (c], kannst du nicht wider and

mist du glawden are [complete) verd :’ ves, s
raTes -n! Dhavefore provide for sentances of all the following struc-

tures:
(4a) S
NP P/
(») $
"
{c) S

NPd L /nre



The analogue to PSR 1s [&4d):

(44) 5
mm

In this Tmpartant respect the present GPS6 anmalysis s not committed to the
salysis of German as generally--or Basically--of the form WP-VP,

The ovidence that Cerman cught to be analyzed 3o that subjects are not
“distinguished comploments.” dut rather complemests much 1ike any other,
concerns fronting. In particular, we find the same range of froatadle
constitusnts In comstructions with subjects as we do In constructions
without sebjects, e.g. the fepersonal sive (the evidesce that these are
sebjectioss 15 summarized fn 4.4 below). If we were to construe fromting
as somehow replacing the sudject with asother constituent {(while
mo—mu? the ssbject elsewhere], then we should expect to find
differances {and perhaps no fronting whatsoever) 1o subjectless senteaces,
since these contain no sudjects to replace. In fact, however, we find
exactly the same range of frentadle constitueats:

(5) Gestern TW sle getanzt

Hier AUX  they Sancelprt)
Standenlang
Astgezeichnet wurde getaset
Fuer uns 1 AUX [pass)
Bis Mitternacht
war afcht 2u tanzen

- | was not o dance
Yestorday 1 [they canced
Here
For hoers there was dancing
Excellently ]
for us there could be no dencing
TN sidatght |

.

Even more striking, we find the same marking for “"rero-fronting™ In
both comstrections., lero-fronting s the name we shal) use for cases vhere
50 olesont has daen fromted. 1n each Case an @5 appears dolding the
initia) positfon. This s quite casy to sccount for 1f we suppose that a
soninative complesent 15 added 10 4 verd phrase much Tike any other, and
that a verd with fts ful) battery of complements {a CYP) 15 subject either
Lo fronting, In which Case we get the reage of dats above, or W
combination with 5. This analysis predicts the parallelism below:
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(6] lepersosal Passive Otrer Tero-Fromting
kO Y
'Pecple talked ‘Tom come'

a.°mamcs geredet * Dann 13t o3 der Tom gekommen
Dann wyrde geredet Dasnr 15t der Tom gokomeen

b * “:"n geredet wurde. ® L.0d o der Tom gekossmn {3t

»++00 geredet wurde. «ss0b dor Tom gekommen 1st.
¢, * Nurde es geredet * 15t es Oer Tom gekommen
Wurde geredet ist der Tom gekosmen
d. * Geredet wurde es. * Gokommen 15t es der Toml
come(prt) AUX 1t
Goredet wordel Gotoomen 15t erl

Moreover, the es of the fmpersonal comstrection es 15t nicht 2u
tanzen and the es Tound In the few basically mrmat mir
an der Sache are exactly paraliel, [If we analyzed German as basically
NPV, 50 that frooting were analyzed as replaciag the oct NP
msnioo) with ssother (while accommodating the subjoct elsewhere), then

exfstence of this comstrection with es epparently Indicates the need to
provide for replacing the subject with ndthing. A &ifferent account weuld
be required, however, for the "nothing® we find 'n fmpersosal comstruce
tioss, since these constructions have no ts Lo be laced. The
unlfo"u 13 clear, however, in the malysis waich postelates o CYP,

In fact, the analysis Just sketched pedicts not only the parallels
bDetween parsonal and fapersons] comstractions In the matter of fronting and
zero-fronting, 1t also predicts some of the exact dehavior of the ¢3 we
find In fronted position. The generalization fs that this es s 1TRited to
matrix inftial position, It appears post-verbally seither Tn declarative
sentences [64), nor in questicas [c), nor oven 10 exclamations (4). But If
o3 13 Introduced ¢aly In faftfal position to combine with CVP s, 1ts
Tatlure to appear post-verbally follows fmmediately, The fact that this es
fails to appear in any esbedded sentesce (B) follows from Fourguet's {19717
chservation that German fronting 15 limited to matrix clauses. (The
rominative/accusative neuter singular proncun es shares nine of these
peculfar propertfes, as any handbook can werify. There is therefore no
reason o take the superficlal similarity of two words as evidesce for
the o3 In Tepersonal passives Befng a sedject.)

Ernim von Stechow (1979) creodits Emf] Drach for the first odbservation
LAt the sebiect s not distinguishes by ’ﬂvi:r of occupying inftial

ftion, given all the other complements and ifiers which say appear
fore the finite verd. Drach moticed that any of a class of thess aay
appoar before the finfte verb--or may fall to. The case where they all



fal) to Is staply that of the “presentational” es (for this 1s clearly
misguided about the grasmatical fesction of es, Tf fts real purposes 13
only to hold first position). Ovech was thus reatly the first to adopt
the view the o3 1s mot a special case of § fronting, et rether an
alternative used when fronting fs not.

Stechow Teplements Drach's law In & fragment in Mostague-style
ca al grammar (a)lowing rules with transformational power). Mis rules
combine 4)) the arguments and sodifiers nto a single SOV string, which 13
wsed, as s, 1n sobordinate classes. In matrix clagses two further rules
wpply, first one fronting the verd, and then (opticnally) a second which
fronts & sajor constituent. The alternative 15 to imsert es before the
matrix verd. Although Stechow eeploys transformations to do this, the
fasight 1s avallable to a moatrassformations] treatsent af well. The task
of 3.4 will e to formalize an ana) to Stachow's treatsent in GPSG.

This completes my Justiffcation for the postylaticn of 4 matrix o-S/a
structure In German rather than the familfar WP-YP. There are construc-
tions where YP's play an faporteat role 1n German, ¢.3. the complesentation
system. But we can handie these quite eastly since we have & category Y7
(= CW_ ) 1n the grammatical system,

1t¥8"8My (1) adove, the 5 --> NP YP rule, which we lack.

Before turning to the forma) apparatus for describing fronting, let us
sote that we dMaven't yet stipelated an order for sentences of a-S/a struc-
ture, which, however are strictly ordered a3 given. The PSR's respoasidle
for the trees In (4) will specify only constitusncy, not order, In the
DAL format. The following LP statement provides the correct order for
2] of the envisfoned rules:

(7)) x <Cw, for all x,

3.2.2 Freoting (of Several Kinds)

Lot ws note that 211 of the CVP's 1a (4) 1m 3.2.1 have “gaps.” f.e.
they are "wissing® an sccusative complement, & predicative complesent, and
4 dative NP complement, respectively. These are, 1a turn, supplied by the
s-urusiu rule, Note further that we afght have called the CYP/X an
'S/ --pither case 15 one of categorial [or terminological) Tasovation,
But then we can see that all of trees in (4) in 3,2.1 are of the
strocture:

() 5
//\
X SN
where A/B denotes a phrase which only Tacks a 8 tobe an A. This 15 2
slash category.

The structure 1n (1] Mas deen wsed In GPSE oaunwo’lé 0.9. to handle
auestions asd topicalizatioss 1n English, Uszkoreit (1982) has proposed
that It also B¢ esployed to treat Gersan fronting, His defense of this
proposal 1s elegant and convincing., Slash categories are the only seans

within GPSG of treating usbounded dependencies. German froating 15 poten-
tfally undbounded, as Uszkoreft's sentesce, (2) below, demonstrates:



(2) In dieses limmer 34 er, 4ass or dea Stohl gestellt hat
In this room safd be that he the chalr putipet) ANX
‘No sald he put the chafr In this rooe'

To my knowledge Uszkoreft (1982) {5 the first to point this ost.> The
undounded use of froatisg 13 mot particularly common In German, dut within
P56 1t 15 positive proof of the need to eoploy slash categories 1n
descriding fronting.

it 1s of course concelvable that severa) grammatical mechanisms com-
verge to create the structures In which varfous complesents and sodifiers
may occupy the Initial posftice 1o S, Det ! wen't argue that this 15 so. 1|
shall, however, mote some facts which haven't bean Iscorporated nte
Uszkoreit's account, sven though these are certainly consistent with hig

1.
First, 115t {3) in 3.2.1 cannot be extended very far. That 13, when
operating with strocture (3),

(3 S
/f\
L $/x
/-'T\
s/ con) S/

X u‘ be NPacc, Wdat, PRED (and WPnom, of course), and perhaps some other
compiesent types. Modifiers of all sorts are Tepossidle valees for X,
however, as (4) might swggest:

[4) * Gestern wor Tom im Buero und hade fch 2u Mause gearbdeitat
yesterday was T In office and AUX I ot bome work{prt)

To my tnowl o M Soch sentonnce with preposed modifier aad conjoimd
{complete) VP's is possible, Cxamples nl” temporal adverbials of other
S0rts or with Tocatives are uu«?ublo. Put Tet us take care to mote
that this has mothing to @0 with fronting. Gestern Vs perfectly appropei-
ate when moved to the fore of unconjoired YPT, &% 15) desonstrates;

(5) Sestern weor Tom 'm Bgero
yes wis T 1In office
‘Tom was in the office yesterday'

Gestern hade 1Ch 2u Hause gearteitet
yesterday AUX | at home workiprt)
'l worked at home yesterday'

(4) is ungrammatical Because 1t incledes 4o 1111cit conjenction of two
CYP/TEW nodes. The proper to guarantee that (4) be Teft out s %
disallow this conjunction, while changing sothing about fronting.

Second, there exists & rule which effects noncoordimate Y9 conjunction
in German, As (6) indicates, this can glive rise to sentesces In which 1t
sppetrs that fronting has operated as a movemest rule.

(6) Schom 5 Jahre wohing fch hier ond Leane trotzdes afesanden
Already Syr live 1  here and know still B0 One
‘I've Vived here for § years and stil) know 20 ome'



The tesporal adverbia) schom S J 15 enderstood as modifying osl
first conjesct; 1t ca to modify Both, so that (6)
#e reading with efther sentence in (7):

(7) lch wohne schon S J hier und kenne trotides nadn. schon § Jre.
I Vive already 5 yrs here and know 3t11) no-cne already 5 yrs
1've mu'm; for 5 yrs and there's no one whom 1've known

or 5 yrs.'

Ich wohne schon 5 Jre her end kenne trotides schon 5 Jre med
1 Vive already 5 yrs here and know 3tf11 already S yr noone
‘I've 1ived here !or § yrs and for 5 yrs I havea't know

nyone

The second conjunct in [6) sieply means ‘I know 20 one mow.' Thus 1t 13
stronger than the first putative paraphrase 1a (7) (sIn8 1f | Loow no one
now, thes clearly there's no one whom 1've known for five years) and weaker
than the second (since (6) s perfectly compatible with my having had
scquaintances which have since lapsed). The structure of these sentences
doesa't favolve coordinate conjunction.

We turn now 1o & sort of froating which has resisted treatment in
transformationa) amalyses. Conmsideratfon of Tty peculfarities will moti-
vate our formulation of basic rules fn the frapment.

3.2.) Phantoms and Some Recalcitrant Sorts of mm.!.

In a rocest study using & large corpus, Moberg (1581:185-181) presents
ovlm' n{c?s‘mf‘!m t?o mn:tutlon that only single major
constituents feder] may be fronted. As she notas, single sajor
constiteents -B%BTI'H) complements (notably In the case of
adjectivals and adverbials), (19) modifiers, (151) parentheticals, and (iv)
comversational particles.

(1) Groesser als der Mans 15t her nfemand
BTR00F Thar DT 15 here no one

n
'NO one here 11 bigger than Mans'

(11) Gut “gezielt® hatte auch die franische Reglerung
weil & AX  also the Iranfan govern,
'The lranfan goversment also “afmed” well' (Noderg(i®8l:181))

(141) Der Presfdent--wic denn sonst --sagte ab
mﬂﬂ%!‘m cance!

p
‘The preasident--50 what's saw ~-cancelled’

(1v) Selmer Tochter aber kann er kein Maerchen erzachien
s r can he 2o story tel)
‘Set he can't tel) Ms daughter a story’

These are exactly the sorts of exceptions which do “prove” rules. That fs,
they hardly challenge the generaifzation, and, If they are the only

apparent countersxamsples, thes the generalization would sppedr %0 be sound.
Hoderg (1581:181) mevertheless regards 1t as faulty fn view of sequences of
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constituents which may be fromted. The following appear in her corpus:
{1} 1. Den Straf urweckneheen kann der, der fhn gestellt hat
The charpe withdraw{TaT) can he who 1t place(prt) AR
'Me who brought charges can drop thee'

2. (Der professionelle Madftus st der beste Schet:.)
Professfonal status 1s the best protection.

Auf Leden und Tod zu treffen sind ner Metlige und Asateure

on TiTe and JEath 5 RTETTAT) are only saints and amateurs
‘Onaly safnts and asateurs can de sortally wounded'

3. Yoo den %ﬂt verhaftet wurde In Loni der deutsche...
¥ } AUX s L German, ..
'The German ... wis arrested in Leningrad by the Soviets'

That 13, we Find exasples of noafinite YP's 1n froated position as
well, efther with (1.2) or withoet {1.3) adverbial modifiers. It 1s not In
r-u\ possible to froat sequesces of comstituents--0.4. ONe Can never

ront the subject with the accusative object, o3 indeed, one Con never
front jest two nominal compleseats of any sort. Ne are therefore quite
tespted to try %o preserve without qualification the generalfzation that
only single constituents say be fronted.

As [1.3) might suggest, 1t 15 not just entire monfinfte YP's which may
be fronted, For ¢ e, Heldoiph et al, (1981:720-21) note that ome Can
2130 freat the verd with an accusative complement to the exclusion of its
dative complement:

[2) Etne Geschichle erzachles kans or fhr mit ruhiger Stimme
8 itery  CGRTTITAT] can Be her with calms  volce
‘Mo can tel)l her a story with & calm volice'

¥e must therefore provide for less-than-estire VP's fn the position before
the finite verd, 1f we are %o do this, and preserve the gemeralization
that 1t Is slo?le constitueats which appear prevertally, then we must allow
that # [noafinite) verdb may form & constituent with some of fts complements
to the exclusion of others. c.llin? these “partial werd phrase,” or PYP's,
we seed 4 structure sech as the following:

{3 S

m/\"
A ynem i
|

Eine Geschichte erzaehlens  kann er Thr mit rubiger Stimme

The geestion arises: do these constituents play & role in unfrosted
position To remais with the concrete example, does [4) represent the



structure of (4°)
(4 s

//\

l’dlt M

V
1Ir

eine Geschichte erzachlen

(4') Er kamn Ihr eine Geschichte erzachlen
he Con Mar s story tell
‘He can tell her a story'

1 don't wish to argue that (4) be a structere of (4'), but there {3
at Yeast one reason to be suspicious of 1ts beling the only such strptture.
If 1t were, then (5), where the accusative W has deen Tr'énm alone, would
represent a violation of the left brasch cosstraint (cf. Gazdar, 1982:176,
for a forsulation of the left Dranch coastraiat 1n GPSG):

[5) €1 i Lasn or Ihr erzachlen
‘He can 8 story’

And the left bdranch constraint sooms well Justifled in German: one cannot
e.9. front genitive Interrogitive or relative words, which would be ex-
plained by the left branch comatraint:

[6) * Wessen hast Dy Ardeites gelesen’
whose MY youo papers read{prt)

Du hast wessen Artefites almn

‘You resd whoie papers
(6] * Ich sah Prof. X, dessen Du _ Arbeiten geleses hast
I saw whose you  pigers readiprt) AUX

Ich sah Prof, X, dessen Arbeites Dy rlmﬂ hast
‘1 sew Prof. X, vhose papers you read



-85 .

If this 1s so, then we will need to account for (S) by postulating asother
possible structure, 1n which the accusative NP seedn't be a left dranch.
(7) seems the most Vikely candidate for this:

(7} 5

e

or v

s

Kann NPdat NPacc
ne

thr K3 chte erzeehlen

Since 1 am not prepared to argue that the left branch constraint 1s
frrelovast to the asalysls of German, and since the structyre 12 (7) seems
uncbjectionadle, | am going to assume that we ought to provide for Both
phrase structure trees.

This will be accomplished @sing & generalizaticos of the methods
Introduced by Gazdar and Sag (1980), buflding on wort by Bach (1982) and
Dowty (1978). Is skeleton, the procedure [s a3 follows: rather Dun
regard the VP rules such as (1) fn 3.2 as bastc, ¥P's wil) be dallt op
complemeat dy cosplement, Beginning with the verd alone. In GPSE this Is
done with metarules. At any stage of the derfvation of a P rule one can
apply efther of two Mi's: one can regard the elosent added 1n the M as 2
sister to the dsughters of the fnpat rule, ylelding a Mat structure (in
this case 12 §s Correct to regard the fnpet rule as ®fining a "phantom
ca "), or one can retain the constituent defimed by the fnput rule,
yielding a flat structure (fn which case the phastom materializes--polter-
geist-11te-<<perhaps aven In fronted position). Graphically, we have the
two possibilities In (8),

8) /P? [a) ve “Mar*
“-a)
X Ve tia) goo g oY
s /'{ *contoured”
Y Pon
7N\

X atin)



(P¥P's are partial verb phrase, {.e. constitugnts Tackiag one or more of

the complements required 1n stasdard YP's. The TVP's used by Dowty (1978)
and Bach [1982) are an example of PYP's.) The fronting metaryle will then
allow that for any rule of the form (83), there 15 a rule of the form (9):

(9) CVP/P¥Pn

(v,) NP o tvz)

and this constitesat may thea comdbine with & PYPn constituent to form 2
sentance, which wil) then have a structure such as (10):

{19) /\

PYPn CYP /P von
(t') W ron (72)

{3) above 15 #n example of this sort of structure, whifle the W node in (4)
provides am example of the flat structure we see In (84),

It s worth soting that there 15 prodabdly mo mlmlog transformational
solution to the problem, Consider the varimats In {113:

n AUX he not  in-
'He dida't 9o Into detatl’

2. Auf Efu.gtnim eingegangen 13t er micht
The prodiem for the transformationa) analysis 15 obvious: whenever the

rule should apply, _urf Einzelheften eim either s or s st &
constiteent. If 1t 15, ot Teas s e nch shoeldn®t be
frostable, and (11.1) 15 underivable. But 1F 1t 13 not, thea (11.2) s
underivadle,

A trassformational solution to the problem 15 equally cbviows: some
sort of restructyring rule, applying optionally, 15 reguired to break wp an
existing constituent, or to create & new ome. But this 15 only to say that
ff ose Insisted o a transformaticnal solution, then one would posit 2 rule
which effectively allowed alternative constitesst structures, both of which
sight feed the ting rule. | don't doubt that this Ys workable, but ft
fs sti1] uncoavincing beciuse 1t amounts to first adopting & casonica) s-
tructure and thea allowing 1t to be deforwmed [opticaally). (As 3.4 wil)
demonstrate, this canonicsl order may have to be rigid ot points.)

mm-’ the alternative constituent structures through dfstisct (dut
predictadle] phrase structure rules thus seems to be the most desiradle
troatment. This s predicted In 4 framework which eschews the added power
of transformations.

{111 1. Auf E1nzelheiteon 15t or nicht oinm



33 .7;:" Rules ;
presentation of the motivation for the grammer proposed will give
way to & presentation emphasizing fts forme) structure 1n this section.

3.3.1 Features for Complements

We regard a3 part of the Jexical Informetion associated with a4 verd the
specification of the number and sorts of complesents It requires. Thes
erzashlen "to tell, marrate’ sormelly requires both as accusative and a
datTve object. This will de represented by means of features, 5o that the
Texical estry associated with erzachlen will Include the following:

(1) m-’xc : erzachien, speaden,...
NPdat

The complement features encode the same iaformation as the “"slashes® of
categorial grammar: thus (1) Indicates that these verds are partial verd
phrases which require (and do mot yet costain) both accusative and dative
objects to form verd phrases.

Since a0l basic verds In contemporary colloquial require nomisative
subjects, this complesest feature need not be redundantly marted. But (1)
Night B¢ more completely written:

1) m."“ : erzachlen, spesden,...

-NPdat
~WProe

We will normally seppress the mention of the nomisative u’lmt. (The
policy of regarding nominative complements as sutomatic would be 11)
eadvised 1f we were treating wvery forma) langwage 4s well, which has
retained & wery few basic subjectless verds, such as e 'hunger,'
which requires only an accusative, and i3 Incompatible nominatives.)

Once the has boen added, the feature will be marked '+.' 3o
that we obtaia:

m..m 3 eine Geschichte erzachlen, elne
NPdat Kleinigkelt spenden,...

This rafses the question of the value of the feature [ MPacc) 1a phrases,
.. Jachen "Taugh.” which nefther require accusative NP cosplesents sor
already Bive thes. Unfortunately, 1 ksow of no evidence which determines
whather thiy 30 13 sarked [+WPacc) (which might seem plausidble since 1t
certainly fsn't “locking for® an accusative compleseat), or whether It 13
simply unmarked for thfs featere. The relevant evidence would effectively
show whether we must distinguish syntacticelly detween phrases alike in the
complements they require, but distisct in the complements that they alresdy
contain, Since the matter seoms to be empirically usdecidable, and mot of
great theoretical moment, we adopt the typogrephically more aesthetic
selution: the features will e Teft ussaried where the complesents are not



required,
The entire rule condensed In (1) will be part of a 115t which s

indexed by rule nusber, as explained fn (3.1). The use of complement
features In tandem with ryle nusbering :7 be regarded as suspicious, since
Gazdar (1982:143145) justified the use of rule nombering partly on the

that 1% cbviates the need for sedcategorizetion information in the
exicon. Complement features reintroduce subcategorization faformation
fnto the Texicon, duplicating syntactic Information, and apparently
mllifyling the advantage of rule nusbering.

Several remarks are relevant heve. First, §f hare 15 2 loss Incurred
by the system which inclodes complement features, there s also a gafn.
Using these comploment foatures, we shall no longer need to regard the YP
expansfon rules as basic-<instead, we shall Do adle %0 predict the form of
these rules from the lexical form of the verd, In particelar, from fts
complement features.

Second, Texfcal classes of verbs are not distinguished cnly By the
complements they take. Yerds which take fdentica) sets of lements may
have distinct sesantic effects. For example, versprech- * e’ and
befehl~ "order' Both reguire dative NP's and s (with 24),
but dTffer semantically 1n that 1t 15 the subject of %. but e
object of befehl -, that controls the VP Infinftive. Wule rs may stil)
serve to dTstTAguish these classes, and thus serve a purpose.

A third, end fina) remark I3 related to the second. 1f sesantic
distinctions among wverd classes were somehow predictable, one might then
dispense with rule nusbering, and eliminate even this asount of apparest
deplication of Information. Klein and Sag (1981) have pregosed such a
system, and Johason (ms.) has esployed 1t t0 supjest the use of complement
features without rule numbers. [f the Klein and Sag progosal 15 success-
ful, thea JORAEEn's progoted ol falsation of rule nusbers [{a connection
with the adoption of cm;-at features) 15 a desirable sodification of
the system p hare.

There may an faplicit hierarchy In compleseat features, which 1s re-
flected In the sorts of PYPs which may be fronted. Accordisg to Hefdolph
et al, (1981:720-21), erzaehlen shows the following pattern:

(2) 1. Line Geschichte erzachlen kann or 1hr ait ruhiger Stimme
4 iory CETTITATY can %e her with cale  wolce
‘Se can o1l her a story with 4 calm voice'

2. Seiner Tochter eine Geschichte erzachlen kamm or schon
s Wf certainly
"He certainly can tell nis daughter a story'

3. *Sefner Tochter erzashlen tase or sie m‘
ftlacc)
That i3, In tAfs varfety we find the following PYP's with erzashlen:
NPacc » ¥ NPdat « Wacc « ¥ dut: * NPt ¢ ¥

Moreover, there seems to be 4 general preference for the accusative
ocbject over the dative ocbject In forming PYP's. A1) wverdbs which take
muitiple objects may form constituents with their accusative objects alone,
and with dative and accusative objects topether, but less readily with
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dative objects alone. Let us examine the rules reguired under the
assumption that this patters {5 Indeed genera). We')l then comsider the
:dmcaﬂm which would be seeded 1f the gemeralization tyrns cut not to
pure.

1t 15 clear that the rules whfch add complements to PYP's are of very
sfallar stracture. They add complesents of type X to [partfal) verd
phrases hdzlng complements of X, We should therefore Tike to posit &
geners] mtarule such as the following:

(3, ('a. ["’" LR ). ', et ‘”' [(’." -oo‘nov ). "
.t .'

The derived rule may be 2 rule adeitting further P¥Ps, such as the rule
admitting Wacc « V in (2.1) above, or 1t may be & rule adeftting Ws, sech
as (2.2) above. 1t may even be a rule admitting CVP's, This depends on
the ingut rule. A TV f3 simply o PVP where for al) complemont features
Xn, & positive valoe may be shown, while a Y2 13 ose which {3 [-NPaom), and
which, for all other complement features Koo 4 positive value 15 shown,

(‘ ’ W - m.n C" - m.'x
A X
~NPnom

Thus the derived rule In (3) shows: "(P)WP,°

If U judgemest In (2.3) 15 Incorrect, and & verd may 1a general form
a PY? with any of s complesents, then the schems 1n (4) 15 essentially
correct. But If the jodpements in (2) represent a genuine varfety of
Germas (cf. note B), then (3) rems Into a prodlem. Suppose erzachlen has
the features suggestad n (1), Then we could apply the MR 18
darive:

(&) <», l’m NPacc, m_,m 1. PYRU (WP »
“Wace -NPdat

But this ylalds the undesired constituent In (2.3).

7o avoid this prodiom, we say ¢ that there is & hMerarchy of
fo?lmt features, f.e. one that might be given 1n & sequence such as
)

(5) xi, x2,...,,Xa

Supposing that a2l complesmnt features are Tisted Im an order such as (§5),
n’zbs:,- a1l the complemontation MR's under the schesa in (6):



(6) Flat Adding of Complements (FAC)

(ox.) oagr arom
- - oy
[+x,)
1
N A

((6) assumes that X _...X_ exhaust the complements required, and that they
are ordered as in (9).) ™nis would Degsufficlent to rule out the wadesired
{2.3), providing WPacc < WPdat In (5).

It may even turn out that some PYPs are NPdat + ¥ [to the exclusfon of
4 required Wacc). This msay also have to be accommodated. In that case,
we Clearly Rave to give up the postulation of 2 single hMerarchy of comple-
ment features, as 1n {5). Rather, wo would assuse T the complesent
featares of each verdb are ordered (sometimes differeatly from one asother).
If we again assume that the features are 11sted in the required order
{under the lexical entry for each werd), then schems (6) provides the
necessary renge of metarules for adding complements to verbs to form verd
phrases and partial verd phrases.

Turning now from the question of how ome accommodates the various
patterns of acceptability judgements with PYP's, we note that (6) provides
for subject verd agreement 1 case the complemeat beling added is nomine-
tive. The feature [ agr] Is dormant untf] ft takes a positive valee (1n
the above rule, when the complemenst being added 15 [+nom)). The positive
valee of (_agf) tﬂgrn the values of person and nusber to agree
throughout the rule 1n which 1t appears. We suppose 4 rule to the effect
that:

+a0gr ==> fpers.
anusd.

Let us note the structere which (6) assigns: 1t provides only for the
“flat® structure In (8) In 3.2.3. [(7) provides for the contoured
structure!



(7) Contoured Adding of Complements (CAC)
@ lipyp ¥ 107> = Dipgyp Ty (DI 3o FURS'D

- anom oagr
(:x.l Df.) asgr (:l.)
(+x,) (+x,) {ox,)
f 1 L]
-" .x’ .x,
.% -!. .&

T™he feature [-mc] s required to prevent the application of this ru
L0 credate 4 cosstituent consisting of the finite matrix verd and one or
more of 1ty complaments. This might be introduced on the head of the node
aduitted by the rule rather than on the node 1tsalf, as adave.

The (PIVP comstituent withis the (P)¥P on the right fn [7) may not
contaim clitics such as es which must encliticize as far left within the W
as possible (but after the sominative). The feature [-clitic] (together
with further principles) fs required to account for the following pattern
of well-formedness:

{8) 1. * Sie wollte Tom's geben
the wasted T It give

2. " Tom's geden wollte sie

1. Sie wolite's Tom geden
she wanted-1t T give
‘She wanted to give 1t to Toa'

4. Tom wo)lte sfe’s geden
'She wanted to glwe 1t to Tow'

e feature [-clitic] 13 required Decause otherwise we would allow that
%ﬂﬁ could comding with 1ts accusative complemsent g.u form a PYP, 1n
case the ¢s should appear next to Its sfster ther that s after
the finite verd Tas in (8.1)), or in fronted position {as in (8.2)).
(1a addition to ruling out these otharwise possible constituests, w
will noed LP statements to geirantse the positios of the es in (6.3) and
(8.4). For example, the following would de appropriate:

Te

sclitic < -fin
sclitic < -nom

These specify that the clitic es must precede noafinite verds and
nosmonisative complesents in ¥ constu;not. Cf. Yater {1979) for
ordering coastraints asong the proscuns.

m:'wm features 'n (1) are used above as they are In (6), With
these systactic mechanisas fn mind, we cas examine seversl pasic rules:



2. Ty VIV ¢ schlafes, lachen,
fin cxlstinven,.. .
D lpp T ¥ : llcben, treffen, bawen,...
~fin
-Wacc
", [m ¥y ) ¥ t schanicheln, belfen,
~fin greotulleren, ...
-NPdat 22 el

S, rm Y1, X' bhedperfen, eathehren,

-fin gedenken, ...
~Wagen

<6, (m Y1, v 1 erzaehlen, verschreiben,
-fin bewoisen,...
MPacc
-NPdat

<7, (m V], v 1 warten, hoffen, schten, ..,
~fin
Prau'

B, oy YV 1 bitten, betruegen,
-"ﬁ ”a'b.‘ s
-PPum
~NPacc

9, (," v 17 sein, bdlelbes, werden,...

-

There are, of course, a5 many dasic rules as there are subcategori-
zation classes of verbs (though these may be elinfnadle 1f semantics 13
predictadble, as noted above). 1'we neglected verds sudcategorized for
duratives, Tocatives, directionals, most precsitiona) rn«s, modifiers
(e.5. sauber-, dreckig- kapatt-, fortly-, etc. aschenl, a3 as’ +
modifier [Tungiorens, im. efc.), even most verbs subcategorized for
conbinations o Jmh which have been sxanined. It 1s to de hoped

that the classes examined exhidit principles which sxtend to he unesanised
ones.
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Several comments on the form of the BR's are s order. First, the
proposal to specify the choice of preposition using on a feature on the
rmlumi phrase, e.g. [sum], 15 what 15 intended In the notation

], and 15 due to Gazdar {1982:141-2), who points out that preposi-
tions which verds reguire 4iffer semantically from those which accur
freely. There are further points in favor of this treatment of preposi-
tlons, as well. Thus, although 1t might be meater to subcategorize wverbs
slaply as [-29), and then Tet the exact chofce of preposition depend on the
verd, this will sot work In geseral. The espirica) geseralization this
would have to be based on 1s false: some verbs are subcategorized for more
than one preposition, Cf, e.9. vos X schwatrmen "to Talk excitedly about

X' and fuer X schwaermen "to 1doTTze Y, to be glddy about X." (Simflar
exanples Sy 58 Tound T English, Cf. waft on ve. walt for. (It 13

technfcally possidle to account for the Texlcal conditioning fa the
semantics by assfigning *1 sible” meant to iscorrect ¥ + #?
combimations--but this would be entire) hoc. )

Second, the BR's above admit only [«fTn) (P)vP's, 1.e. ones which
aren’t yot Interpreted [or marked) for tense. Tease fsn't introduced untf)
the V7 level for semantic reasons. Cf. the discussfon in 3.7.2 on the need
for this. The BRs [and the complement-adding Mis) operate on untensed
elements, which must sonetheless later bear tesse marting and tense
interpretation.

™ird, BRs (2)-(9) ther with the M's allowing the Flat Adding of
Complements 41low the derivation of 2 nusber of 1D statements for which mo
swppropriate LP statements have yet been formulated. The following,
adsolutely standard genera)izatfons about German word order, are the most

fmportant:

" 1. Vootn ¢ X
ruc

2. '-m € '."”
T S G
-aC

™e finfte verd 1n 2 main clause 1s always first 1n fts constituent (9.1);
a1l nonfinite verds follow 21} nomverbal elements In embodded clauses 10
{9.2); and finite verds f0)low everything else 'n subordinate clauses.
The Yast LP statemest requires some refinesent 10 view of clauses such as
{10), bet this wil] not be purtesd here.

(10) ...dass er Yange hat schlafen soessen.
COMP % Tomg AUX sleeplinf) sustiprt)
‘.o.that he had to sleep for 4 Yong tiee,'

{9.1)<19.3) are provided here to 11lustrate somewhat more exactly the
P55 strategy of separating 1D and LP statesents and the strategy of the
presest frageent which ves some “flat™ ¥ rules «ith a Yarge susber of
constiteents. It i3 worth soting that (9.1)-(9.3) sre not yet applicadle
within the prosent frageeat, since there s no provisios yet for tensed
vords. (That fs, we have been assuming the following division of features:
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1) )ﬁ\
«fin +fin

N
tprt ¢inf  epres  epret

Finite verbs are marked for tense, person, and nember. Nonfisite verds are
cimr:MUM or participles. We treat omly Perfect participles In
this .

Fourth (aad related to the third comment), some statement(s) o= the
order of the noaverda) elements are reguired. Some of these statesents are
sot difficult to provide; we can state relfably e.g. that

NP < PP

But the order of mominal complements fs more flexidle. Lenerz (1977) 13
the most careful of studies on this Tssue, Sut It 13 beyond the scope of
the present work to Tavestigate how the relevant (sti)) quite complicated)
principles dgt best be expressed In ID/LP formst. Indeed, given the
g:?t_'g factors (e.g. theme, emphasis) to which Lemerz and others have
sade apgpeal, one serely does not wish to commit oneself to any purely
grammatical account of the order of these olemests,

It 15 prodabdly nonetheless worth moting that the standard remarcs about
the order of German noun phrases may readily be expressed as LP statesents.
That dGative NP's precede accusatives amounts to

L 3 < NPeacc
sdat -pre

while that accusative proscuns precede dative proncuns may be stated:

'”’RC . m’“t

if these were the correct generalizations adout noming) complements 1n
German, we might simply Tist thes. But Lemerz (1977) and Vater (1979) sote
that things are more complicated. Thfs wil) not be purseed here.

FIfth, 1t should be noted that nothisy has yet been said abowt separ-
able prefix vorbs. These are treated in the next sectios.

& ‘l‘i:rv are two cxamples of the application of the cosplement adding MR to

(12) 1. <6, [pyy ¥ 1, ¥ > (via *flat® AC-m)

«fin
~WPacc
“NPdat

2. <5, (m WPacc, V 1, v'(wa')> ead (FAC-m8)

fin
-Nrdat
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1. @, [, Wdat, Wacc, ¥ 1, ¥ (W' )(Wd' D
~fin

Aaticipating the rule Introducing Present tense, this PSR wil) sdmit
subtrees sech as the following:

(13) ","”
e
/N
Vettn Nrdat Wace
-
+pres
erzaehit ochter ¢ine Geschichte

The verd phrase that 15 actually wsed ia & senteace tuch 43 er erzashlt
der Tochter eine Geschichte will be & CYP/NPnom, But 1t wil) consTst of O
TN RTEeRAtT a3 the aave.

s :
{14) 1. <6, lpyp  WPacc, V 1, V'(Wa') («(212.2)) -=» [vla
«fin CACWR)
MPdat
2. <6, !” NPdat, m_". 1. PRt Npd >
«fin ~NPdat
These w0 rules have deen derived here 1n order 10 t how the

present system cas aventually provide & gemeration of (2.1}, repeated here
for coavenfence:

(2.1) Efne Geschichte aehlen kann or hr
[ 3 can he her
‘He can tell her a story’
He returs o this below {1In 3.4),

3.3.2 s_c%r&lo Profix gﬁ
Separadle prefix splay prefizes wAlch appear before thelr

associated verbs stems fn noafinite form (and 1n [-mc] contoxts) asd at the
ead of the [+ac]VP whon the assocfated verd 15 in finite form. The pattern
below 15 general:



Er kommet dald an «os, 8055 Or ankommt Er 15t angekommen
he come s00n On cop AUX
"Me arrives soon' ... that he arrives’ ‘He arrived’

1t's fmportant to note that there are two classes of verd prefizes in
German: separablo and inseparable. Verbs with fnseparable prefizes display
n behavior syntactically distinct from unprefiXad verds, 50 that both
ppear Tn the basic rules fn 3.3.1. Cf. BR 6, which fntroduces not only
1ben, cruohln. and bewefsen, but 2)50 the unpref{xed
The present section comcerns exclusfvely "other
cTass a prefi . thase with separadle prefixes.
lw strategy of analysis for these verds will first be defined
-?a vely: the «rbs n -ot be Introduced by the same basic (systactic)
es which adalt the umprefTxed verds, nor wil) they be syntactically
derived from these myles. | oam'lod,o that the prefixed verds are
related to unprefized stems, bat maintain that this 1s a Jexical
relationship, at Teast In mn\ T™he 1dea that the relationship Detween
verd and prefix 1s Yexical explains the often fctadle {(syatactic and
sesantic) relationship between an unprefixed verd and 1t prefixed
counterpart.
3t cm 1f the relationship s lenical, It certainly 15 mot purely
morphol . m possible separation of verd and prefix by severs)
phrases stnm (they cmor at opposite ends of the VP). The treat-
et accomodates the fact that the r«u and stes Save relatively
independent syntactic behavior by allowing them to be introdeced under
separate syntactic nodes. This requires 2 somewhat novel view of the
loumht.lu of Texical Insertion and semuntic composition, but no new
apparatus.
The best method of further sxplaining the analysis 1s to exanine some
rules introdecing separadie prefix verdbs. Examples of these:

€0, [y, PREF, ¥ ], PREFOV'> : an-kowsen, weg-gehen,

fin sa-fanges, ..

ait, [m PREF, ¥ ], PREF+Y'> : ays-nuetzen, fort-jagen,
-fin zu-lassen,...
MPacc

<12, [m PREF, ¥ ], PREF#¥'> 1 bet«wohmen, bevor-stehen,

0". lﬂ"“ﬂ"l.. -
APdat

<13, [m PREF, ¥ ], PREFAY"> 1 Herr-werden,...

fin
-NPgen
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A8, [oyp PRIF, V], PREFOY'> ; vor-werfes, ryryack-bdeisgen,
"‘. m’m”‘.‘.-oo
o'm
-Ndat

A5, [pyp PREF, ¥ ], PREFOV'> 1 efn-gehan, Bin-wefses,

"’. aren
Paut sef-passen

<16, tm PRIF, ¥ ], PREFON"> : auf-forders, ein-laden,

«fin an=stiften....
-PPre
WPacc

ar, (m PREF, ¥ ], PREF+Y'>

«fin
~PRID

”'Om‘”. m’m.. -»

The movelty here 15 that prefix and verb are semantically fnterpreted
45 & unit, which {s why the prefix/verd cosdinations are writlesa together
fn the Yists of verbs on the right side above, These are the lexical
entries for the purpose of semantics. Let's note that there 13 no
Intrinsic difficylty with this proposal: there fs & finite nusber of prefix
¢ verd comsbinatfons, 50 that wo cas 114t thea In the Texicea, There wil)
be Jexical rules which wi)) redice the number which must be loarned
indepandently, but In principle, they might al) 3¢ learned this way.

The major semintic advantage 15 that the smalysis 1s not committed to
predicting the nau? of prefixed verds as 4 Tunction of the mranings of
the prefix and urprefised stem. The meaning s predictedle 1n meny cases,
but counteroxasples remain, § and werfen 'to throw' are
cogritively symosymous, 1.e. 0 sane palrs (or triples) of objects
fn all possidble sitaations, althoegh they differ fn stylistic leve)l, while
vorscheefsses "to throw to the fromt' and vorwerfea ‘to reproach’ or 'to

™ front.' Simflarly, " 8 "to look," but
au o 'to Took out' and aus to 100Kk out' or ‘to appear':

r and bekommen 'to get, ve," but unterkri "to take care of,
accommodate’ with "Unterbekommes, and ncmr'!""a"‘g Eut. take the
starch out of ' with *ETeTnbek . this Jack of
compositionality by asaipgning seaning to e prefixzed verd directly,
rather than via a function based oa the seaning of the prefix and stem,
This s the sense of PREF+Y' 1n the rules above.

™is Yimited predictadility of meaning 1s, of course, expected of word
formation, It 1s usually taken as evidence that a constructien 1s Jexical,
and 1t legistates against any syntactic Introduction of separadle prefixes.

(1% would 2130 seem 0 weligh oQ.mt introfucing separable prefizes by W
in the GPSG framework though 1'm not aware of any explicit principle
forbidding MR's from effecting noncompositiona) semsstic changes, g |
could fmagine requiring that rules de compositinal while allowing that



o a‘:‘“”m“i’ul t the syntactic treatment (aed the WR
stronger argument agains ¢

treataent) of these prefizes 15 the fact that prefized verbs 4 not derive

thelr subcategorizations from their unprefixed stems. 1f prefixes were

added fn the syntax we would expect the effect on subcategorization to be

predictadle, times 1t 15, as when subcategorizatfons doa't change,
0.9. in the case of eor 1en “to tell' and %.“ retell,’
which both take acce dative objects. "to reside’

requires a locative, while gg%'to be fnhereat Tn, or to attend'
requires & dative, Similarly, o 1tam. The preseat treatment foresees
no secessary conmection ummmumus of prefised and
utprefixed verds derived from a single stem,

The above arguments are intended estadlish that at least some separable
prefices must do Introduced Texically, This 1s not to say that no rules
exist which derive prefixed verds ctically, oaly that there are

refixed vords which are not 0 ved., There may exfist 2 la mamber of
regular] rules Introdecing fnﬂnd verds with predicted measings--dut
these will not account for a)) prefixed verbs.

The only nowel aspect of the present treatsent s that 1t sust allow
that some ftems be Yexically Inserted even though they are =ot semsntically
intarpreted. Nelther the prefixes nor the verd stess, both of which appear
under syntactic nodes, are Interpreted semantically. Instead, thelr
combination 1s. This means, in turm, that although they wmust appesr fn the
Texicon, there s n0 reascn for these lexica) Items to be assigned a
soaning ia the Yexicon.

This means thet the Texicon must contain, e.9. fa conmection with B2
14, ropeated here, the entries famediately below.

()

<14, [m PREF, ¥ ], PREFeV'> & vor-werfen, turueck-Sringen,
=fin nach-erzachien,...
“NPacc
~NPdat

(2) Sample Lexicon

v Y PREF Y

~pref +pref

N7 R e
bring- : 0 nach : § nachebring- : sachbrisg-’
erzachl- : @ vor :1 0 nachsarzaohl« : nacherzash)-'
worf. : 9 urueck : P nachewerf- 1 machwerf.'

This wse of ty lexemes 1s novel, to my knowledge, et 1t favolves no
new syntactic (or lexfcel) agparatus.

¥e should take note of ome controversial use that will be made of the
semantics bave. Let's first note that prefixes and verbs are inserted
freely into trees by the 2R2"s above. Not every prefix and every verd stom
Is elligidle for Imsertion Into every tree, of course, since the wverdb and
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prefix nodes bear features wmuf which lexfcal ftems are adwfssible,
Since prefix and verd stem are both Texical ftems, they are both marked by
the rule nusber, which Indicates sedca zation class. This may Best de
seen By examining & tree, sech 43 (3), which 15 adeitted by & rule based on
ER 11, and two applications of complosent-adding metarules [the actsal rule
and derivation appear Below):

(3) VP."”
L}
A
o
+11
T T ™
+fin +11
pres
3
o
+11
Jage alle fort

Only Jexical ftems from class 11 are eligidle to be Inserted here under
aither lexical mode. 1 don't se0 any AIfficulty n a)lowing that PREF may
4130 bear this feature, sinte 12 Is 2150 & lexical ftem to B¢ Inserted
#irectly Dalow an expanded node. Notice that the prefixes found smong the
verds in class 11 Include fort-, sus-, and zu- (and many others). These
cansot be comdined nn‘eﬂ{ with 31T of the stems n this class to create
well-formed separable prefix verbs, however. Thus wo Mave f 4gen,
susauetzen, and rulassen but not %ﬂﬂtm. TaJages,
Wthing Th the tree Tn (3) disal) > Ver. There are dy
solutions to this prodlem,

The solution fmpiicit fn the 3R's 1a (1) 5 that 1a Interpreting the
cosbination of verd and prefix (while allowing the froe generation of any

with sy prefix), we fiiter out nomexistent combinmations. The starred
examples above are sti)) gemerated, dut uninte table. thefr umaccepta-
111ty fs explafned as a case of sesantic anomaly. Thus we appeal
(minfmally) to & sesmantic filtering.

As & second possible solutfon, we might multiply categories. We wmight,
for sxample, replace B 11 with (4):



(4)

<Al ), [pyp PREF, V ], PREFOV'> : pu-lassen, ru-machen,..
«fin
-WPacc

dl. ert), [m PREF, ¥ ), PREF+¥'> : fort-jagen, fort-setzes,

-fin
HPace

etc,

As a Yexical Item inserted fn the expansion of 3R 11(2u), Both the
prefiz and the verd would dear the feature +11{zy), which could only be
expanded [fn the case of the prefix) as ze. Thfs sort of system would work
to prevent unwanted combinations of x and verd stem, dut because this
Tatter treataest involves the myltiplifcation of ca es, 1 take the
former to be preferable; 1t has been adopted here. If there were reason o
avo::.: 1 20 semuntic filtering entirely, the Tatter tregtaeet would be
ava e.

Before derfving VP rules, we have t0 say something adout the LP ryles
which will de used 0 order urcublo prefives at the ead of YP's. Here,
s above, there are two possibilities, depending on whether we wish %o
guarastes that separedle prefix snd verd stem always fore a constituent fn
nonfinite and nonmafin clauses.

The striking fact that the prefis and nn‘a_.gn appear topether In
these clauses, and that nouu’ may interrupt U ts that we ought
to guarantee that they appear In » single constituent in these sentences.
To 0 this, we must first ntae that we 40 not derive Y7 rules simply
by wsing the complement ng MR's on the BR's In (1), The simplest way
to g0 this s via feature: we add the feature [+pref] to the BR's with
separable prefix, and we require that the complement-adding rules operate
on [-pref) PYP s, Thes we Just need rules o change ‘[;'r«l to [-pref],
while creating the desired constituent, e.9. the following:

(s)
(li. t(.," '.m’ ). ') --> “. [",” (')"w ). ')

spref wpref
-fin

», [""’ YPREF ], > <> «n, [""’ Py

epref P
wpref

-

The first rule requires that prefiz and verd form & constituent In
nonfinite clauses, the second in noemain clauses. Ne note that althouph
the prefix and vard stea form 4 comstituent In the derived rules, they &
not constitute a word, This bas empfrica) consaquences which we cannot



pursue here.

Finally, we need & rule to wipe out the [+pref] feature in finfte main
clauses as well, In order to 1icense the wse of the complementadding MR's
fn these cases as well, This Is the task of (6):

(6) <, [('," e 1, P> <> [(',w ver 1o B
spref L3

This rule, In distinction to those 12 {5), does not prescribe that the
prefix and verd form a constituent. Instead, they are sister comstituents
in the (PIVP to which ferther sfster may De added via the flat adding of
complaments.

To provide for the ordering of separable prefixes vis-a«<vis thelr
utuﬂ{ Tet us assfgn the features +verd, -scun, *pref, and -fin to the

©

separable prefixes. Then Tet us recall the LP statements (9.1) to (9.3) 1a
3.3,1, repeated here for conveniesce:

{7 1. Vot < %

Mt

2 Xovers ¢ Vorpn
3. X < Yorea

-
[7.2) predicts that prefises will de fousd at the end of ¥P's (after
nonverdal elesents), which 15 exactly the pattern noted. We verify the
pattern again fn (8‘:
(8) Armo Jagt alle fort
A chase al) PREF
"Arno cChases everyone away'

Given (7.3) we sxpect to find prefix and verd, In that order, at the ead of
subordinate clagses. This '3 aleo correct, 48 (9) docements.

{9) ...de8% Arso alle fortjagt

"veo Bt Armo chases everyone away'
If to the existing LP rules we add (10):
[10) PREF <« '_.:

thes wo expect to find the prefix and stem, 1n that order, 4t the ond of
verd phrases In subordinate clouses oven whea the verd 15 noafinite, This
fs also true, Cf. (11):

(11) ...dass Arno alle fortonlagt h.c;

‘that Armo chased everyone away'
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The treatsent Just sketched 1s complicated since 1t would favolve an
extra feature, and severa) new MI's. It has the advantage, however, of
Baving the flsed prefix + stem constituest, which cannot possidly de
interrupted by the subsequent {ntroduction of modal or auxiifary verds, or
snything else. These may present & prodlem 1n some extession of the

fra descrided here, 30 that we may wish evestually to returs to the
Alternative Just sketched,
On the other hand, 1t's enough for the of the present frepment

to add (10) to the exfisting rules. That s, (7.2) has the consequence that
prafises appear at the end of W'y, while (7.3) guarentees that finite
verbs follow prefines 1n subordinate Clauses, quite Irrespective of the
constituent strecture of the YP's involved. WNe stil)] meed (10) %o cdtaln
the order In (11), But agafn, there 13 n0 need to appeal to a werba)
constituent.

We'll tentatively adopt this [Tatter) treatsest of verbs with separadle
prefizes. The first was sketched 1m detall, first decouse | wanted to
demonstrate that 1t 15 not beyond the capacity of this spprosch to provide
for the constituent In question, and second because there may de German
constructions in which 1t s required. For example, (12) has not been
incorporated Into the present fragment, But 1t 5 seggestive that the
finite auxiltary appears before the prefix:

(12) ...4a55 Arno alle hat fortJages Losanen
Cow A a1l AUX away-chase can
‘Lo that Arno could chase averyone away.'

The Tinfte suxilfary has 4 good deal of freedom In subordinate clavses
-lg two or more nonfinite verbs, bat 1t sever interrupts the prefix and
verd stam,

To conclude this section, et us cxamine some YP rules derived from the
R's Introdeced bare,

(13} <1, [m PREF, ¥ ], PREFWY "> &%

«fin
~Wacc

i, (” Nacc, PREF, ¥ ), PREFY'(wPa' > FAC
«fin

Anticipating the rules ntroducing tense and applying the relevant LP
rules (repeated delow for cosveniesce), we derfve the VP rule fn (14):

‘701’ '.". < X
e

(2Y % e < YVotin



[14) W.".
‘pres
+3s
‘o
v/mccRim
ofin 11
pros
Y oy
-
11
Jagt e fort

This 3 the structure of the WP in (8), though of course (B) actually
contains & CVP/WPnom. In case the feature [-mc] 15 fnstantiated, asother
LP rule becomes relavant {repeated Delow for comvenience), and we derive
the ¥¢ ryle in [15):

(73) X « V."”

-8
(15) V’.,'”
spres
*3s
o
11
WPace PREF L
+11 +fin
0;
-ac
11
alle fort Sogt

T™his Is the structure of the Y7 In (%),

3.4 Fronting Formallzed

The treatseat of fronting, which was discussed extensively in 3.2.2 and
3.2.3 adove, can now bo formalized, To provide for froating from dependent
clauses, noted Im 3.3.2, we wil] employ the apparates for unbounded
Sependeacies Introduced 1n Gazder (1562), that of derived “slash”™
categories. For al] of the rules In the grammar, defining mesbership ia
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categories a, and for all of the major constituent (1.e, frontadlel
categories 3 in German, we define the derfved categories o/b:

Derived C_a__tggﬂg Metarule ¢
". a ERALLE . va " t‘l‘ ooo‘,.oao]. u T"’F,

In addition to this, we must nruo for basic expressions 1n each of the
catagorfes B/8. These will all be phonologically mell, and {nterpreted by
the distinguished varfables :'."":

Traces e
it ®ry?

Finally, we providge & 1inking rule to add the tapicalized elasents to
seatences:

Lisking
A00, [ X gae  CVPAX_ 0 1, CVP/XN(X')>
o  ~clitic asgr

anom
argr.

general stra emplayed hare has bDeen presentad, dut several
of the &uﬂs of the mttng M merit further discussion. First,
fmtl-;’u at lmt normally Tisfted to maln clauses, as Fou t
(1571:159) pofated cut. TAfs 1s reflected 1a the feature [*mc] on the
Tinking rule, Note 4t the same time that elements from sudordinate clawses
say be fronted to this matrix faftfal positicn because the systee of
Mm categories automaticelly provides for configurations such as the
ore o
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(1)
DR CVYP/DIR
+nc
L ¥n S‘Nlt
in dieses Iimmer  Ja
l ' ; cvmu
sagte er
Ol DIRDIR ¥

/ Sué\ t stellte

T™he detalls of (1) are not Included ia the presest fragemnt {(nor fs
complementation of any sort), but the tree 11lustrates the prisciple
formalized 1a the Derfved CauMu Metarvle that slash categories sdmit
further slash categories, potentially extending the length between the
topicalized element in rirst position and 1ts expected untopficalized
position beyond 2 single clause.

Second, there are sonfroatable elemeats, most noubly finite verds and
clitics, o.g. the pronoun o5 and the “conversation®™ particles #
uboo and L. Separadle prefixes Vikewise do not wnderge fromting. is

ewise reflected 1n features in the Tisking rule.

™ird, the formulation of the semantics 1a the derived m!o DresuPsoses
that the u-ntlc Tace of the constituent to be fronted has Been
fi11ed by a varfable of the appropriate type, x%yigr. ' u‘ denotes the
temantic type of the gyntactic term "9.°

Fourth, this analysis accommodates the well-inown fact that only single
constituents may be fronted. lm {1981), & Yarge corpus study,
confirmed this sost recently, 5 arfses from the fact that there 13 o
provisfon in the Derived Ca es Metaryle for more than 2 single missing
element, Apparent sequences of constituents which ﬂ{ be fmw. such o
Efne Geschichte erzachien In (2.1} 1» 3.3.1, are analyzed
Constituents and therefore spurious cossterexanples. Sim the anlysh
allows that these unusual constituents may arise only when complements are
added one 4t & time 0 the werd, 1t predicts thatl spparest sequences of
fronted constituents will always contain 2 monfinfte werb, the exact
generalization moted by NHoderg (1991:151) about these elements.

In addition to these clear empirical advantapes of the preseat
analysts, we say add that 1t s reasonadly persisonfous adout fronting.
Nonfinite partial werb phrases are fronted By the sase mechinise that
fronts other comstituests, mamely the Linking rule adove. Finally, we -{
note that the analysis msakes a2 susber of further predictions about pertia
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verd phrases, notably about thair conjoimadility. For example, the
malysis predicts that eine Geschichte erzaehlen may function as a consti-
umt‘” not ;n‘ny when 1t'S Troated, Sat In nenfronted posfition, such as In

(2] Er hat Ihr of schichte erzashlt
he MJX her a 3 pr

"Ne told her & story

The analysis predicts thes e,g. that thls say be conjoined with 1ike
constitoents, which 1t fn fact may:

(3) Er %at hr efn Bech t und eime Geschichte erzaehit
he AUX her & ngn;%loua story el Tlprt)
"He gave her a doock and told [her) a story'

Of course, this might be analyzed [even In this systes, but especially fn
others) 4s 4 sort of nonconstituent conjunction.
Before concluding this section, an example of the application of the
rules fnvolved in fronting:
(4) <11, [m PREF, V ), PREFe¥'> Be
-fin
MPacc
<11, [" NPacc, PREF, V ], PREFeY"[NP2')> FAC
-fin

ai, (m WP omr P8, PREF, V 1, PREFeY'(NP2")(NPn')> FAC
-fin  sagr.
tagr
To this we apply the derived categories metarule to cbtals 4 main
clawse ryle:
<11, [C”Ma .m‘ NPa/NPs, PREF. YV ),

«fin a3 Ax* (PREFoV' ) x*}(Won')>
vogr. T(NP)
onc

[Note that we have tacitly Included the meaning of WPa/NPa s the semantic
rule above, rather thas the NPa/NPa' that the rule actuslly calls for. The
Inclesfon 1s Justified, however, ’im BR 99, the Traces rule sbove, and 1t
makes the formula easfer %o read.

Anticipating the rules Introducing tense and epplying the relevant LP
rules (repeated below for comvenfeace), we derive the CYP rule In (8):

(701) """ € X "m ’-”
e

(7.2} X_ore ¢ Yorin
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(s) CY /NP2
fin
spres
M4
+8C
¥ ¥n Wa/wa PRIF
sfin 35 +11
]
5
-
+11
Jagt er t fort

The sbove subtree will be wsefu) in commection with Linking Rule
Instantiations such as the following:

<100, [ WPa, CYP/NPa ], CVP/WPa'(Wwa'D

o
Together they adwit the tree below:
(6) S
-
NP2
/
Dich
SV /NPa
«fin
spres
3
B
v%r
+fin *3s +1
spres
*3s
oo
oil
Jage er t fort

Dich jagt er fort

chase he amay
!3=u. pe'1) chase away'
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lgnoring the Introduction of tense, we derive the following formula
from the semantic rules assocliated with the Linking rule and the Derived
Category rele adove:

Lty oy (fortefag-" ) {x*)ler') (dich’')

which, applyfing lasbds conversion, we see 13 equivalent to:
forteJag-"(&ich" )ler')

This indicates that the frontiag sechanises are operating as desired.

3.5 The Analyses of Jean Fourquet

As poiated out im 3.4, the present amalysis of fromting owes to Jean
Fourquet {1971:159) the dependence of frooting oa clause type. But
Fourgeet's general agproach to analyzing the German clause as left-braach-
{og 15 also the nearest parallel to the postulation of the (phantom) PP
constityents advocated here. Fourguet [1971:159) pestulates structures
such as the following:

(1) der Koentg von Thule .ae;mr '”G'l." werf-
¥
1
K

—
i

T
L8]
The present proposal 41ffers 1n allowing flat YPs s well as the

contoured ones sech as [1). But the conception here s indedted to
Fourguet.

3.6 Two Strategies for the Treataeat of Tesporalis (fn GPSG)

Al though re aight be any susber of formalfzations of the grammer of
tense and temporalia In GPSE, they will 411 4o one of twd things. Efther
the treataent will allow the free generation of the various temses [most
kely in connection with maximally free feature Isstantfation), or 1t wil)
not, bt will Instead find some mechanise of introdecing the varfoss tesses
in somm special) way. In the First case, we timply allow any of the
features which mark tense to be used In any rule, and take care e.§. that
the meanings we assign 1n the Yexicen %o verds sarked [spres)] differ
from those [+pret]. A rule Interpreting the tense featurs aight be all
that Is required on this view, or, alternatively, one might describe the
systematic relationship between the varfous tenses nlo&o rule of tense
marting, dut in this case 1t would be 2 Yexical rule. 15 approach has
the advantage of treating tense at the Tevel at which Is marked--on the
Texical enft verd.

In the second case, we Introduce tense by syntactic rule, which seems
more 1n keeping with fts very regular and prodective use.
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Not GPSG alome, but In fact every framework Taces this decisien. The
chofce will depend both on semantic scope relationships and on the shape of
tense marking 1n a particalar Tenguage. For example, 1F tense were sarked
with a seatence or VP adverd 1n some hv:rn’o. no one would fee!
compunction about Introducing tense at that level. In & Tanguage such as
German (or English), however, where tense Is marked morphologically, ome
would be 1nc)ined such more towsrd 4 treatsest of tense as 2 hﬂui
category--a feature of, or an operation om, words. A lTexical treatsest of
tense would amoust to the free tien of tense syntactically.

The formulation of the BRs In 3.3.1 snd 3.3.2 has removed tuspente
from the present marrative: 1% sthould be clear that I have opted for the
second alternative. A1l verbs are introdeced here as sonfinfte--But are
deformed i{tmucany by later rules to exhibit tense marking., There is
a serfous Timitation to the first stra which prompted this cholce and
which will Be presented here. In fact . for a somewhat more general
conclusion: in any semantically c.ultuu framewort tense must be
fotroduced at the YP Jevel (or later), barring the sie of structures
:':wu«ou 0 syntactic constituent structure and semastic interpreta-

on.

Sy some 11ghts, this 13 a surprising result. Since tense fn Serman is
marked sorphologically, one 1s Inclined (as noted above) toward & Texical
treataent. Indeed, according to the Geseralized Lexicalist Mypothesis
(LaPointe (1980:230)), a lexicel trestment of German tense 13 required, not
merely desirable:

Gtneralfzed Lexicalist 5%”’ No syatactic rule can refer to an
elesent of sorpological s .

The GLN would allow Texfcal rules (LaPointe's “Lexically Restricted
Frases®) to refer to adlecent leafcal ftems fn systactic trees, but would
not allow them %0 refer to phrasal sodes fuch a3 the sode dominating
duratives. (Cf. 3.7.1 for BRs istrodecing deratives.) Any frasework
{ncorporating the GLH wil) therefore elther eschew compositionality or will
be committad o & Teve) of structure Detween syntax and semantics.
LaPointe's own theory adopts the first alternative--in fts extonsive
references to properties of “logical form.” Consult LaPoiate (1979) for
detafls of his proposed system. The fmport of the argement delow 15 that
such references are usavoidadle once the GLH has been adopted.

The Ganeralized Lexicalist Mypothesis is therefore Incompatible with
semantic compositionality (without the postulation of strecture interme-
diate to syntax and semantic compesitiom). It also points to a Yarger
fsswe. The GLH formalizes what might be called "Malle's sorphology,” which
refuses to nmrm a distinction between derfvatiosal and inflections)
morphology. This section of the chapter shows the need--within
semantfically compositiona)l frameeorks--of reintroducing one lmportant
componeat of the 1aflectional/derivational distinction, viz. the need for
syntactic rulos to be able to refer to (aflectional (but not derivational)

morphology.

3.6.1 Terse a3 2 Yerd Operator

Su then that the BRs 414 not admit only untensed VP s, but that
they allowed €.4. that Presesat or Preterite forms appear 43 well, Since we
accept the degree of semantic compositfona)ity which Bach (1976) terms the



rule-to-rule hypothesis, we require that 4 sodelthecretic interpretation be
assigned to the constituent admitted by these reles. Let us examine one
such rule, in order to 11lustrate the probles concretely.

1) @, [” v, l, » Ve
pros ogs

ag
.

schlaeft

We argeed In Chapter 1 that the meaning of the Present tense can be

repriately rendered by the tesse logical constast PRES. We showld

refore represent the meaning of the cosstiteeats Introduced 5y BR 2 In
{1) in the following way:

(2) MPRESIY (x))

The @1fficulty arfses In consideration of optiona)l tesmpora] modifiers, such
a5 the durstive stundenlang. As noted 1n 2.4, Quratives must e asst
narrower than tense. Modifiers are introduced via M's in -
which suggests the following sort of MR for duratives:

‘3) ‘.. [" LR} ). " i ‘.. [" 0..”.04 ). »

The @ifficeity Yies in replacing the 'v' with 2 coherent semantics, Aay
attempt to provide the semantics fn (3) wil) have to be able to resch
within the Preseat tense operator 18 {2) and wil] thes be scncompositional
[1f the verd 13 already temsed). MNor can the formulatiom of the
noncompositional rule B¢ strafghtforward. Ne could mot e.9. simply write:
find the tense operator in F and fnsert the durative operator fsmediately
to 1ty right. Nor could we sinply Took for the first such operator--there
say be more than one, as In the case of a conjunction:

[4) ...da3% sTe Tenge sangen wad tanzten.
COMP they long sang and danced
".eothat they sang and danced for a loag time'

The required formulatfon 1s clear ! the durative operstor sust be
fnsertod Tmmediately to the right of tense operators associfated with
the main verdis) of the verd phrase. The rule 13 thus not only noncompo-
sitfonal, but It requires as well that (some) syntactic features be re-
tained In the somantic nterpretation (viz. an Indicetion of which verbis)
are main verbis))., This 15 an unlfkely Tooking violatfon of the principle
of autm’ of components,

One solution to this problem would be to postulate & Tewve! of structure
between syntactic constituent structure and semantic composfitios. This
might de the Tevel of “functiosal structure® In Lexfcal Functfonal Grasmar
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[LFE), for example. Halvorses (ms) presents a semantics for LFG which
composes mode) theoretic interpretaticas from functional strectures (once
these have bees compoted from syntactic phrase structures). Temss 1y
factored out of verbs In fusctiosa) structure (Halversen [(ms: 2-3)), so
that there should de no d1fficulty fn accounting for the correct Interpre-
tations of temse even 1f one treated tense as 2 verd operator, fn LFG. The
question to bDe purseed here 135 whether one can assign ”o correct Interpre-
tetion without using an additional level of structure.

It 1s worth pausing to review the gesersl 1ines of the above arr-m.
Some tempors) features, 6.9, tense, are marked directly om verbs, [f one
alTows 211 the VP ryles %0 rctnu a1 the possidle m!o?uol forms of
verds, then tensed forms will be them and wil) reguire interpreta-
tion. Opticonal elements, o.g. temporal adverds, will not be present,
however, and 30 will nat be Incorporated in tM’s first step of interpre-
tetion. Imstead, thay will D¢ added to Inte tions Tn which tense I3
dlready represented, and, given the way in which semantic Interpretations
are mormally comstrected, will automatically Be assigned wider scope
than tense, This ylelds o dilemma: either a)) morphological festures are
interpreted as having narrower w.:r than all cptiosal elements (which s
false In the case of tease vis-a-vis duratives and frequentatives) or
sochanisas must be developed wAich Can restructure the matural scope
relations., But this s always noncompositional and often sessy. One can,
however, avold the dilesms by relinguishing the froe generaticn of all
tensed forms in dasfc rules.

A11 of this Indfcates quite & Ty that tenjes should Be Iatrodeced
after the Introduction of duratives, 1.e. at the ¥P level or higher.
Carfson (ms.) makes the same point based on the need 0 assign temge ucr
m:‘so- moun phrases, which sssumption Enc (1981) has at lTeast serifously
challenged,

There s coe remainiag unesamined assumption 1a this argement, however,
which ought to de considered: the argument sssuses, namely, that duratives
etc. must bo amalyrzed as YP sodiflers, and not as complements (somantics a-
rgusents) of verds, Couldn't duratives be reanalyzed as required comple-
ments Tor whom 4 place weuld automatically be held in semantic interpreta-
tion, 50 that the scope relations could be an sutometic comsequesce of the
the Yexical meaning of the verd

Excursus: On Duratives (aed Frequentatives) as Compliesents to the Verd

At first Dlush one mrt nr;'nll think so. For the sake of preci-
sfon, Yet's provide some forma) flesh to this proposal. Brefefiy, 1t
foresees that will be subcategorized to take, fn addftion to fts customary
rominal or adverblal cosplements, At Jeast one tesporal adverbial. The
BR's mest be modified appropristely. For cxasple, (8) s J.3.1 wogld reqd:

(5’ d. (' v ). ¥’
-TOe

g, tm v ]. V'

~TENP
~WPacc

whlafen, Tachen,...

"MO M"“. M.OO -

Duratives and Frist-adverdials will be added via the usua! MR's for adding



« 120 -

complements, CAC-MR and FAC-MR. Thare must of course De & 2ero elesent In
oach ca » 50 Dt we may regard the complements as present even while
they resain fnapdible. The sesantics of the basic verdbs (and W's bulilt wp
from them) would also have to be adjusted. In place of the n-place pred-
Icates which unti] now have deen associated with basic (PIVP's, we should,
for each such predicate, define an nel-place predicate, with the new place
reserved for a temporal adverdfal. for example that for

n-place predicate v associated with a fc [P)YP, we define am n+l place
Ve with the following semantfcs:

(6) Ay oo b vplaghtag )t 501 AL L b xglving)oe.tx))

Note that this effectively gives elements of the Temsent category
(interpreted z.x% above) narrower scope than o)) r tempora! ele-
seats--since thers will be added as sentesce operators 1o atomlc
sentences soch s 'T“O"‘l""uu"

Tenso would than be added as a4 MR on Yexical verbs. (This relinguishes
the free generation of teased forms, but 1t retains a lexical treatmest. !
@0n't s8¢ how 4 “free ration” treatsent could work.) It would Mave to
Mave the effect of derlving (7) from (5).

(7) @, Dy ¥ )y Mappe Ay PRESTw," (x)(y))>
-TENP

pres

<3, {m Y ). xwuﬂtﬂv,'h)(ﬂ(:)b
-TEw
~NPace
spret

Crucfal 1s the feature [-TENP] here, which ensures that some temporal
adverdial--parhaps null In realfzetion--must be added to (2) and (3), and
{given the semantics) that It sust be quantified in within the scoge of
tense

- The complement-adding MRs may then de applfed to derive the reles 1a

8) 2, [, TEW, V], APRES(v, " (TD®" ) (y) >
+sTEW
pres
« AyPRES(TEMP (¥ ({y))), semantically

A, [pyp TOR, ¥ ), AyPRET(v," (TOR)x)iy))>
TEW

-
~NPace
= AAyPRET(TENP ' (V'(x)(y))), semantically

The required scope relations have been realized in (8),
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This has Seen achfoved, however, at the cost of the Istroduction of mew
semantical apparstus, the predicates "v..' and new mzcm,
the nul) realization of Tndefinite 2l adverbials (%o
optionality of these adverbials omce they have been given the status of
complesents). In addition, sface we analyze optiona) adverdials as comple-
meats, we can no Jonger regard optionality as proof of mod!fier status,
Thus an interesting empirical clals has been relinguished as well,

11 this were sot onough to bias one against the analysis of tonse as 2
verd operator, rather less tractable problems arise when one considers the
ftarabilfity of these tesporal adverdials. Duratives and f tives are
not N:ﬂlm to & single occurrence per clawse as BR's 2 and 3 adbove might
segjest:

[9) Schon zwe! Jahre Besucht er uns jede Moche einme Stunde
lready 2 years visit Mo us every week an  hour
‘He has visited ws an Bour every week for twn years'

Er %ot uns zweimal aise Woche Yang Sedes Tap vier mal angerufen
he AUX us two-time a week long every day foer time call
"We's called us four times & day for a week twice'

T™his 1s particularly Imappropriate under the view that duratives and
frequentatives function as semders of the same category (cf, 2.4-2.5). In
that case the sentences In (9) represent three and four iterations of the
single category TEWP,

But even 4 single fteraticon 18 an Irreparsdle esdarassment for the view
that these are complesmnts. Iteration 15 not only regarded as uncharacter-
1stic for complements, 1t presents formidable technical prodlems as well.
Siace complesents do mot in ruul fterats, the admission of one Iteradle
cotegory would fre a split In syntactic treatments--one for standard
complemonts, one for Iteradles. We work ourselves nto & semastic cul de
sac a5 well Decause the addition of a temporal adverb to a verd sheald,
under the complement view, yield a unique predicate--Just as every fusction
showld yleld 2 uni valee when applied %0 & particular argement. But
applying the function represeatsd by the verd desuch- to 1ts putative
durative argusent seems to yield two functions=-0Re which tates two WP
2 to form a p 1tioa, and one whlich takes the W7 argusents and 2
frequentative argument [and possidly another durative and then possidly
$211 amother freqeentative argement]. Thers fsn't & recognizable senss In
wAich this could be regarded as fusctional applicatiom.

There does not seem to be a plausible way to mafntain an analysis of
doratives (and frequentatives) as complemeats to the verb, and therefore to
save the analysis of tanse as a verb operator.

3.6.2 Tenses #% Phrasal Operators

The analysis of tenses as verd operstors 1ooks even worse when one
considers that there 13 4 straightforward syntactic treatmeat of the scope
relations Detwean tense and duratives. We write the BR's so that no tensed
elesents con e Introduced, 1.e the BR's adait oaly comititeents whose
verds are not semaatically tessed. Oornhrﬂ1 and other elements with
scope narrower than tense are sdwitted via M's which cperate exclusively
on untensed rules [in this case, simply thote marked [-fin]l). Tease-istro-
ducing MR's change this feature to [+fin], ensuring that duratives etc.
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cannot subsequently de fntroduced. Fimally, those elements whose tespors)
scope soems wider than temse, o.9. frame adverdials, are introdeced via
MR s which operate on tensed rules. In each case, the sesantics associated
with the rule sieply attaches aa appropriate operator, $0 that the seaning
of the derived ryle 15 cbtalsed compositionally.

If we 0.9. Introduced tense 43 & VP operator, following Bach, the meaning
would simply be AXOPERATOR' (¥P'{x)), where VP’ {35 the meaning of the
constituent which would have beea fntroduced by the Imput ryle. Bach
[1980) su?mud the use of the lambda operator in the sbove fashiom as @
seans of Iatrodecing tense and aspect In order 0 reconcile the apparent
senteace scope of tense [and aspect) operators with the fact that thz"-
regularly appear on wverb phrases. MWis resarks wpply equally well to n
with the ainor sdiustsenat (within the present frasework] that we Introduce
tense not on V¥'s, bat on CYP's, in order to be able to Introduce tense
tven whero we Tind no W2 (PP o o+ 1-¢. On fepersona) constructions

SUCh 43 the Impersonal passive (Siscussed 1n J.2 adove).

As somantically alegent as the YP (or CVP) analysfs might be, 1t
appears nometheless to run fnto 4 syntactic problem. There are sebconsti-
tuents within the YP which bear tense marking--which would seem to Tadicate
that tense ought to be introduced at the level of these constituents (or
Tower). In order to demonstrate the difficulty, we shall state the
tense-introduciag M8 on CVWP 'y

(1) Tesso MR
g SRR LS, Coyp ==+ o PRES(FY>

~fin ofin
pres

“, (c" L ]. "INPD

+fin

pret
The operators and PRET have the semantics descrided ia 2.3 and
1.6, which wi)] no ated here. The Nead Feature Convestion [WFC)

ensures that the feature [+pres] will de passed from the CVP node to the
Texfcal head of the CVP coastituent, the verb. The Texfcon then provides
possible forms for the feature bundles:

(2] verd e.9 verd
on (subcat. class) "2
spres [tense) pres
1 person *Iper
ssingular *sing

In this le, these wou!ld include schleeft, Tacht, and existiert. (CF,
8 2.) The !ox con thus provides the correct m"oﬂca orm I» toto,
Teaving m0 work for Yate “spelling rules.” This easures that the proposal
respocts Srame's "spelling probidition,”™ and 13 consistent with the
typothesis of a Timited Interface Detwsen grammatical components.
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The fact that there are subconstituents witht
exhidit temse marking (viz. verdbs) may 2o felt to show
therefore & verd category rather thas a verd se catesory. It shows no
such thing, Rowever. The fact that tesse not on s
verds, Sust as parton and sumber marking s verds, does prevent
tense from having important ramifications beyond the verd, just as person
and sysber nftlz does. This 15 agrecsent In the case of person and
nusber marking and sesantic scope in the case of tense.
that a feature required os CVP's sutomatically make its way oo
ft I3 to mark, The WC allows that temse may be Introduced
Tevel (by M) dut realized as specific verd features {(and ultimately,
particular shapes of verbal stems). There 15 thus no 4iscrepancy between
the proposal that tesse b accounted for wia & CVP MR and the existence of
elesenty within the CVP where tense sarking 13 consisteatly realized.

The case for analyzing tenss as 4 verd operator does a0t leprove with
the observation that the subconstituents which bear tesse -ﬂng are
conjoinadle, and therefore 41l the more robustly comstituents. Fialte
verbs are eminently coajoinadle:

(3] ...dess sfe alles sahen und deschricbem
COMP thay 217 sawli3p) and Oncrlmugb
Lo that they sav and described everything

:
23
:
i
:

[3*) .
conP cw
fass NPnom w
-sing +fin
¥ Spret

alles ~n
«3p!
v V'
+fin «fin
spret — spret
-ac -
«Jp! o9

sahen beschrieden
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Nor is there any #1fficelty accounting for the coajunction node 1n
(3'), though again there might appesr to be at first blush. It 1s simply
an Instance of the confunction schema--which allows the comjunction of any
two fdentical category labels, Including noabdasic ones, as 1a this case.

1f the existence of sudconstituents with tense marking doesn't prove
thet tense cught to be iatrodeced below the CYP level, mor does the
exfstence of conjoined subconstituents with different tense. Thase
exanples are very easy to find for W's: ~

(4) Er tam gestern und geht morgen
he come yesterday and goes tomorrow
'Ho came yesterday and will go again tosorrow’

(%) n{ be derived via tensed CVP rules to which the Derfved Category
Metarule applifes, resulting In the definftion of a CYP/NPa category.

Not all comjunctions of &ffferently tensed (P)VP's would be 50 tract-
adle, however. The examples I have examined of swch conjunctions all seem
dbfous to native speakers, but some do mot seem fmpossible:

(5) ...das Buch, das ich dir und iggg Egﬁm will
mm'mmxm%- oW ~give win

“.eothe Book that 1 tock from you 4ad now want to give back
{to youl'

The derlved «uzory metarule 15 of no help here because the conjoined
phrases are lack severs] complements, rather than ooe. If exasples such
a3 these are well formed, then tanse must de Introduced via a MR oo
(PIVP's, rather then Just CYP's, as (1) specifies. This s wmprodlemstic:
In this case duratives atc, would be introduced as cptions) sodiflers via
M's on [-f1a] (PIV0's). The fmportant pofint s that BR's are [-fis], that
duratives are optionally fntroduced caly 1nto [<fin) (P)YP's, and that
tense Introduction changes the [-fin) P70 to [+fin).

3.7 Metarules for Teaporalia

3.7.1 Duratives and Frist Adverbials

Gives the fact noted 1n 2.4 and 2.5, that deratives and Frist
adverdials such as 1n efner Stunde have mutwally exclusive sesnings, we soe
no need to put them Ta separate systactic categorfes--even thaugh they
ppear 1n complementary dfstribution. Both may be ﬂrmc as eloments of
the category of temporal adverbs, TEMP, while thelr distridution may be
explained semantically. This suggests the following rules:

1) <200, [m. DUt ], Dum*>
01, [yppp FRIST ], FRIST'S
As Indicated in 3.6, thess sy B¢ Introduced fato [<fin) CVP's vie 2 8-

(2) <n, [eyp - J. P e o, leyp «--TO®... 1, TOR(F)>
«fin
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There are Jexical prisitives 1a the class of duratives:

(3) 00: sekundeniang, minutealang,... lange, ewig,...

These sust be 2ssigned meanings which combine with 1tiona) seanings
In such a way as o guaraniee that the truth coaditions of seatences with
duratives are derivadble. For exasple, the semantic interpretation of
sekundenlang fs that fgaction

(4) 5+ such that for asy proposition p, end any mode! A and times
5,0, r:
A". :.I: s=10(p) 11f there 13 4 o' such that
he 1. 8 §s & Fina) sudinterval of ¢
2. ¢" 13 at Jeast two seconds Tong
3. Yi' A'.’.' k.

Cf. the examples of duratives in 2.8,

There are 2150 nonlexical elements i the categery of duratives. Any
W denoting & duration can fyaction as a4 durative, ¢.9. n Sebunden
(Tang), n Minutes {lasg), etc. The grammar of these fs Specified ia (5):

1!)"':;‘m NP denoting & duration [(n A), the following rule {3
W .
@, [w. WPacc (Tang) ], " )>, where 4[NP') s that

function, which, for any mode) A, proposition p, ead times 5.0, and r
A p ulnrm. 117 there 1s & o' sucth that

hd ; e l: » ﬂ;u\ s?::t;n:l of ¢

« &' 15 at Teast ’ o

3 Wise' Ao bp. M

(5] may seem to 1114cit]y appeal to & semantic well-formedness conditfon in
specifying that 58 202 s applicadle oaly to NP's denoting durstions. It
sy Just as well be formulated so that the syntax 15 bliad to sesantics:
clause (2) of e definition of 4(NP') then rules out the {aterpretation of
NPs which do not denote duratioas.

It seems that theare are no ltexical ftems i the category of Frist
sdverdials, but (6) provides for phrases In this category.

(m. [” "p.""n '.“t ” M'.(..”

fInFRIST
204: In
in 15 the only elesent In lexical ¢ 206, 1t Vs ferthersore seman-
Elcally distinct from locative (and o instances of fn. The lexical

semantics of in Is responsible for the truth conditions OF these adverbials
(which were skatched, and defended, 1n 2.5 adovel. Its seaning {5 defined
nly for thate cases In which 1t comdines with WPs demcting durations. Its
combinations with other WP's are asomelous (But sebject to misinterpreta-
tion Dacayse of the Aosophoaous prepolitions).
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(7) 1= ' ls that Teaction 7 which takes as argusents
dm& and ylelds as valwes propositional rators, so that
for any duration 4, proposition p, n all modeis A at a)) tises
.0, md r:

Ao b UIN'LEP) 4Ff @ 5 ot most d In Tength and Lise
v such that &, p.

Cf. the discussion In 2.5.

Further sorts of narrow scope tempors) adverds might be Introduced In
the same maoner. The strategy showld be clear from these two examples,
however, S0 that we might best tarn to rules Introdecing other tespors)
elesents 1n order 10 soe Row the entire S{!m Is ¢ nated. The
sonperfect tenses were Introfuced In (1) 1a 3.6.2 and needn't be repeated
bere. (These were singled out for ayntactic reatons--they fnvolve mo
auxilfary vords, enlike the Perfect teases.)

3.7.2 Frame Adverbials (thst Modify Reference Timm)
T™he MR 1n (1) introduces frame adverbials (of the sort that sod!fy
reference times) fnto the curreat frageest:

(1) Frame W
<y [oyp +on 1o 2 =3 o, [, FRAME...], FRAME'(F)>
+fin
These adverdials are thus Introduced semantically as fticnal oper-

ators (a3 2.1 »an might be noeded), while they fall under the CYP
node syntactically. The feature [+fin] diss)lows the addition of frame
sdverdials %0 structures which Baven't incorporated tense. [ts Inclusion
on the left side of (1) effectively guarantess that frase adverdials have
wider scope than tense, which accords with the discussion In 2.1 of the
semantics of frame adverdials vis-a-vis tonse. The class of frame
adverdials Yacludes the primitives gestern, heute, and morgen. These must
b Included fn the Texicen:

(2) ppppg * S8R, Beute, sorgen,...

The semantic interpretation of these leaica) primitives will of course alse
be provided in the Texicon. We will treat thelr semantics such a5 we &
the semantics of sore complicated expressions. Inm general, frame
adverdials may be sald to de associated with a tise Interval; e.g. sorgen
Is assaciated with the day after speech time, etc. (Im such simple Cases
we are aven tasplted O say thet It sieply denttes the time interval,) To
descride the semantics of this sort of frase adverbfal, a rule 1ike the
following seffices: 3

(2') e semantic Intarpretation of , wied a3 4 frame adverbia),
fs that function FRAME (morgea’ ), Such that for any mode! A,
proposition p, and times 5.0, and r:

Ag.0.r b FRAE(morgen' )ip) 1ff relmorgen’JA; o , 804 ‘g.c.r" re
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Simflarly for the Interpretations of heute, Hm‘ etc. This is, of
course, the way these frame advordials were TnaTormally described In 2.1

(2') 1s the rule we shall adopt, even though (Tt would certanly rem into
difficelition with other sorts of frame adverbials, Since unfortusately not
all frame adverdials are as specific as m , 1t 13 peculiar 2o
hen 48 associated with a4 time iaterval, {der, for example, an

‘on every Saturday.' This would hawve to De associated in one way
or anothar with times that fal) within ;2!1 Saturday; the times favolved
clearly would not comstitute as interval, and worse, they could =ot even
effectively Be dealt with a3 a set of points of time [without some
extensfive spparatus), simce this tack would mot distinguish '

Saturday' from “one Seturday.' And 1e such 8 case, ft won't be possidle to
assign an Interval to [M}k‘ ot
*

Dowty (1979:3251) provides 2 methad for dealing with frame adverbials
of this sort, bt we won't attempt to peneralize It for use In thiy work
since, 43 noted abave, we don't attespt to Include propositions adout
{terated events fn this work. 1t 15, moreover, clear that any sech attespt
to generalize Dowty's method for milcctln here would require careful
accommodation of the contept of reference time: 18 would be unreasonadle to
conceive of there being a set of reference times Included in the sode! as
tesporal parasetars cnly IR Grder to thes be used In comnection with
propositions about fterated events.

e shall therefore content ourselves with the approcisation ia {2°),
nd continue with the sesantics of other elesents in this category,
:x;u‘:n sonbas fc eicl?ts. Nonprisitive emslu;: in this ::ugory

aclude as y UR v . lz % # . N
nd in IMO-% or ru os% ﬁ%

(3) @, Cpuy PREP, . Weat ), an,'(NPd')>

' 15 the meaning of the temporal an, distiact from the locative. Its
ntics are as 7ol lows:

(%) n{' 1s that function which takes as ts days and hes as
value, for every day 4, 1n every mode] A, and with respect
every progosition p, and times 5.9, and v, that function f such

that
Ag o b 1(0) 1Ff rsdand A, _Fp.
The combination of the temporal an with an sxpression which does not denote
4 day 1s semantically undefined Ta (4). It may be regarded as 111 formed
{since 12 15 therefore snomalous). It should De noted that (4) dses st
spec!fy how cartalin W0's come to denote days; that they do be taken a5
a reasonadle starting point, however. ((4) very definitely st p-
resuppose that W'y days senindexically. WNe may easfly allow that
NP's are interpreted with respect to any or 2all the paraseters s,r, or o.
The first two are cloarly required.)

The syntax of (3) 15 remfss 18 not providing an account of the an/am
allomorphy. This is a falrly complicated matter, however, a5 the pattern
In (5) might suggest:
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(5) an dem Tag (emph.) an dem Montag [emph.)
- Tap o WGatag
an dem Tag (enemph, ) * an dem Montag [unemgh,)

Cf. Schaud {1979) and referesces there for 4 sore complete discussion of
these Tssues. We wil) not concern curselves further with the satter here.
2 will sieply be written a3 am Defore the sames of the days of the week,
™ e procesd similarly for The other prepositfona) phrases which fusction
as frame sdverdials. For example, us:

(6) <12, (m nv,_ Wace ], .r'(vo'b

' 1s that function which tates as argements tises of the duy
and has as value, for every tiee T, with respect to every A, p, 5, &, and
r. that function f sech that:

Aggrk 10P) A0 p 11 [R'¢T and t'ct) and A, . b p.

The definfition presupposes that T may denote & tiee of day--that 15, the
same time On every day. It 15 unlike other temporal comstants used thas
far In that it doesa't denote a specific time, such as 2 pm on Sept. 26,
1983, but rather 2 pm on every a%

Yor is somewhat more nteresting fn that It takes duratioss as arge-
monts and ylelds frame adverdials a5 values. To defime the semantic
effects of vor, we first need to define the notion of Interval) bowed by a
and b, (a,0F

Definition, For a and b Intervals soch that ad
(a, b7 = I!!thunztb(tfutzh(nu: the interval between 2 and b)

As the definitfon stands, (a.b) might he efther an open or a Closed (or
half-open, or Malf-closed) interval, depending on a and b, This wil) play
no role In the use of the concept here.

Below 15 then the rule Introdecing ver, and 1ts lexical meaning:

(7) <213, [m PREP, oo MPdat 1. ""‘r""‘"

vor.' 15 that fesction which tekes dorations as argements and has
as value, flr every duration 4, and every A, p, 5, ¢, and r that fasction
f ssch that

Ay o.c b 100} 1FF £ (ittes and (t,5) fs Yength d1sA, . o

[vor 15 also interpreted to locate event time, Tn which case fts
C rule s somewdat different, Cf, 4.2 for an explication of this,.)
To see the Import of BR 213, we cxamine the derivation delow. We assume
that 2we! Stuaden 15 & dative NP, and that 1t desotes the duration two

(8) <213, Lpng PREP, . WPdat ], vory'(wd')>
The rule 1n (8) admits the subtree Below:
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9 FRAME

PP NP
tvor cdat

. e

™is will b assigned the Interpretation below (By the semantic part of the
rule In (8)):

vor, " (zwei-Stunden)

Since 2wel-Stunden” 15 Dy assumption the duration two hours, the adove fs
equivalent to that function f, such that, for all A, s.e.r, and p:

A, oo 0] 11F réltites o (t,5) {5 two hours In duratfon| and
Ll

‘s.c.f ».

The effect of adding frame adverdfals to verd phrases In cosbination
with tense and other sorts of temparal adverdfals s 11ustrated 1a the
follewing section, J.8,

Before closing this section, we thould note how combinations of frame
adverbials will be treated. This fs gquite straightforward semantic, and
fnvoives only one minor additfonsal ryle syntactically. Teo in, Tet us
nate that one way of Introdecing combimations of frame adverbials 1s quite
strafghtforward. Ne sfeply apply the Frame Adverdial MR fteratively. The
following 1s qufte Tegitimate:

[10) <2, [" ¥ ), V> : schlaf-
«fin

2, Logp WPynnge Vogor 1o V' (W0N'D FAC w8
-fin  sagr

L Loy Wyt Veage 1o PRESIV'(WPR')D> Tense M

ofin tagr (3.6.2)
pres

Q, Loy FRNEY, W, Y, ), FRANE, (PRESLY' (WPR' ) >

ofin agr Freme M2
pres

Qo IC" Ml. m:. '.“. "." ].

ofin vagr
pres

SIFRAMEL(PRES(Y' (Wn' 1)) )>
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The notation above fs noastandard: the subscripts have been added to
clarify the workings of the metarsles. They are not required to preserve
u-agc scope relationships, and they are certainly not staadard practice
In GPSE,

The final rule In the abave derivation Justifles the subtree Below:

cwr

«fin
‘pres

.“%t'z
agr sfin
/\ pres
l PREP L1

um

mrgea  ua  diese Zeit schlaeft

Using the semantic part of the final rule adove, we can verify that iters-
tive application s fndeed properly provided for. We exsmine the sentence:

(11) ...dass Hans morgen um diese Zeit schlaeft
o tomorrow At this time sleeplpres)
"o that Mans will Be sloeping Lomorrow 4t this time'
e astemes that diese Zeit denotes the Mour of the day as of speech time
(more exactly, YR 58t of times cach of whlch Includes & time whose hour of
the day conincides with spaech tise). Then the semantic interpretatios of
(11} may be determined as follows;
.
(') Am.,b- () e

l‘.e., Folum ' (diese-Zeit'))imorgen’ (PRES( schlaf-"(N))))
irf

el 1 jt™ [d!m-w!')l’...r and e Lt )

ind A, o b worgen’ (PRES(schlar-' (W)
it

1;%[“0:0-2-"'1&, o.r W04 t'er and r Sday following s
and Ag o . b PRES(schlaf-'(er"))
i

and e+r-<s and As.e.r l' schlaf-'(wn)
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Thus (11) 15 true In siteations such as the following:

s
"this time"

The Tterative application of the Frese Afverdial MR thys asounts to
mitfple sodification of reference time, and presents no sesmantic
difficultios (as asserted In 2.1 abowe). We note here again that the
relative scope of the adverbials 1s frrelevant. This be seen In the
above derfvation: had we evaluated morgea’(wm, (df t'1)p) rather thas
[um, (diese-Zeit')) (morgen’(p)), we would Save to switch the order of the
firit two conjuncts in the fina) 1ine of the derfvation abowe, but there
would de no change in the set of conjuacts.

There 15, however, & syntactic imadequacy of the treatsent thus far,
samely the fatlure to allow sech sultiple freame adverdials constitaent
status, which 14 regeired Lo generate sestences such as the following:

(12) Morgen = diese Zeit schlaeft or
tosorrow at this tise sleepipres) he
'He'11 be stecping tomorrow at this time'

We say Introduce such compound frase adverdbials with the following rule:

Compound Frase Adverdial M
QU Doppe PO, AN, ... FRANE ],
Ap[FRANE, (FRAME, (... IFRANE_(p))... 00D

R 214 Sustifies the subtree Delow:

FRAME
FRAME FRAME
nt,?\occ
um
norgen um  dlese Telt

™his sight have been used ¢.9. In conmection with the rule derived in the
third step of the derivatica In {10) sbowe. This would Jegitisate the
subtree below:
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(13) cyp
+fin
//T.’"\
wn FRa ¥
‘agr sfin
wpres
FRAML .2
PRgP Wacc
+un

morgen um  diese leit schlgeft

T™he Interpretation of this structure, prescribed 1a the same rule, 1s
strafghtforward, onte BR 214 13 Incorporatad,

FRAME (PRES(Y" (NPn"))) 3rd ryle In (10)
FRAME » Ap(morgen’ ({um, (diese-Teft'))(p))) BR 214, 210, 212

mm'u-,wm-wnmm (PRESCschlaf-"(H)))

morgen’ ({um, (@lese-Zeft')) (PRES(schlaf-"[er'))))

The above formula s exectly that whose truth cosditions were derived In
(117) above, except that the relative scope of sorgea’ and

(dfese-Zeft') has boen reversed. But since the relative scope of frame

fals 1s fmmaterial to truth comditions (as noted above), this means

therefore that the above formula 15 equivalent to the om oniuud in
(11'), which seems correct.

This concludes the discussion of tesporal adverdfals. It wil) be
resumed in 4.2 and 4.3, end the Interaction of teeporal particles and
tempora) sdverdials wil) be takes up im 3.9.

3.8 Some Derivations

In order %0 Best appreciate the effects of the rules Introduced in 3.7,
some derivaticns should be sxanined. Begisaing with 8% 15, we apply the
Flat Adding of Complements MR (FAC-MR) and the Tense WR:



{1} «§, t", PREF, ¥ ], PREFeY'> -=> (FAC-MR)

fin
eyt

A8, [yp PP, uee PREF, ¥ ), PREFOV'(PP' > o> (FAC-MR)
«fin

A5, Dopp WM, PP, PREF, ¥, __ ], PREFeV' (99" )(WPn')>

sagr
*
."” r and ‘m..’
a5, oy TOP, v.- PP are PREF, v,", 1.
-fin age TENP " (PREF SV (99" )(WPn' } >
-3 (TENSE-MR)

(2) <15, [oyp TEWP, WP, PP, . PREF, ¥, ],

ofin oy PRETITO ' (PREF oY (PP ) (NPR' ) ) )>
tpret

To this we apply the Derived Categorfes Metarule, obtaininmg:

as, (cmm TOP, ”f::." 7 saut PREF, '0099 ).
*fin
pret

A%y (yp) (PRETUTENP (PREF Y (PP ) (x*))) 1>

tg:r:g the relative position of the NPn/"Pn trace, e LP rules allow
only 's to be assocfated with this Tast 10 statement, ome of which
Is provided with (4), The relevent LP rules are repeated fn (3) for
convenience. [Recall that prefises are nonfinite verbs In feature
specification,)

{3 v.". <« X X
o

< v

-yord -fin

(6) a8, (oo non Voage "P0/NPn TENP PP o PREF ],
+fin ol
o
spret AX®r (up) (PRETITENP (PREF#Y" (PP*) (x*))))>
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{Given our LP statesmnts thus far, the prepositional phrase mfght SNave
preceded the temporal adverdial 1n (&) § 2y the NWPn/WPa trace, there
fs no other possidility.) The Linking rule schema incledes:

<100, [s Wn CW/NPn ], CYP/NPn’ (WPn)>
. *agr  tagr

The following tree 15 thus a)lowed:

(s) s
e

we CYP /o
*Js +fin

7o g

ofin Js sauf *11
’gﬁ ‘acc
. DR
*11
PREP e
0.‘7 I

passte t stundealang auf ste wf

Er passte stundemlang auf sfe auf
he watched for hours on them PREF
'He watched them for hours'

BR 100 and [2) sdove allow us to derive the semantics associated with (5),
represeated by (6):

(6) AZ% up) (PRETITENP ' (aufpass-' (ste’)(2))) [er')

From BR 200 wo know that TEMP' « DUR' (~ stundealang’'). We may alse

simplify the L-expression 1n (6), to obtainm (7), whose truth coaditions are
derived in (8):

{7) PRET(stundenlang' (sufpass-'(sfe')(er')))

(8} A [7) 1FF per<s and A stun]'(sufpass-'(sie' )ler))
e ! Wt "uu. of 'PRET,' 1.6)



.m.

(1 por<s and there 13 an o' such that
1.0 15 & Tisa) subinterva) of o'

2. " 1a a8} two hours h,
o Vige' A’.':‘f aufpass-"(ste )ler')
The sentencs In [5) holds then 1a the following sort of sftuation:

(9 time of 'his watching thee'

e S

.
', 4t Teast two hours loeg

The tree 1a (5) c-plqgs the English-1ike subject-predicate word order,
but we might Just as easily have derived a sontence with a different
"fronted™ constitueat, This would be accomp)ished by uslm’ the Frosting
M, somowhat dffferently to (2) abowe; this may yfeld (10}, which
complements (11), ssother Instance of the 1inking schems:

(10} <15, Copp pppye TEWP. WPmom, PPauf/PPaut, PREF, V, . 1,
+fin vogr
spret

u'""."(nmm" [PREF+Y" [x)(NPR*))) )>

(11) <00, [, PPauf, CWP/PPauf ], CVP/PP'(PP')>
e

“tonu-n. these adait the tree In {12) with e iatarpretation In
13):

{12) S
*oc
/\c"m.'
PPoufl o
"ace +fin
Ognt
*3s
Mmer NPace +15
0 I m
| ¥ Wnom TEW PRSP
! sie fin 43 J- *15
prot
+15
s ‘

passte er stundenlang ¢ wf
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Auf sie passte er stundemlang auf
on them watched he for hours PREF
"He watched them for hours'

(13) Ay epauf) (PRET( stundenlang’ (aufpass-"(x)ler')))) [ste')
PRET(stundenlang' | aufpass-‘(sfe’)(er')))

(13) 15 fdentical to (7), 50 that the seatences thes analyzed are
provably equivalent.

Ve night Ty well Bave applied the Fronting MR's to the €V rule In
(2) to create (14), and have instantiated the fronted schesa as In (15),
soth of which comdine to admit the tree in (16), whose semantics are
displayed in (17):

(14) A8, [oyo rpp PREF, TOR/TOR, PPasf, WPnoe, ¥

1.
vagr
R i

Mty repy (PRETUXIPREFSY' (727 ) (89 1)) )

(18] <100, [ TEWP, CVP/TOW 1, CvP/TOR" (TEW' 1>

o
(16) s
on
/\mmn
The o
/ +fin
wpret
Nt
DUR .
v Wnos | PPaul JTEW  PREF
stundenlang ofin s tace +15
spret
*15 mm
*3s Touf |

passte er wr sfe ¢ auf

Stundenlang passte er auf sie auf
for hours watched he on them PREF
‘He watched thes for hours'



{(17) u,‘m,,(mm-muumo'umm [stundenlang')
PRET(stundenlang' {aufpass-'(sie' )(er')))

Since (17) 15 fdeatical to (7) and (13), 1t 15 cbvicusly equivalest to
the sentences analyzed in (5) and (12).

It 1s worth sxaninfng & sestence with pecalfarly Germean tempora!
medification,

(18) Morges sind wir rwel Jahre Mer
tomorrow are we twd youars bere
"We'1) have been here two years as of tomorrow’

The derivation of the rules sible for (1B} Segins with BR 9 (from
3.3.1), o which first the predicative and nominative are added via the
FAC-MR, second the durative via the TDW MR, third tense via 1ts MR, and
finally the frame adverdia) also via M:

(19) <5, (m Y A <> [FAC-MR)
«fin
.pm

9, (” PRID, Vv ], Y'(PRLD' > > (FAC-MR)
«fin

9, (oyp WPn, PRED, ¥, __ ], V'(PRED')(WPR')>  -o>
05
fin 497 (TOw-R)

9, [oyp WPn, TOW, PRED, ¥, ], TOW'(V'(PRED )(NPn"))>

fin Y7 2l
=) "‘Elﬁ-‘)
o, [ Wn, TEWP, PRED, ¥ ]
. C" . . * "4 .
ofin TOO7 v
spres PRESITENP ' (V' (PRED')(WPR")))>
> (FRAME-MR)
<9, [oyp WP, FRANE, TEW, PRED, ¥, ],
ofin "49° >,
‘pres

FRAVE' (PRES[TOW' (V' (PRED" ) (Wn ") 1) )>

The Derived Categories M may be applied to cbtain:
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L N P ':./:n. FRAME, TENP, PRED, V, ., 1.
sfin

spres
Axy yp (FRANE (PRES(TEMP" (V' (PRED")(x)))D>

which may be used in conjunction with the Linking rule schesa:

<100, [s Wn  CVP/Ra ), CYPAR (NP )
vuc tUIr Yy

BR 202 (from {5) fn 3.7.1) wil) also be put to wse:

a8 will & Yexical entry from [2) I 3.7.3, and & rule allowing hier to de
used predicatively, to edmit the following tree:

{20) s
-
/\mmll
Nn -
+1p] +1pl
/ s«fin
wir
v NPn/NPn Fras e PRsD
o::] +1p! |
«fin
: i)

:;" WPacc
sind t morgen Twe hier

Wir sind morgen  2wel Jahre hier
we are tomorrow tw0 years here
"Ne' 11 have bees here twod yoars a3 of tosorrow’

Comdbining the semantics specified fn (19) with those in BR 100, we predict
the Interpretation of the tree {20) as 1n (21), the truth conditions for
which are derived In (22):

{21) u‘"')("‘(MSI!J'(Q‘-‘(M‘N:H)) (wir')
morgen’ [(PRES(20 "' (set-"(hier' ) wir'))))
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(22} A, , b (21), by (2') in 3.7.2, 41¢
e risa interval of the day following & and
A o.p [ PRESI2- (set-" (ler" ) wir' )

By the definftias of “PRES' fn 2.3.2, the latter conjunct holds 1ff
eerfs and A L b 29" (sel-"(Mer’ )wir')),
f.e. by (5) In 3.7.1 117

e*rfs and there i3 an ¢' such that
1. ¢ 15 & final subinterval) of o'
2. ¢ 1s at Yeast [2 Jadre), Yooy
Cviee' A b sel- (Mér') (wle')

> 'm&‘;ho sentence 1o (20) s true In sftuations such as the one sketch-
n 3

‘a’ - e ’
.r‘ " S VQ(-ﬂ
o g the day after s
P e', ot Teast two
Vs years Tong
The frageeat thus sccommodates these distinctly German temporal con-
structions quite readily. Sfaflar, even more Complicated tespora)l modi-
fication 1s asalyzed 1n 4.2, Alternative applicatfons of the fronting M's
{cf. 3.4) would allow us %o derive amy of the following senteaces (in a
fashton amalogous to the derivations fa [10)-(12) and (14)-(16) above):

{28) a. Worges  sind wir 2we! Jahre Mer
tomOrrow Are we twd yoars here
‘We'll heve been here two yoars as of tomorrow'

. Iwe! Johre sind wir sorgen Aler

c. Mier sind wir morgen 2wei Jahre

A1 of these will be assf the same truth conditions, as a glasce at the
semantics of the Derived Categorfes MR and the Linking Schems may verify,

A fina] example 11Tustrates the troatment of Frist adverdfals. We
begin, a5 always, with a BR [In this case (13)), to which the MR adding
complesents, the TENP-MR, and the Tessing MR all apply:

(25) A3, (ppp PREF, ¥ ], PREFeV'> «<> (2 x FAC-MR)

-fin
-NPgen

ad, Ly D‘u. NPgen, PRIF, v,.' ), PREFY (N ) INPR' >
Z g
b > (TOP-)
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(lsg [m 'w. .‘. .’. m. ".r
«fin oy

TENP' (PREF4V' (NPg" J(NPa' ) )>

«s> (Tonse W)

a3, gy TOW, Wa, Wg, PREF, ¥, ),
ofin e
‘oot PRETITOP (PREF4Y" (NPg" ) (WPn* )))>

Let ws also recall By 201, 203, and 204, repeated here for con-
venience:

(26) <208, [yppp FRIST ], FR>
@03, (pprgr Poqpen 10 P72

tdat
<204, (" PREP 4 pp WPdat 1, PREP' (W' ) i In
+inFR
sdet

T™he rules In (26) Justify the subtree in (27) and, together with the

Texical en for fn (fa (7) fn 3.7.1), assign the seaning fn (28) to fts
terminal string, 1n efner Stunde:

(27) ‘rll:w
FRISY
4
+isFR
+dat
L NPdat
o'ﬂfl
in einer
R

in einer Stunde
n one Dhour
1n an hoyr'
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(28) (assumt that of denotes the duration of one howr)
in'lelse ') 13 u. -Mch. for al) models A,
m!tim r and times ¢

A,..., (In"[efne Stunde' ,‘9{‘ l" 0 13 at sost one hour lTong and

s!r -

Applying the Derived uurvlos MR to the rule In (25), and choosing
the correct Instance of the Linking schema, naa*n(ﬁ

(29) s
™
/\cvmm-
NP nom o
L 13 *3s

/ ofén
sprot
+11

er N’
¥ WPn/"n gen Tow

+Js | +13
+fin FRISY
tpret I
1) PP Merr
/ «inFR
+dat
wurde t  dar Situation
pagy NPdat

siFR

/

in einer
5.9 The Syntax of Tesporal Schos

Tesporal schon 15 one oF & small class of adverdial particles, Includ-
u.nuhond !n'amawﬂwnmuwm“h
construction w another tesporal adverdial. The following may Be taken
as representative of schon's syatactic rangs:

(1) a. Erwar schon &
he was already there
‘He was already there'

b. Schon stundenlang war er &
for hours
‘Me'd been there for hours [a)ready)’

. (%) In schon zwel Stunden Lommt or
in tws howrs come he
‘He')) come 1n Just two hours'



.“z.

d. Schoa sorgen komat er
tomorrow
'Me's coming tomorrow’

To provide for exasples such as [lal, the syntax clearly sust allow the
independent fntroduction of schom fnto VP rules. The following rule
accomp 1ahas this:

Parsicle I
@, [oyp X1, P> =2 <n, [0 PART X ], PART'(F)>
P : schom, noch, erst

The second 1ine 15 esseatially » lexical fasertion rule: ft stipelates that
the Texical primitives on the right are mesbers of the category PART. The
mraning of schon (and erit] was preseatad In 2.6 the ssaning of will
be the subject of 4.1, The Particle MR then provides for Int of
particles fato CYP rules {and thys WP sudtrees) as famediate dawphters of
CYP. The sort of rule derfvation which this foresees s exactly parallel
o that emplayed 1 the fntroduction ¢.9. of deratives, which was
11lustrated fn derivatfon (1) in 3.8, We therefore f further
1lustration here, and we merely assert hat thls palr of reles will allow
the geseration of setences such as (la). Schon and the other particles
tend to appear sarifer In VP's, But since They @ not seem %0 be
constrained to appear at only certain pofnts, no further LP rules would
seom Lo be roguired In connection with the particle MR, [As soted In 2.6,
many spesiers resist fronting schom Independently, so that 1t may mot
appear In 1s0lated proverbal pdsition for these speakers. St this 15 2
matter of constraining the Frooting MR appropristely, and it doesn't call
for additiona) LP rules.)

e note that the Particlie MR does not stipulate that the CVP rule to
wAich the provision for particles 135 0 be added %¢ finfte, or that Tt Mo
sonfinite. This reflects the fact that there is no essential scope rela-
tloaulg'um schoa' and e tesse wich will aventually fatarpret the
finite W, (N.b. There 15 no essential scope relationship im the preseat
semantic : there almost certainly s 1m sany others.)

t schon appears with other words before the finite verd In
(1b)=(1d) Indicates That ft 13 part of & constiteent with those words.
Further syntactic rules are fred to pravide for the existence of such
constituents. Ne haadle the sfeplest case, [(1d), first,

Particle +» Frame Adverdial W

. . L
FRAME @, Cepusg Fo PART 1, Ap(F" (PARY" (p)))>

The order of elesents 1n constituents admitted by the rule adove 1s free;
in addition to {14), we find:
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(2) Morgen schon tommt eor

Er kosmt morgen schon

Er ktommt schon morgen

Thus o0 further LP rules will e required.
Using the Particle + Frame Adverdial MR, weo

ruvut & derivation of
(14), begisning with the Yexica! insertion rule for basic frame adverbials,
wAich we nusber B8 210 here:

@10, [ppe ¥ 1. X°> : morgen,... ((2) 1n 2.7.2)

@10, Trgug *+PART 1, Ap(X(PART'(p))1>  Part B Frame Adv. W

The above rule Justifies the sxfstence of the preverbal constituent. WNe
2150 need » rule adaitting the VP:

<2, [" 4D from J.3.1
-fin

2, leygp W, ¥

1. viieen' >
‘agr
ofin tOOr

FAC -

2, (c’ '“0 '.." ). PRESIY (NPn"))> Tense W
ofin  sagr
pres

Given this, the Frase MR ((1] fn 2.7.2) allows that:

2, [y FRUE, n::&v,m ], FRAME(PRES(Y (NPn")))>
ofin

pres
And the Derived Categories MR that:

a, (cz po— T u'.:.'v,m 1, ATLFIPRES(Y' (WPn'))))>
sfin

pres

Finally, B2 100, reprated here for comvenfence, admits the required 5
eode.

<100, (‘ FRAME CYP/FRAME ], CVP/FRAME'(FRAME')>  ((2) 1n 3.4)
L



> 100«

The abave rules cosbine to adait the following tree:

s
//”””’:::\\\\‘\\
FRAME CYP/FRANE
ac
PARY ofin

T R Kl

v Nn
ofin s
pres
s
2

tomme er

The meaning assigned to thils tree may be colculated wsing the
semantics sections of the same rules:

CVP/FRAME " (FRAME " )

AFCF(PRES (koms-"(er))) ) (Apimorg' {schenlp))))
Aplmorg' (schon(p)) ) (PRES(komm-"(er)))

morg' { schon! PRES (komm-"(er))))

R This may be evalgated using the sesantic rules of earlier sec-
ons.

b morg' {schon' (PRES(komm-"(er')))) ¢
re day following s and
A‘ o [ Schon" (PRES(kome-"(er")))
eR fef, (2°) 1n 2.7.2)

‘S.C.'

and the latter 11f

o<r and A‘.,.,}- PRES(kome-"(er']) (by 2.6's analysis of schom')
end the Tase 1Y

rea-<3 and “,o.r" komm-‘ler') (2y (1') 1n 2.3)
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Thus (14) has the follwing set of treth conditions:
‘;,o.r} (14) 117 rothe 701!::'!?? s and e<r and ree.<s

‘u.o.r
% \\7 »
the day following s
The analysis of the cosdimation of ¢ frame adverdial seems

sumsrmg that we dﬁ'tﬂc"ly its nciples to the comdination of
schon + tive and schen + Frist adverdfal, exemp)ified In (1b) and (lc),
respectively. This 15 the task of the following rule:

Particle ¢ Temporal Adverbisl i
<n, (.m' £ ), F> - «n, (TD' X, PART J, aplF(PART"(p)))>

This MR assigns particles scope within tesporal adverbials, and places the
particie as a sfister to the other constituents within the composite con-
stituent. The scope of particles s thes specified to Be narrow e the

case of both rule combining particles with other 1 adverdfals. The
scepe of vis-a-vis duratives or Frist sdverbials 1s not crectfal--
either af have boea used 1n the Taterpretation schesa 1n the rule

on the right. Specifying that the particle 1s to de & sister constitueat
of the other elements of the temporal adverbial fs crucial, however, 1f we
gre to be able to generate the order oxemplified 1n élcl. in schon zwef
Stundea. 1f the MR had stipulated a constituent of [ s Ohis
o could not be gencrated.

Not every order of elements within this constituent s grammatical. Ve
find Instead the following pattern;

schon In 2we! Stunden
3 1n schon pwe! Styaden
* {n zwe! schon Stunden
in zwel Stunden schon

The fact that the third order 15 exclieded may be seen from the formulation
of BR 204, the syntax part of which s repeated here for conveafence:

- PRE? s armist "ogee
sinfRIST

There 13 simply no provision for material 20 be added within the W, If
the order In wel S , {1c), 13 to be excleded as wel), the
sioplest way mis be %o a: %‘ the constituent strecture (, TEW PART ).

In fact, Powever, 1t i3 excluded In the present formulation of the rules as
woll, because BR 203 Introduces the prepositiomal phrase bencath the node
FRIST, which BR 201 fietrodaces beneath the mode TDWP, To adwit phrases
with this strecture, wo wiuld actually have to revise the proseat mt- of

rules in favor of MR Introdection. is revision would retain 2
(repeated above), and Introduce 1t ender TENP in virtue of 2 MR such as
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ehis:

@, [y e P e o, [ o0 1 P2
+1nFRIST

(There might be as fntermediate step as well, 1f the category FRIST §s to
be retafned.) Since the status of examples such as {1c) 15 1n doudt, this
revisfon will not be adopted hare. Ne merely note here that mone of the
ntt:m of grammaticality judgements present {nsuperadle descriptive
probless,

The derfvation of actus) examples using the Particle + Tempora)
Adverbfal MR proceeds exactly parallel to the derivation of examples using
the Particle ¢ Frame Adverbial MR, f1lustrated above.



Notes--Chapter Three

1. Cf. dewever, Uszhoreit [1982).

2. As mitters stand, #t any rate, OF course, other theories may be
s0re restrictive In matters of admissidle categories and features, uses of
mln and features, Adnissible semantic rules and primitives, or

logica) or lexical structure, stc. They might them reject some of
the rules delow.

3, Nor Iy 1t tree 1f we attend not only to the rules, bat also to thelr
specification In rasmar, This will Decome clear Delow.

&, The sentences 'n [J) Selow are acceptable to most, but not all [of
the afne) native speaters asked. Here, Just a3 at many other pofnts, 1t
seemed a3t 10 work with the more 1iberal judgements. This 1s justified by
the subtlety of the fromting constructfon, which 1s subject to a good dea)
of poorly understood pragmatic conditioning (and which 13 taten up Briefly
below fn the text). This wou'ld explafn the unscceptabiifty of many grasma-
tical sentances. The mative speslers perhaps couldn™t readily fmagine
pragsatically ate situaticas. The emphasis on the more 1fbers!
Judgements may 2150 be especially Justified Becowse many of the native
speakers ssked were aniversity-level teachers of German; they tesded to
20pt & decidedly 1cal tack 1n responding.

S. But cf, Keenan {1975) snd Xawashisa (1980) on the unboundodsess of
Gersen Wh-movemsnt, which Tikewise 1y often regarded as clause-bounded,

6. One runs the risk of Teaving the relevant (acceptadle) examples
arcund the next Fr . of course, and the risk fs especially acute
using this sort ata, oo which cf, note 4. Should such data forth-
coming, the rules of conjunction might be made more general, as the text
will point out.

7. Johnson (ms.) develops the proposal In Nerbosse (1982¢) to wse
complement features (n describing the syntax of the German YP, exteading
the system propoted there to Include suxiliary werbds.

8. It turss owt that al) natfve speaters consulted accept (2.3) (and
{2.1) sod (2.2]) and therelore differ from the judgemsnts fn Neldoiph et
al. (1981). In gomeral, this work 15 350 carefully done that ! would
hMesitate Defors assuming that the Judgements there are siaply wrong, The
system reguired to deal with the varfety which accepts a)l of the sentences
in (2) 15, bowever, aleo stepler (Dy the assempiion of a hiers of
complement features) thas one which disallows (2.3) and accepts (2.1) and
(2.2). %o hierarchy 1s needed to sccount for all the judgesents [ cea
verify. The dats osght to be checked, therefore.

9. For Uhe Sudgemeats reported 1a Helfdolph [1981:720) at Teast one such
hierarchy 1s required, even 1f 1t turns out that 1t fsa’t valid for al)
verds [In which case several would e required). 1 speculate that the
hierarchy in [5) [which at Jeast reflects how readily the 4ffferent
complements comsbine with verds to form PYP's) 15 Just Leserz's (1977)
u‘nm;t;:':m of comtitomts-~In reverse, On this point, cf. Lener:

10, Uszkoreit (1982) uses a similar set of LP statoments, which, sore-
over, inspired the prosant one, But Me does not Include a parallel to
u.zi. and Instead lets the feature [*ac) mart only finite verds 1a main

- INY -



clauses, Then (9.2) fs Jest an Instance of

K € ¥ o

1., Uszkoreit can replace (9.2) and (9.3) with a single LP statement,
This Is possidle because his syntax does not foresee 1n3tances where
auxS1fary or moda) verds occur &3 cocomstityents with participles or
Infinitives. They are rather ssalyzed as verdbs in WP + ¥ stiructures, 1.e.
coconstituents with YPs. But (1) auxilfaries and [11) modals may be
coconstituents with mafn verbs:

(s Yafen haben duerfte er wohl nichis
sleep af) might he well not
‘He certainly couldn't have sleptr’

(1) Tafen wuessen hat er
s%%ﬁhﬂ mﬂgrt) NIX he

‘He had to sleep

If this passidility were restricted to Infinitive auxtifaries and modals,
then again, one needn’t reject UszkorefT's LV reles. (Morecver, some
addition would be fred to either set of LP statements,) But finite
verbs behave simidarly:

(991) ..., dass sfe das Buch gelesen hatten und be

COMP they the dook read(prt) AUX  and discessi{inf)
wollten
want

"Loothat they had read the dock and wanted to dfscuss 1t'

The order of elements within the cosjunct gelesan hattes 13 accounted for

by (9.3), similarly for be woll
11, VUszkoreft (1982) v . roduction of separadle prefices
inas on various word orders.

12, Shortly before this was Tinfshed, | received draft saterials, not
clearly intended for publiication or guotation, which propose a treatment of
separable prefines within GPSG where the relationship between prefic and
stom 13 syatactic when the two are separate, and lexical when together.

The paper first Introduces the prefix via 4 word formation rule, which s
consistent with Timited predictadility fn sebca fzatfon, but which
sonetheless-«1in this case-~1s safd to have & parely compositiona)
semantics. This 15 the source of the prefix-verd cosbinsation found
everywhere except 1o main assertion clauses (in al)l those places where
preafix-verd 13 1ndeed always writton a3 4 single word), But the prefix and
verb may 2130 be Introduced syntactically, fn which case the seme
compositional semantics 1s esployed (and requiredl), and {some of) the
m«wizm?‘;:cts arv‘ :mm;n&'-mtcm,;. T™his u'mld’:n the
CONSAQUEnCe exanple uied In toxt -woh reg A
dative), would be 11)-formed 17 1t sppeared -‘#W‘l%un n.l.’ed by
fts stem, wohmen, because fts meaning, bef'(woha-') has sontensical valee
wan mf!Ww 1ocative argement [or 1t has no meaning at al)). This
many that the 111-formedeess s syntactic whesever bei appears in
noafinite form or outside of msain classes, aad seman { ~-wohnen
appears [separated) In maln clauses. This seems awkward, but Conadle.
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Untensdle, om the other hand, 15 the account of bel-wohnen's
woll-formedness with dative WP's. Recall that rules derfved by metaryie
fnberit the subcategorization ¢lass of the rule ey are derived from,
T™his means that no rule derived from wohnea wil) be subcategorized to take
anything but Tocative PP's. There wiTT B8 no provision for the dative W's
requ! by Belwshnes.

Simitariy v e 1s the supposition that the meaning of the
separable fix verb 1s derived compositionally from the prefix and the
verd, & text argues, and 43 the cospariscn of wobaen and residieren,

Y % A

soth "to Yive, reside,’ with bei ‘to be imherest 1n'
Sefresidigren, The difficelty sataryle Introduction of the
SepardsTe prefix 13 that 1t relfes on the semantics to f1)ter out

wwarranted cosbinations, 10 that 1 ¢t dlocks bel'(residier-'), then It
will 2%50 dlock bel'(wobn-'), since wohne' » residier-',

13. Modarg [1981:181) notes spparent counterexamples to this striking
geseralization. These are Interesting, dut clesrly iavolve other factors.
Her two examples are the following:

NIt den Muehnern 1ns Bett gehen sie dort
with the chickens to ded they there
‘They 9o ta bed with the birds'

NIt dom Ploll, dem Bogen, Surch Gedirg und Tal Lommt der Schuetzer
with the arrow the Sow  through H111 aad dale comes the archer
gerogen
4r oo
‘The archer comes, marching, with bow and arrow, over hill and dale’

I sugpest that the first 15 a [semifrozen) Texicelfzation and that the
second, which 13 stylistically quite marted, favolves some sort of grosping
:atg ; ;.nm sdverdial, Thus sefther wiyld 2o relovast to the dfscussion
. - L -

14, 1t s possidle to save the analysis techaicelly by adding ome or
sore Indices to the mode] especially for reference by duratives (and fre-
quentatives), For example, the seatence below

Er studiert schon 2we! Jahre
he study already 2 years
‘He's studied for 2 years'

might be analyred as true at 1ngices s,r.0,.d (read 'd'as "durative
reference’) 1Ff

[1) the event time ¢ 15 the Tength required by the durstive aad
(11) e durative-Tess sentance Is satisfied at s,r. 0, 50b-4

whore the 4 has beea changed to sub-d to Iadicate that the tenseless
sentence radical will be expected to exhibit the subinterval

property-«f.e. that the ftion will be expected to De tree not only of
fts ovent time, Byt 4Y30 of every ssbinterva) thereof. This fs cbviouwsly a
technical trick to save the verb cperator amalysis. It ammihilates the
notion that fadices ocught to be contextually promisent (30 that spesters
and hearers sight reasosably Rave sccess to them). 1 can't say that it
wouldn't work, however,



15. Brame (1978) 15 the source of the spelling prodibiticn. Cf. Gazdar
et al. (1981:6) on 1ts status withia GPSG.

16. In fact, the syntax of the conjunction schema specifies o slightly
different structyre: v

v Y+
[+feat.x] [+feat.x]

oW v
[+foat.x)

But we aren't concerned with this here. Cf. Gazdar (1981) for detalls on
the strecture of coordination,



Chapter &: Extending the Fragment

4.1 The Perfect Tenses
4.1.1 T™he Forms of the Perfect

As part of the Inflectional parsdign of cach Gersan verd, we find e
following anslytic Perfect fores:

{1) AuxiPros)-Perfect Participle or hat Taf
Aux{Past)-Perfoct Participle er hatte afen
Aux(inf) -Perfect Participle er suss .

1f we cared o analyze werden as & future suxiliary, then a further elesent
in the paradige 15 predTctabTe:

(2) AgxiFat) -Perfect Participle or wird geschlafen habes

But Vater (1975) argues correctly that werden functicas Just as the other
sodals semantically and should not be regarded as a future tense. e may

therefore concentrate on the forms 1n (1), Not 211 werds use as the
Perfect audilary; the alternative 15 sefn, but the chofce the two
has no tesporal import. Moreover, mg'h no mrp wiy to predict the

chofce of auxiliary, o1hwr teaporally or otherwise.” For this reason, we
will allow that the chofce of auxiliary verd Is Texically marked,
A sample paradige for each of e auxliliary verds:

(3) Presest Mt geschlafen hat
Past hatte geschlafen hatte
Iafinitive peschlafen hadben Raben

(4) Present fst gastorben ist
Past war gestorden war
Infinitive gestorben sein sein

We often refer to the Past Perfect 4y the Pluperfect, and the Present
Perfect simply as the Perfect.

4.1.2 The Meaning of the Perfect Tenses
Truth conditions for sentences fnvolving each of these tenses may be
readily formslatad In the present framework.
(S) A, , [ PEAF(D) 11F (1) 1F scr, then de'<r Ay gt o b P
or (11) 11 ~(32r), then eer<s ang A, . _ bp.
'..l

(" and _ a8 im

e Q) -
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{6) Naechsten Froftag hat er des Brief geschricbes
mext Friday AX he the letter writelprt)
"Me'l) have the letter written by next Friday’

(1) a
e 3

as In:
(7) £r hat den Drief geschrichen
he AUX the Totter writelprt)
'We wrote the letter'

Before commenting on this Interpretation of the Presest Perfect, we 1ist
the seanings assigeed 1o the Past Perfect and the Perfect Infinftive,

(8) A b PLIB(p) 1Ff ecrcs and A‘.."}p.

s.0,r
f.e.
. F 3
as In:
Sust hat Rolf gesprochen. [r hatte den Brief geschricbes.
S ANXR (pre) Mo AX  the Tetter writelprt)

'Sus! spoke to Rolf. Me had writtea the letter.'

(9) A o o PERFINFD) 1ff ecrandA, . . b ».

{.e.

- r -
as In:

Er gab 24, den Brief geschricben 2y haden,
he admitipast) the letter write(prt) o AX
'Me admitted having writtea the letter,'

The asalyses of the Perfect Iafinitive and the Pluperfect are not
nrﬂiﬂcﬂy controversial, so that very 1ittle will be sald here about
them.” The Ploperfect fs exactly Relchenbach's (1947:297) versioa, which
was further defended In 1.7.1, and the Perfect Iafinitive Bas bees examined
for the sake of 4isplaying the entire paradigm. It will not de incorpor-
ated Into the fragment, Just a3 no other mylti-clausa) constructions have
boeo“ « The analysfs of the Perfect, on the other haad, 15 sudject to

Spute.

Let us first note that in (511) the meaning of the Perfect does not

@i ffer from that of the Past, descridbing past time. Thus the following
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faforence 15 expected to hold:

(10} 'nﬂin.'

We predict them that the Perfect can replace the Preterite [or Past
tense--these terms are used fnterchasgeadly here) without affectisg truth
value. The replacement afght of course affect any of a number of other
things, such 43 ¢.9. style, and in particeiar the well-iaown preference for
the Preterite 1n narrative. But the Inference seems vallid in svery Case.

Case (51) anlayzes the gse of the Perfect to describe future timm,
Tareo aspects of {1) should be noted carefully. Fiest, 1t oaly licenses
the future use of the Perfect In contexts where reference tiee I3 1n the
future, o.9. those 1a which fature frame adverdfals are prosent. To
appreciate this condition, wo exsaine #n example of the Perfect with o
fature frase adverbial,

The rule interpreting frame adverbfals fs repeatad here for
convenience:

(11) for ¢ ; frame advertial, p a propositi
“s,o.r fip) ifr r‘.'-.[f)“ " A‘...' p

We would thus assigs (6) the amalysis (12):
(12) neechsten-Freitag’ (PEWF[er-den-Brief-schreid-'))

8y (11), this halds In A 4t 5.0,r 111 r falls within the tise denoted by

naechsten Frel and PERT (er-den-Brief-schreid-") holds 1a A at s.e,r.

SThce -:!'Pr'f% clearly YHes in the future with respect t0 &, we must

m}y‘cu‘a:;’(l) of the Perfect Interpretation rule (5), which ylelds that
fr .

(13} rc [f),, and 3Ze’tr and er den Brief schreid: holds at o'

(14}

-
v

-

| 3 r

e, tlee of
writing next Friday

The requiresent n (51) that the future use of the Perfect be limited to
ﬁw?tim with future reference time explaing the distinction betwess (15)
and (16},

[15) T hat s Bis jJetzt micht geschriebes, ader naechstesa Freitag
AUX it t1Y) now not writelprt) Bet mext Friday

nat or 05 sicher geschrieden,
AUX he 1% surely writa(prt)

‘T hasn't written 1t yot, dot he')] hawe 1t written by Fri.'
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[16) T hat e bis jJetzt alcht geschricten, aber er hat es sicher
geschrioben,

The second conjunct i (15) has & future referesce time, as evidenced by
the future adverdial, nu!ghsm t'nl:_g. The avent tise, f.e. the time of
his writing, must prec re nce time, Dot 1t may stil] be In the
future, as sketched 1n (14), This 1s compatible with the first conjunct,
{.e. his not having written It to date. No swch future reference time 1%
specified In the second conjunct of (16), which, soreover, sust De esxpected
to share the reference time of the first conjenct, This 15 the time
demoted by Jetzt, speech time. (7) specifies that this second conjunct be
true 1ff the 3 ¢ proposition holds at some past event time, byt this
contradicts the first conjunct of (16), and the sestence s nomsensical.

The second Important aspect of (Mf to note f5 that 1t 15 not exactly
Refchendach's Future Perfect, reproduced here as (17). It 15 fastead
compatible with both {17) and (13).

. g— Jrv— T

(18)

L] s ) T

That the present analysis Is correct I3 evidenced by the possibility of
sentences swch as (19):

{19) Ich weiss nicht, ob er a5 geschrieben hade,
"1 don’t know whether he has written 1t [already).

Neochsten Freltag hat er os ader sicher geschricben,
next Friday AUX he 1t but surely writel(prt)
But by next Friday he'll surely have 1t written,'

The asalysis (71), fn claining that the Perfect may represest
(unamdiquousiy) sitsations (17) asd (18), contradicts Mornstein's
(1977:522) clatm that satura) 12 tenses always represent at most one
structure sech as (17) or [18). !urio [1981) makes thls point quite
generelly against all Interpretations of Reichenbach which, 11ke
Horastefn's, fnsist on an oxhaustive specification of s, o, and r for sach
tomporal expression,

A third noteworthy aspect of (51) s that It provides the correct
u-uu;;cs for the Perfect when used In tempora) conditiona)l seatences such
as 3

(20) Sfe gibt es wonn sfe es goschrieben hat
she give 1t you when she it write(prt) AW
‘She’ 1) give 1t to you whea she's written It.'

in this case 1t 15 reasomable o assume that the future reference tise {3
tlnn by the matrix clause. Note that the event time of the conditional,

«¢. the time of -rltir?. Bust precede the reference time, f.e. the tisme of
giving. This accords nicely with (51),
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The division of (5) fato clauses (1) and (11) reflects {intentfonally)
Admonf (1970:185) and his judgement that the Perfect 15 bhoth a relative and
an adsoTute tense, His relative tense Is represented here by (51), which

on reference time, while his absolute tense 15 reflected 1n Clause
(11], satisfied whesaver avent time preceeds speech time. At the same
time, we should smphasize that the preseat treatment does 5ot have 20 be
regerded as holding that the Perfect s ssbiguous, nefther 1a the sense of
representing varfous Yexical Items, nor In the weaker sense of representing
b single Texical 1tem with disjunctive clauses n the semantic rules (the
disjunction used in (5) 1s fnessentfa) and may be replaced by coafunction
If Thfs 15 preferadle). We may regard the two clauses of the semsatic rule
43 siaply context dependent variants. Thus the present treatseat costrasts
with that of Baeverle (1979:79), who regards the Perfect form as represent-
Ing mbdiguousiy efther Preterite or Present Perfect meaning.

Dacverle adopts this position in order to mafntaln an otherwise
compositional amalysis of the Perfect mdir. His a2alysts exploits o
sedactive aspect of this paradige, given 1a (3) and [4) above, which has
escaped comment thus far. Both and sein, the Perfect auxiifary
verds, exist Independently in the Tanguege, and thelir Present, Past asd
Infinitival forms are fdeatical whether they are sted as Perfect auxiliar.
fes or otherwise. This is the significance of the second columns In (3)
and (&), Baeuerle's hypothesis fnvolves analyzing al) of the Perfect
tenses 45 compound tenses, composed of a single Perfect marker, the parti.
ciple plus auxilfary stem, to which the various tease or Infinitival
sarkings may e added. If nis Nypothesis could be verified, then the three
elements of the Perfect paradiges 1a (3) and (4) meed not de analyzed as
three nove! teases, but rather siy be seen 43 D cosdinstion of ome
Perfect aspect with three ndependently required tenses. We could thea
redace & 31z element paradign to 4 three element one with the Perfect/In-
perfect distinction seen as orthogosal to the three-way tense distinction.

(5)-(9) above clyrify what It §3 required of the semastice of
Bacuerle's proposal.” Note that (51), (9) ang (3) 211 require that cvent
time precede reforeace time. We take this to be the contributfon of the
Porfcc:zc:pnt 18 21) the Perfect teases. Thig might e formalized as 1t
is in (21):

(200 A, , b Perfoct Aspect (p) 111  Se'er aad A . P
Note the wie of the axistantial quantifler oa the right side of (21). ™his
formutation 15 required to treat the future use of the Present Perfect, byt
it predicts that al) of the Perfect tenses are 10 Se fatarpreted fndefin-
ftely rather than defctically (and definitely). This 1s mot clesrly
correct 1n efther the case of the Perfect Infinitive or the Case of the
Past Perfect (both of which I have argued allow definite reference to
timesecf. 1.7.1), Dut 1t §s very clearly Incorrect about some yses of the
Present Perfect with past time reference. The Presest Perfect s normally
wsed defctically. Thus (22) may be used to spest about 4 contextually
salieat past time, and 123 negation (22') may Do Interpreted as denying
that (22) meld at that tiee.

(22) ©r hat gelacht
he AUX laughlpre)
‘e Tasghed'
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{22") Lr mat nicht gelacht
he Aux mot “plm)
‘He dldn"t Touph

™is could not be described wsing (21). Any attempt to treat the Perfect
tenses compositionally must, therefore, grant some special status to the
Present Perfect. Its wie 1n Doth definite and indefinte reference to time
demands special treatment. Baecwerle effects a distinct trestment By
allowing the Preseat Perfect form to function as an analytic realfzation of
the normelly syathetic Past tense.

The need to posit & second, special and noscompositiona] meaning for
the Present Perfect should count rather heavily agafnst the overal) attempt
to analyze the Perfect tenses compositiomally. We are talking, fimally,
hout 4 threc-element paradige: the adafssion that one of the three doesa't
combine as predicted 15 serioes.

lgnoring this gap (and the fact that the teases are not unifore
vis-a-vis definitoness of Interpretaticon), the compositional paredigm is
fatrly strafghtforward, WNe simply Mave 0 guarantee that the Past requires
that reference tiae Be past, and that the Present requires that reference
timo be nonpast. [f we suppose that tense has wider than Perfect
aspect, then the rest of the semantics fn (S) through (9) follows.

Byt this s Just to say that the somastics may de coherent om the
compositional view., It 15 another matter to show that any positive virtue
adheres L0 thls treatseat, There 15, after al1.m0 great gafn fn simplicity
in reducing a six-element paradipgm to 2 throe-olomeat one with an
sdditional aspect distinmction one exceptiona) clement.

What avidence oight be Drought to Dedr on this decision The most
convincing semantic argument in favor of the compositional view would de to
thow that there are slements with scope Intermediate between tease and
Perfoct aspect. We should 11ke to Find an salemsat which would adopt the
position of X In {23):

(23) PRES{X{PERFECT-ASPECT(p)))

this would confirm the compositional hypothesis quite to anyone's satise
faction. Mendricks (1981:34) segpests that duratives have exactly this
scope, citing (24) (his (4)) as proaf:

(24) € hat diese Schlange schon lange rmm
AUX this  saske nr«? lo.g 11 {pet)

;m; snake has deen dead for a long time mow, and £ killed

‘l

wwaw in combination with Present tense always specifies that the
modiffed has held 'for a ) tioe sow' (as 1.10 descestrated).
If the Perfect demotes the state resuiting from Erfka’s killing the sneke,
then the u?wn samantice of (24) follows from the compositional view
where schon Tange has the scope of X In (23).

The ex ¢ 15 flawed, however, In that schon Ya doesn"t functiom
hu:z;s, :”:«tln. No clear example of durdtives can replace lange here,
as cates:



(25) * £ Mt diese 5ch) schon tage! toetet
4 YENON eet Stumden

for days
two Nours

If (25) 15 ot 2)) fsterpretadle, then onl{ in the sense that the act ol'

kf111ng, not fts resuits, lasted the specified \mu of tiwe. Thas lange

fn (24 cma't mean 'for a 101 time,’ Byt rather 'a Jong tiee ago."
Bacesrle (1979:79) cavtiously swgpests that the compositional treatment

m;lm an approach to the semantics of the Perfect 1a sentances such as

(26) Seit zwe! Stesden Pat er seine Jacke nurmn
since two hours AUX he his  Jacket off-take{prt)
'He tock his Jacket off and be's had 1t of f for two hosrs'

In (25), as In (24), the adverdia) 1s understood to specify the mm- of
the state resulting from his resoving his Jacket. This mrz naturally
Captured by assign o’numl Stunden the sc of X 1n {23). lo-t’t
then explain how 1t s hat the adverblal fusctions here exactly as 1%
wigld 1a & Present tense sestence and mot at al) as 1t would 1- a Past
tense srm;nec (which the treatment formulated In [511) would seem forced
o predict).

The rea! explanation for thls, and the source of error In the above
argument, Ties in the fact that (26) 15 simply a Present tense senteace,
and not a Perfect at all, Mm ogen Mloo 15 2 Texically compound, but
nosperfect infinitive., The proo is 15 the nct that 1t has the

dign of a Present tense form; In urticvlu. it forms & regular

leperfect, ausgezogen gehadt hatte. TATs may be used In seatonces sech as
i

[27) A)s fch thn Belm Abendessen traf, hatte er seine Jacke
when I him at  supper st AVX b his  Jacket

schos  eine Stunde ausgezooes  gehadt,
already & hour off-take{prt) havelprt)

‘Whena 1 met him at supper, he'd had his Jacket off for an
hoyr'

This form 15 asomalous undor the view that ses haben 1s {exclusive-
1y) & Perfect form (though 1t say, In ° [26) and (271,
represant 4 gesuine Perfect). ror this reasos, (26) 1: deceptive.

The construction ia (26) 13 the product of a lexical rule of 1iaited
productivity. Its lack of productivity cam be a-mmm directiy by

attempting to substitute other verds, e.g. eht haden 'to have sewn,' or
verb-odject comdinaticas, ¢.g. %’m "to have given me
. e e

the money' for ausgez haden haben fn (26).
Note that m‘%ﬂa ui e !Bﬂc; a5 !%‘Fﬁu‘ $ as the

original auszi , but that most of them are nonetheless (1) ungrammatical

PH) unders differently, vwiz. 50 that the action 135 understood to
have Tasted howrs. This 15 the sort of irreguiarity one expects of o
Texfcal construction dut not of & tense form, since Lenses are normally
regular 1n formation and meaning.



The construction s not Yimited to fciple + hadben, but rather fs
possible with other adjectives asd predicatives, as T25) 11lustrates:

(28) Er Mat o3 an on
asgerogen  off
noetig necessary [1.0. he needs 1t)
gern dear (1.e. he VYikes ft)
ete,

Moreover, since past participles may e used as adjectives 1n construction
with sein "to be,' there 15 Tikew!ise o Present tense construction which has
exactTy the same form as those Perfects which take sein as auxiliary. An
example of one of these s provided:

(29) Er 13t seit 2we! Stunden abdgefahren
he AUX since twd hours  away-orivelprt)
"He drove away and he's been away for two hours'

The existence of these gesulne Prosent tonse forms which are hoscphon-
0ot with Perfects may be a source for the lingering Intultios asong spesk-
ers of German that there s sosething “fsmediate” or "present™ about the
Perfect, at least In contrast to the Past. For exasple, Gelhaus (1969:14)
defines the Perfect as "a continged command over & completed action” (“eln
nfcht abgeschlossenes Ver ueber oln abgeschlosseses Tem®), much Vike
Wack 1's (1904) definition of the Greek Perfect as » form descriding
past actfons “derea Wirkeng 1m oder am Object 1m der Gegenwart fortdavert.®
Thare 15 no reflection of this Intuftion 1n the rule of Perfect fnterpre-
tation (S11) abowe, but ft may be the sease of the homophonous Present
Wi mt' “:r'ctlons [and the meaning 1a (51)) which Gelhaus and others hawe
articeulated.

There are apparentiy thea no temporal ftems with scope !ntermed!ate
Betwoen tense and Perfect aspect, and there seems to be A0 semantic evi-
dence for 2 compositional treatsent of these forms,

There (s, moreover, some weak evidence for 2 soncompositional view
arising from the “special vses”™ of some tense forms. Latze! {1974) has
noted L # smal) class of German verds, facluding sein and the passive
worden say be wsed Ia the Preterite to speak of future Time. This Is
TTTustrated In {30):

(30) Warte, bis or hier war =  Warte, bis or Mer fst
walt until he Sereo was walt yuntil he here delprt) AX
‘Walt until he's Been here’

’

Warte, bis or hier st
walt until he here s
‘Watt wnti] he's bere'

The rtant point for the presest purposes s that the Preterite form ia

(30) clearly has the expected Perfoct meaning, 1.6, 1t replaces neither

what would be tense, mor what wouTd De aspect on the compasitional view,

Sut, pparently, the single Perfect eloment. This Indicates that the

:7"'“ s treated as & tingTe eTement for the purposes of this substity-
on.



6.1.3 The Syntax of the Perfect

The Perfect tenses, 1ike the nonperfect tenses, will De adeitted via M
on nenfinite (complete] verd phrases. This Sreatment 15 not forced o6 us,
bat there are several reasons in favor of 1t, the most faportant of wAich
is preserving the parallelfse Detween the Perfect and the nosperfect
tenses. Siace the Present and the Past teases are adaitted via MR on
nonfinite CYP s, the Perfect and the ncrrf«t owght %o be as we)l, ot
Teast untf] some reason to the contrary 1s forthcoming.

A second resson s that the CWP s the smgllest :zroui constituent o
which Perfect marking !s reqularly found. [f the Perfect were Introduced
on constituents smaller than Y0's, we would expect to find these conjoined
1a ways such as the following:

cosass or der Organization alles versproches hat und nichts gide

But It seems that these are not wel) formed, aven 1f they are saslly
interpretadle.

A third and fina) reason Is that this treatamest allows w5 to recognfze
the participlal verd together with s complements 43 4 Constituent to the
exclusion of the finfte auxitfary. This would not bDe expected 1f the
Perfect were Introdeced Selow the CW level. There 15 ample evidence that
the participfal Y's exfst. They may apgear defore the finite verd, as In
(1), and they may be conjolined, as s (2):

(1) Seiner Tochter efin Mae erzaehit hat er
3 v s 3 ret) AUX he
"He tald his daughter a story’

(2) Er Nat ein bach auft und ofin Xagite! davom gelesen
b AT 3 ond T eheteTE ST RevdTort)

‘Me bought & Book end read a chapter of It'

The following MR Introduces the Perfect at the CYP Tevel. It assumes
that verds are Texically marked +39f« 1f they reguire sein, rather thaa
haben as Perfact auxiliary, since, a5 was pointed out 3T the beginning of
T.T, the chofce of auxillary verd 13 not cospletely predictadle. It
pssumes that the participial form of verds and verd phrases 13 avalladle a3
foput %o the Parfect-introducing MR, and that this fore Mas not been
assigned any temporal in tlon, In a Yarger Tragment, this
assumption 1At well be rolinguished, so that we afght try to extrect &
common area of meaning among adnominal participfal phrases, Perfects with
finite auxiliaries, and even other constractions (perhaps the passive)
which share the use of the pnidphi form. Nut this wayld require
fnvestigation which | havesa't usdertaken.
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Perfect MR

Ea. [m 0.0'.00 ). " -
pre
agel-
<n, (.m ll!v,m 1, PERF(F)>
+fin o"n
sgat- aget-
(‘. [."” oncw'.t'.m.co ’. nw(',’
«fin “n
asel- asel-
To appreciate the mechanics of this rule, we must teep 1n mind both the
Head Feature Conventicon and the fact that the auxilfary will be the heed of
the left side of the

the wtgut rale. The feature Iﬁ:_tg_l_l. mentioned on

MR, will be passed to the suxilfary verd on the right side courtesy of
WFC. (Strictly u«tin,. the feature [esei-] needn't
CYP node of the right 3 of the above since 1t y fea
ture from the Teft side. 1t has been repeated above to make the sechanics
of the rule more tramsparent. The feature neede't 5S¢ made explicit the
foft side of the rule, elther, {1 the conveation were adopted that all vp
nodes must be marked ofther plus or minus [esef-] . But | take 1t That Its
fnclusfon om the left side adove does make the rule easter %o read.) Since
the saxflfary verdb 15 the head of the constrection adeitted by the right
side of the MR, the features {[+perf] and ('rup) will find their way onto
the verds from the phrasa) nodes. This wil)l easure that the correct
“"""f‘ f.0. habon or sein In the case of sperf and hatte or war in the
case of Oplzz.—ﬁ feature [+7in] has been added on TH§ right 3Tde to
rovide for correct verd form and to Yicense the operation of the Frame
dverdial MU [which 15 restricted 2o operating on [+fin] CVP rules in order
to keep strafght the scope of frame adverbfals and tense.

Note that the above rule adds the auxiliary verd as & sister to the
other constitoents 1n the CYP, Tais s Tred 1f we are o De B¢ o
apply the Fronting MR to extract elements from the Perfect CVP, which must
be guaranteed If wo are to account for sestences where constituents within

the CVP are fronted (without allowing theredy violations of the left-Sranch
condition), e.9.:

Nans Mabe fch nicht gesehen
H A I not seelprt)
'1 didn't see Hams'

OF course, 1f we are to allow that the participfal CYP's themselves are
constituents (to accoust for (1) and (2) sdove), we sust provide for an
alternats constituest structure 43 well, In which the auxilfary verd 15 &
sister to the entire complex of participla) verd and comploments. The
following rule accomplishes this:
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perfoct W (Contoured)®
@, 'ta; ors dy FOLT :-"-» <n, [’90" AX m*ﬂﬂ ], PERF(F))>

prt ofin asef-
sl opel:
<, [."" AT CWM 1, meir)y
+fin asef-

asel-

Mo rule has been provided for Perfect Infinftives. There are at least
two reasons for this, Hnt, the t doesa’'t 1aciude modals or basic
verbs (such as scheinm« 'seem’) which introduce Infinitiva) ¥P's, and
second, the synTar of the Perfect Infiaftives may be distinct since both
fronting and comjunction shows that participles do form constituents with
Perfect auxiifaries. We needn't concern ourselves with this complication.

There 15 & suspicfous similarity between the palr of reles fmmediately
above, which accounts for the contoured V2's In Perfects and the earlier
patr, which adaitted flat YP's. Johnson (ms.) supgests a means of
collapsing the two pairs of rules, but the Tssue will not be pursued here.

Perhaps the Sest method of further clarifying the rele would de a
demcnstration of 1ts application.

§.1.4 A Sample Derivation

<0, [yp PREF, ¥ ], PREFVYS : weg-geh-([esel-)
-f1n

sprt
‘el

The shove is one instantfatfon of B8R 10; others allow the feature
[~sei-], but nooe of these will be compatible with + Yot another
$05sTB1 11ty would wse the feature [-prt], but this would preclude the

t application of the Perfect MR. Note that there {3 =0 semantic
refection of the fact that the above rule admits participles rather than
.9, untensed stems, The semantic In retation of the ect form I
effected whon the auxiliary 15 provided for (wsfng the Perfect MR). To the
Nove rele we apply first the FAC MR, to obtalin a CYP, thea the Pluperfect
W

<10, [m Wn, PREF, ¥ ], PREFeY'(¥Pn')>
ofin O
‘pre
oul-
‘agr



A0, [opp AUL, WPn, PREF, V. 1, PLUP(PREF SV (W0n'))>

«fin ogr »ﬁ‘
*3lup +zei-
ssel-

fagr

Since the feature [+fin), which was added by the Pluperfect MR, 13
Incompatidle with the faput feature [+prt], the latter 15 not among the
features of the output CVP. Note that 1t has Deen retained on the V,
however, siace the Perfect MR specifies so.

The above rule may be manipulated further by 0.g9. the Frame Adverdial

e
<10, [opp AUX, NPn, FRAME, PREF, Vopet Js
ofin oy +10
i ‘zel-
DT
ragr
FRAME (PLUP{PREF#Y" [NP1')) )>

to which the Derived Category Metarule applies to obtain:

A0, Leyppupn AU, WPR/WPR, FRANE, PREF, V., ],

sfin tagr «10
.""’ 0-“_1.
‘el
‘agr
wu.,mnmmmw'hm»

which may be emp) in the actual generatfon of 4 tree. Let us note that
the LP rules in {9) 1n 3.3.1 prescride that (1) the finfte auxilfary sust
Be first In the CVP constituent, (11) the Coverd] ftems PREF and V[+prt)
sust follow the [-verb) FRAME, and that (3] fn 3.2.2 prescrides that (111)
PREF « V[-fin]. These combise to yleld the rigld order of elements as
listed ia the above ID rule,
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o e

*3s CYP Npa
+uc
+fin
splep
‘el
+35
Mans
AUX NPa/NPn  FRAME PREF
01‘M +)s m}
w p sz0l-
*s0i. 0
0 Y
war t peatern weq pegangen

(1) Mams war gestern  wegoeganges
¥ NI yesterday m-r(rﬂ
'Hans had left yesterday
ThSs structere 15 assigned the following semantic Interpretation:
xx'".,'tgum'(m(',-ﬁ-'(xn" (Mams')
gestern’ [PLIP (weg-geh-"(Hans' ) ) )
whose treth conditions may be derived straightforwardly:
A, o I 9estern’ (PLUP (weg-geh-"(Maws®))) 11f
relgestern'], and A b PLIP(weg-geh-"(Mans'))
the latter conjunct of wAich holds Iff
ecres and A b weg-geh-" (Hans')
We can thes sum up:

Ay o.p I 10) 111 rolgestern'), and u:s fod -



which conditions hold In sftuatfons such as the following:

~— - -
V. :
e -
Hany goes yosterday

The adove set of truth conditions certainly represents one reading
of (1), but 1t Just ss certainly does not represest another--the
reading In which Mans left yesterday. The derivation of this reading
15 the ssbject of sectiom 4.2,

4.2 Mverdials which Modify Eveat Tim
In order to accommodate the reading of (1) 1n 4.1.2 In which Hans
Teft yesterday [rather than the one In which he had Teft as of yester-
day), we must recogaize a further class of temporal adverbials. Since
the class 1s appareatly co-exteasive with the class of frase adver-
t:ul: v?.ich modify reforence time, the simplest way to Introduce these
s via MR

(1) e-Frame W&
W LA R l. f) -‘, ". ("M Ten ]. (("’

where for 1) models A, speech, event and reference times s,0,
and r, and al)l propositions p, £ s that function which takes as
argueents ffum f sech that

Ajor® fIp) 107 reX anaa, b
andg mia tioas £(f) as value such that
A er P (ELTN(R) 1FF scxang A, . b op.

The adove semuntic definition fs easfest to understand 1f one keeps In
sind that every frame adverbial 15 associated with 2 set of tiees X, The
function [ merely switches the parameter within the mode! to which the
associated set fs compared. In the Basic rules &efining the semantic
effects of frame adverbials, such as (2°) or (4) Tn 3.7.2, the associated
st X 13 always compared to the reference time parameter in the mode) of
evaluation. £ switches that so Tt X 13 t0 Be compared to the eveat time
paraseter.

(1) assumes that all frase adverdfals specify a set of tises asong
which reference time must fall, In fect, of course, some of the rules
{such as BR 210) specify fntervals | within which reference time I3
specified to fall (as a subinterval), Hut Tt would be aquivalent to view
those rules as specifying the et

(tiesgt)

mong which reference time would be expected to fall. Me will proceed as
if these rules were 50 written,

It 1s not an accidenta) feature of the present treatsest that It
recognizes two perfectly overlapping categorfes of adverbfals, though It
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sy 50 regirded with some suspicfon. Since the tense logic we are employ-
Ing distinguishes event and reference times, and frame & fals must be
andlyzed as modifying one or the other, the dogdle class 1s forced on us
once 1t 1s recognized that the adverbials are understood as modifying
efther time, In a4 treatseat vhere refereace time and oveat time were not
formally distinguished, so that only two Indices ware employed, one would
surely try t0 explofit some sort of scope relatioaship to avoid the rah-
tation of the two classes (losing the possibility of explicating defctic
uses of the Perfect, however), In defense of the overlap, we might note
that this fs sot an unusua) clrcemstance. Past participles In both German
and English mark the perfect tenses, the passive voice, deverdal adjectives
and the adnominal modification of werd phrases. Present participles
siaflarly play & varfety of roles. Thus both of these elesents belong to &
varfety of completely (or nearly completely) overlapping classes,
I additfon to the above rule, which defines the membership and sesan-

tic effects of event time adverbials, weo need an additional rule which

vides for the introduction of these adverbials (n larger constituests.

fs 1s the task of the following MR:

(2) e-FRAME Introduction M
n lowp ¥ P
‘pre
> (u. [c” ‘. .‘M ). ."m."”

Note that the MR applies only %o participial CW's, easuring in parti-
cular that there wil] sever D¢ an introduction of event tise modifying
adverbials 1nto nonperfect CYP s, This s not IMGI‘{ mcessary, since we
could Sust as well allow the rule to apply very 1y, dat is
use for the evest time modifiers fn noaperfect YWs: 18 nomperfect tenses,
eer, 50 that modifiers of reference tise Indirectly specify event tioe as
well. Separate modifiers that contradicted each other would alss be
adaissible, since we could easily explain why they are coatradictory, but
since they would contribute mothing beyond confusfon and siace the gafs in
sioplicity would be minfmal, we might Sust as well not adaft Uhea.

The rule 1s otherwise strafghtforward, <0 that we Can tern to an
f1lustration, We begin with the same BR wsed as 11lustration 1a 4.1.4,

<10, [yp PREF, ¥V ], PREFAV'> : weg-geh-([+sei-])
-fin
+prt
I

from which we derive a CVP 1n the wsual fashios;

0, [C" NPa, PREF, ¥V ], PREFAV'INPA")>
-fin "7
tpre

#
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to which we now apply the adove MR Introdecing event time modifying
adverdials:

rpri
tsel-
sagr

e-FRANE(PREF &Y' (NP2" ) )>

and the Pluperfect WR:

0, [y AUX, e-FRAME, WPn, PREF, ¥ 1.
+f1n sege

+10
plup tsel-
."'- —
tagr

PLUP {@-FRAME [PREF+Y' (NPn")) )>

In addition the rule Introducing the o-FRANE adverdfal sust be derived,
The BR Introdecing basic frame adverbials is the {nput to the e-FRAE MR:

210, (pppg Adv ), Adv'> 1 gesternm {2) 1n 3.7.2
@0, [ cong v ], ElAav') (1) above

Tlm;. together with the fasilfar ryles responsidle for froating, Justify
the following tree:
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S
-
A
3
CVP /WPn
uc
ofin
*plep
ssels
o35
- =
AJx LLETL L e-FRA ]
of:n +10 Ow:
* -
et o
3 |
wr t Pestern  weg gegangen

(1) Hams war mtcn

wegoegangen
N AUX yesterday -,Mm)
'Hans had left yesterday

This structure 15 assigned the following semantic faterpretation:
Ax®y () [ (Elgestern® ) ) (PLUP(weg-geh-“(x)))) (Mens®)
(Elgestern’ ) ) (PLUP (weg-geh-"{Hans' 1))

whose truth conditions say be derived strafghtforvardly:
Ay.e.e I (Elgestern’ )} (PLUP (weg-geh-‘ (Mans')))  17f

e [gestern'), ane A, b PLUP (weg-geh-" (Mans' })
by the definition of € In (1) above

the Tatter conjunct of which holds 1ff

ecr<s and A, b weg-geh-"(Mans')
We can then sus up:

A o, b (1) 117 eclgestern’), ane :«:«: g .

which conditfons hold 1n siteations such a3 t8e following:
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A ;M: may be compared to the derivation of the same santence, (1) fn

Ne shall examine one further derfvation becouse 18 exemplifies well how
differently German tomporal msodification may proceed [in contrast to
English). As we saw 1a BR 213 fn 3.7, prepositfonal phrases usiag vor are
potential frame adverbials, %0 that &q therefore say be Interpretsd to
modify referesce tise. The metarule in (2) adove shows how they say also
¢ Intarpreted as sodifying event tiee. Those two rules thus accosat for
two of the readings of the senteace below:

(3) Er war vor efner Stunde ngen
e AJX one  hour :rvﬂ)

‘Se had gone as of an hour ago’ - refereace time modifier
‘We had gome an hour age" - avent tise sodifier

But here 15 & third reading, too, In whlch Ais Teaving ook place an hur
before referesce time:

(3') Ilch suchte 1ha gestern, Er war ader vor einer Stunde
1 sought Mo yesterday he AUX byt one  hour

rma
golprt

‘T looked for him yesterday. BSut he had goae s hour oarlfer.’
To capture this reading, we need 20 Introduce o second Texical ftem wor
whose gramsar closely resesbles the alroady present vor, (whfch w!
Reoceforth be referred to as yor, ., to avold confusTen).

(4) 28, [, pme PREP, ., WAL ), vor, '(NPd')>

ar'

vor, ' 15 that function which takes duratfons as argusents and
s ulox. for every duration 4, and every A, p, 5, &, and r that
function f such that

AM',]- flp) 1Ff & t ter amd (£,7) 15 length 4
and A b
s.0,r

The substantial distinctfon between the sesantic rule abowe and the one
#ss0ciated with vor, _ 13 that the latter measures time from speech time
while vor above yres time from roferance tise, We wil) forego
senonstratihg 4 sieple application of 2R 218 at this point, and proceed
with an example calculated to show bow differest Serman tesporal reference
may 50 (1a comparison to English).



- 169 -

We begin with the derivation below. We assume that rwel Stundes 15 a
datfve NP, and that 1t desotes the duration two hours,

(5) <18, [ conee PREP,.. WPt ], wor, '(W04')>
T™he rule In (5) admits the scbtree Delow:
(&) o-FIAME

™is will be asst the Interpretation Selow (by the semantic part
of the ryle 1a (4)):
vor, " [owei-Stunden')

Since awel-Stusden’ 13 by assemption the duration twod hours, the above
15 equivalent to that fumction f, such that, for a1l A, 3, o, 7, and

p:

(7) A, o o flp) AFF ecit ter and (t,r) {s 2 hrs in durstion)
o A e PP
This will be esployed In conmection with the follawing V7 rule:
(8) <3, [pyp ¥ I, ¥V ;o werlass-
«fin
rprt
.“'.
Wice
q, (" Wa v, ViIiNR') Flat Adding Complements MR
-fin
pre
-,_.1_.

Q,l NP, Wa, ¥ ], Y Iwa' ) (wPn" > FAC
cwr v
ofin "9

wprt
- m.
tagr



.ln.

<3, ‘CW NPn, NPa, o-FRAME, ¥V ], o-FRAME'(V'(NPa'}(NPR'))>

fin W o-FRAME Introduction MR
sprt
-.‘_._1_.
agr

a3, (c" '."o NPa, PART, o-FRANE, '.m 1, Particle m (31.9)
-fin W
.“'.
ey PART ' [@-FRAME'(Y'(NPa' ) (WPa" ) ) >

D, Loy AUX, WPn, WPa, PART, o-FRANE, ¥, ], Perfect W (4.1)
ofin ogr

o’."
on:r O
.“ -
o5 PERF (PART" (0-FRAME' (V' (WPa' ) (NPn'))))>

<3, (c" X, "‘. FRAME, WPu, PART, o-FRAME, '090" ], Frame M
ofin wpr

.“1.
spart 'S
.“'.
“ir
FRAME' (PERF [PART' (e-FRAME ' (V' (NP2" ) (WP )))) )
<3, tcwmm: ARX, '.a. NP2, PART, o-FRAME, V‘," ], Der.Cat. W
ofin o sl
sperf 3
0“1.
vagr

lx'"m“l(%('ﬂt'(t—ﬁﬂ('"'(':')(Dn'))")b
In additon to tAfs, we'l] appeal to the following fnstasce of BR 100:

<100, [ FRAME CVP/FRAME ], CVP/FRAME' (FRANE')>
*ae

and to BR 214, Introduced In 1.7, which was shown there 10 adeit the
constituent morgen um dlese Telt as a frase adverdial, with the seaning:

(9) Apilum,'(diese-Zeit')) (morgen'(p)))
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which, for a given p, %olds 11F;
reis i Catese-Ze1t A, and t' 1) and l"..'ln morgen’(p) 111

tiildlese-Teft I and t's r and rgday f?laﬂu 5 and
‘t.o.r p-

wrm. these reles and assigmd faterpretations adeft the following

M/\
i Tove T
s

m 0“'.
Y iy
) AR a1 S|

wn  diese Jeit

A /= Pn ws PARY e-FRAME v
s 35 r
+fin A »
ov%f PRE® WP

-sof- svor  *dat

+35

hat t er die Stadt schon wvor t. verlassen

(10) Morgen um diese Zeit Mat er die Stadt schon vor zwel Stunden
tomorrow a4t this time AUT he the city already 2 hours
verlassen
Yeave(prt)

‘As of tomorrow at this time he'l) have Teft the clity, and he'l)
have been gose for twd hours'

To calculate the -u-lng of wis, we simply apply the meaning of the
TP phrase to the moaning of the compound Frame adverbial:



(1) w"m,mmtmx'cm'tv'(m'nm'mnum')
FRAME ‘[PERFIPART '(o-FRAME ' (V' (NP2’ )(¥n' ) ))))
«  {ipllem ' (diese-Zeit'))(morgen'(p)))[PERF [ schon'
(vor,  (2wei-Stundes)(verlass-'(die-Stadt’)(er'}))))
* (s, (dfese-Zeit’))(morgen’ (PLRF{schon’
(vor, (zwel-Stunden)(verlass-'(die-Stadt’)(er'))))))

(9) derived the truth conditions arising from the first part of this:

‘....r" (11)

t’c(‘!u&-lﬂt')&’ &
b PERF(schon'
(vor, _[(2wel-Stunden)(verlsass-‘(die-Stadt’l(er')]))
We now 1y the semastic rules cm:z:::m PERF and schon' to the latter
1 re

part of above; since we are %0 t PERF where there 13 3 Tuture
reference time, this part of the truth conditions will be met {1f

aod t'Cr and r cday following s and

‘s.o.r

Je'<r e'<r and
Ao ot r [ (vor,  (2wel-Stunden)(verlass-'|dfe-Stadt’)(er'))))

(7) above stipalates the effect of wor, _[awel-Stunden) 0 that we may
fmmediately derive further that the 1atfdr part of the above holds 17f

pleititcr ang (2, r) Is tws hours In deration) and
A, ot p I verlass-'(die-Stadt')ler')

we now derive the fu)) set of (temporally Interesting) treth
mma of {10): 7 R

n'ttmtt'h‘ o, r o0t t'oroand roday following s and 3e'<r
and e'<r and c‘«(t[t«r and (t,r) 152 hes Yong! and

A’....,b verlass-'(@fe-Stadt’ )(er')

Thus (10) 15 true 1n sftuations sech as the following:

*s = this time Ve - he Teaves /87T time

" (e',r) - 2 hr. Tong



- 173 -

4.3 a

is Inmmocwlmu%. It seems 0 Do 34 oxact
complement to schom fn presupposition. | invites the Inference that
Nans 15 here somewhat carlfer than expected, (2) seggests that he s a Bt
Tater thes expected.

{1) Hans 13t schos hier
15 already here
"Hans 13 already here'

{2) mans 1352 noch hier
stin
*Hans s 3t11) here'

Cf. Coealg (1977) and [1981) and Hendricks (1581) for a more exact
formylaticn of the pre sitions] comtent of nech.

Like schon, it clearly has a broad of meaning, not all of which
sy 5¢ sebtumed under & single semantic rule, Most faportantly, we shall
wish to ﬂsun'uish tamporal from noatemporal yses of « Wy treataest
o: u: temporally isteresting noch fo))ows Moepelmsn r (1981)
clesely.

€.3.1 Neatespora! noch
The most luportant nontesporsl use of noch s one 1n which 1t means
‘additionally.’ Cf. {1):

(1) Ungeschickt st sfe auch noch
clumsy fs she also additionally
"0On top of everything else, she's clumsy'

This, and presumably other nostemporal sses of noch, &5 well, say be
distinguished from temporal uses of soch im much the same way that tespora!
and nontemporal uses of schom are ¢fstTaguished.

First, sonteaporal uSes Tack the favited inference that the propositicn
to which gg‘:ﬁ:n holds earifer thas expected. (1) makes e.g. no such
supgestion, . Tntemporal uses say mot be the focus of questions:

[2) Ist sie auch noch ungeschickt ~~Nein
‘Is she [moch) clumsy ' L5

f No, 1t 13 not additionally that she Is clumay,
* Mo, 1t 15 not st13] the case that she 1s clumsy.
(or: = No, she 1sa't clumay any more.)

Third, some speakers accept the froating of temporal (immer] soch while
no one 4llows the froamting of asatemporal noch. —a
[3) Ismer moch kann man den echten bayerisches Sti) finden
sti1)  can one the real  Bavarian style find
‘One can sti1] find the rea) Savariam style’

There 15 a prodlem with "T"'”‘ these tests to soch, however.
Consider the use of noch In (4);
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(4) Hans kommt moch
cone
"Hans will come yot'

[4) does not sugoest that Hans s coming somewhat Tater thun expacted and
fs absolutely Impossible 1n fronted position:

(4") * Nech koemt Hans

Thus [4) 13 & nontespora) use of noch according to the first and third
tests. The second test 15 InconcTasTve:

($) Kommt Hans moch? «=Nein,
"'WI1Y Mans come yet?' --No,

= No, he won't come.

Whether wo Can regard noch as the focus of the question depends oe the
meaning we attribute to Tt, and In fact, 1t adds )ittle more than a sense
of Indefiniteness in (4),

Wether the use of nach in (4) ought to e regarded as “tesporal® or
not may be purely terminoTogical, since 1t In any case cannot have the same
somantics as the aoch 1a (1} 1n 6.3, Ne formulate the semuntic ryle for
this wse of noch Tn [6):

(6) A, ., moch'(p) 11f Zie'(rcaang >'(A, .\ . » p})
This 15 Noepelman and Rohrer's (15981) (doch) noch, so-mamed decause 1t 1s
always replacosdle with r?c_‘g__‘-?n;! 1 45 ot MaTAtatn that this 1s
nontemporal, ealy that s distinct from the wse of soch in {1) 1m 4.3,
whose semantics are formulated In 4.3.2, TS

Note that fn requiring that there be 4 unigee event tise at which p s
to hold, we Timit the applicedility of this expression to telic
Aktionsarten, following Moepelman and Rohrer (1981). In allowing that
noch'(p) be true 1f p 15 true At any @ and r, wo allow that this soch might
comding with any temse. ———

8.3.2 lmmer Noch

HoepeTman and Rohrer also mote that uses of noch n seatences such as
{1) in 4.3 2)low that noch be Taced with fmmer noch., They saintafin that
this noch combines only with atelics (Moepe)man and Rohrer, 1981:112), Bt
(1) wouTd seem to counterindicate this:

(1) Das Orchester splelt moch den zweiten Sat2
the orchestra plays stil) the second movement
‘The orchestra 15 sti)] playing the second movesest'

1 st therefore that & s1ightly better way to view the affinity of noch
or .C‘uc. 15 to view noch as Inducing an fmperfective reading--Just as
schon 5. oy

T Simitarly, Just as schom specifies that event time dsesn’t extend
beyond reference time (Tato the future), noch specifies that evenst tise
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doesa't extend beyond referesce time Into the past. Thus we first define:
f328, 107 ¥e €1, Te,60,000))

and we require that:

lamey h s Semantics
L f BocNIp] TIT "e>r and 1f evr, then A o p B PROG(D)
Ll

s,.0.r
and 1f efr, thea A‘...'.- [

We note that thls semantic rule Yicenses an fsperfective resding of telics
In combination with noch 1a the nonparfect teases [(where eor), exactly i
m‘m:c z:o for sehon does [In 2.6.3). This seems to de Justified,
as cates. T

We note that since for all fatervals 1,, 1,, 17 4, = 1,, then
f, > 15, Since the noaperfect tenses, i.e% tAd Preseht and the Preterite,
r‘w"‘ DAL #er, we expect the addition of noch, requiring that er, net

to affect truth value In these tenses, StafYarTy, the use of the
conditional temse/mood in anticipatory narration, requiring that r<e (cf.
the discussion 1a 2.5.3), cught to B¢ always compatible with noch, These
predictions seem Lo be true:

(2) Er 15t & e
TEF Tt nach da. '.".'mm there.
Ir war &. Me was there,

S Er war noch da. . He wWas At1T] there.

Er gfng machdenk1ich weg, [r weerde sich das weberlegen,
he wont pensively iy e AX self 1t over-think
"He went away thisking. Me would sul) 1t over.'

L. B warde sich das noch ueberlegen,
‘We would sull 1t over yet'

Note that 1F |, < 1, ten 1, <> 1. This msans that the Prefect
tenses, which re t‘at elr, \»Gld'u Incompatible with femer o
The sesantic rule for fmmer moch thus predicts that the following will e
esacceptable: Z3

(3) Er %atte den File [fmmer] noch gesehes
he AU the fiim  *  stil) seelpet)
‘Ne had seen the fila, too’

*  31s neeschsten Freitag hat er die Arbeit fmmer noch
By ™Mt Friday AUX he the paper stin

geschreiben,
write(prt)
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The first sentence In (1) 13 fine wader the Interpretation of as
‘additionally'; the addition of fmmer, forcing the tesporal 1 retation
of noch, makes the sentesce 11) Tormed. The second seatence fs pecullar
(thowgh 1t°s fiee without (fmmer) noch). 1 swspect that It sight be
acceptadble In a4 context where the sease of 'additionally’ were clearer.

4.3.3 The Syntax of Noch
Simce noch 15 an alament of the category of particles, along with schon
and erst, TUs syntax has already deen specified In the Particle W (1.9
and The cosbination of Particle + Frame MR and Frame + TOP MR (Doth In
3.9). Further derivations Bare would only repeat those s 3.9 (and 4.2).
One facet of noch's grammar is fateresting, however. Let us recall the
Wi which introdeced Particle + Temp.Adv. constituents:

Particle ¢+ T 1 Adverdial MR
"0 m m x. 'MT ). U"(MY"’”))

This MR assfigns particles ’cg: within temporal adverbials, and places

the particle as a sister o ather constituents within the composite
constituent. The scope of particles 15 thus specified to e narrow in the
cese of doth rule combining particles with other temporal adverbials. The
scope of schon visg-a-vis duratives or Frist adverbials 13 sot Cracial--
either order might have bees used In the Interpretation schema fn the rule
ctm the right. WIth noch, however, 1t turms out that the scope s
aportant.

Yo see this, consider the comdination of soch with duratives. Givea
the rele above, zwel Jahre' (noch'(p)) would be the expected meaning of
sentences conuinin? the constituent noch rwei Jahre. Givea the sesantic
rule for duratives (2.8), this »olds when:

Ar o o [ 2wel Jahre'(noch'(p)) I1f there is an &' such that
s ; e is .[21“ sﬂls}crul‘of e’
e 1 Jahre'], In Teagth and
3.viee' A, 3 -d‘(p)

ztﬂtn In turn holds 17f for every relevast 1, 1>r and p holds. Thus we
ve:

a, o. ¥ b owel Jahre' (soch'(p)) 11F there 13 48 o' such that
orA 1. ¢ 1s & fina) subinterval of o'
2. ¢' 15 [2wel JM‘)‘ in length and
L. vige'[i2e mad A "k p).

-

{We fgnore the feperfectivity {ssue here.)

For the most part, this eatra constratint resulting from noch fs
Inconseqeential, since the exact delinsation of r 15 often 1o7E up to
pragmatics. Byt mote that If r is specified elsewhere In the sentence,
thea there may be no s.o,r satisfying the abowe conditions, condider in
this coanectfon (1):

f1) * Morgea 15t er moch 2wel Jahre da
tomorrow s Re yet 2 yoars there



Other rules guareatee that this 15 assigned the meaning:
(2) morgen” [PRES(2we! Jahre' (noch'(p))))
and (2)'s truth conditions are straightforwardly derfved:

(3) A (2) 19¢ r [morgen'), and err<<s and
st A o,p b et Jard tnoch’ (p))

and the Tast holds 1ff

there 15 an o' suth that
;. ° !: a(ﬂn:! wu-;aml'ol e’
« e 15 [awel Jabwre'], In Yength and
3. ViGe'(or and A‘.,‘, kol

But there can d¢ of course no such ¢'. Asy Interval stretching two years
prior to r must contain subintervals which are wholly pefor to r and
therefore In violaticon of clawse (3).

This explains the distinction betwean (4) and (1), and Detwess the two
sentences In (8): y

[4) Morgen 15t or schom  2wel Jahre &
tomorrow 15 he already two  years there
"He'1l have already Been here two years a3 of tosorrow’

[5) Gestera  war er schon zwel Jahre da
yesterday was
‘He dad alrsady bDeen here two yoars as of yesterday'
* Gostern war er noch rwel Jehre da

Unfortunataly, the adove 2xplasition works only whes noch and the
durative phrase are given the indicated scope relation. IT noch hed wider
sCope Than the durative, the explasation would collapse. TIT T
unfortunate because 1t would be quite easy In the present tem to derive
o sentence with this scoge relationship-<by simply introducing the durative
and the particle indegendently, fn that order. Ome way to block this
fs 3y revising the present systes so that particles and temporal adverbs
could only be introdeced together, (or by wsing Y7 features to encode the
presence of particies) bdut this revision would take us rather far affeld,
and one would want o have a 9ood deal of confidence 1n other aspects of
the fystem progosed here before undertating 1t.

4.8 Passives
: This section oxamines the Passive, and Formulates rules for 125 genera-
tion.
The German Passive hat both personal and lTepersosal varfants, as (1)
and (2) respectively exeplify:



{1) Efn Hags wird gebagt
4 house AX bulfld{prt)
‘A house s deing buflt'

{2) I wird gratuliert
nimidat) AUX congratulatelprt)
‘He 15 delag congratulated’

It 1s easy %0 predict which varfant will occur with a given phrase: If, In
Nospassive santences, the sain verb sust appear with an accusative W
complement, the persona’ form 15 used. If 1t must appear without an
sccusative NP complement, the fapersona) veriast 1s used. Of course, som
verbs may appear efther with or without an accusative NP comploment, and In
these cases, both the fepersonal and the persomal form are possible:

{3) Kein Flefsch wurde gegessen {ef. Er ass Fleisch)
0 meat AX  eatiprt) he ate meat
‘Mo meat was caten’
Es wurde nicht gegessen [cf, Er ass)
ft AU not eatipre) he At
‘No one ate'

Clearly, any treatment cught to reflect this conditioning.

4.4.1 The Subjectlessness of lapersonal Passives

The torms ‘personal’ and "fepersonal’ were probadly chosen to describe
these two varfants decause the former Mave sabjects, while the Tatter do
mot. The treataest of dasic rules above assumed that the impersonal pas-
sive 15 subjectliess (along with the cosstructfon Iha 15t 2y gratulieren).
This assusption may now be defended.

Persons) constructions have & sominative sedject which controls verd
2 t and can function as the controller for usderstood sedjects In
EQUI-sorts of comstructions; the impersosal don't. The evidence for this
15 well known, but the es which appear 1n matrix Inftia) position In
fspersona) constructions 1s deceptive. For example, the Tmpersona! passive
appoars with 4 dusemy es in matrix fnitial position, howewer, as the second
sentence 1m (3) does.” This seductively resesbles & subject, perticularly
to Inglish ears (and eyes), used to finding subjects 1n santesce-initial
position, byt also to mative German speakers, since Inftial position is a
favorite spot for German subjects as well, Note further that the &3 In the
second sentance In (3) 13 1dentica) in form to the nominative/accusative
sinrur nester pronoun; moredver, verd sarking 1a lepersona) passives
would agree with third person singular subjects. The 41fficulty with
taking this as evidence of es"s subjecthood 1s that any sentence 1m German
™y appear with matrix InitTal es, Including the first seatance fn (3):

£5 wurde kein Fletsch gegessen
ftAX no wmeat caten
‘No meat was saten’

Moreower, this #s and the lapersonal passive es share & nusber of
peculfar properties. B2oth are 1iaited to matrix Tnitfal position. Thes



neither say appear post-wverbally fn declarative sentences (4a), 1n any
embedded sentence (b)), In guestions [¢c), or even In
exclamations (4):

(4) Es wordo geredet Es 15t der Tom gekommen
it AUX  talkiprt) It AUX T comelprt)
"People talied "Tom cose'
c.'&:wmum * Dann 15t o3 der Tom getommen
Dasn wurde geredet Dann 15t der Tom gelommen
b * ...00 o3 geredet wurde. * L..00 es dor Tom pekommen 14t
whether
‘e sOb mt wurde. «s+0b dor Tom ”m ist.
C. * Nurde o5 geredety * Ist o3 der Tom gekommen?
Wurde guredet’ ist der Tom getommen!
d. * Ceredot wurde o4, * Getoamen I3t es der Toml
come{prt) AUX 1t
Geredot wurde! Gokommen 142 or

™he sominative/accesative nevter singular pronsun o3 shares mone of these
peculfar properties, as 15 well known, There s thérefore no reasom to
take the superficia) similarity of the two words as evidence for the es in
impersonal passives defng a sedject. Lot us furthersore conclede Yt a
enffied treatment of the es n the two sorts of comstructions exemplified
in [4) would De Sasirable--that 15, we sthould prefer Lo account for these
common peculfarities,

This Teaves only the 3rd person singular form of the fapersonal passive
as putative indication that we to find a third person singular sub-
Ject for 18, But Yot us first that 1f we are Indeed to favor a
enified amalysis for the two e3's fn (4), thes we sust g fortd favor
andlyses which treat the fmperzona) passive o5 as 2 rotler of nusber
aproement, Just a3 the other, “presentational” es fn (4) 5. For this es
demonstradly does not contro) number sgreement:

ts kamen zwe! Monschen aus Sern
it comipl) o pecplelpl) from Rern
‘Thare came two people from Bern'

That is, sentences using the presentational es may have either singelar or
plurs) werbs, Second, much weight are we to give the fact that such
sentences 40 not appear n first or second persom  Suorely we nted not
attribute this 0 an actus) third person subject, since we can egually well
regard the third person as the unmaried porson. Any werd for which first
»:':ocm person marking would de imappropriate owght then to appedr In
third perion,



Given this evidence that es 15 not » L, and the fact at m
other Htol{ candidate 15 In STght, we postulate that impersons! passives
are subjectiess.

This hypothesis Teads to severa) testadle predictions about fmpersonal
constructions. First, recall that YP's have been defined as CYP .
There 15 no such cosstitesnt 1n lapersonal constroctions, which mTREBat
we should find m0 analogue of Tepersonal coastrections where YP's are
required. One such construction fnvolves the complementizer ohme:

Er ging, ohee  sich zu weredschieden
he went without self to say- -bye
'Ho want without saying .

Nerbonne {19824) » s that this construction reguires YP's (and that

prageatic control of the subject position is allowed). If this 15 s0, w

should expect to find some fapersonal constructions here W

ubiocu. 1¥ they are subjectless, on the other hand, we t to
none. In fact, none are possidle:

* s wurde tagelang gefelert, ohee lafen ru werden
AUX  days-long celebratelprt) wo0. 'G%IFU e Y
s wurde tagelang gefelert, ohae zu schlafen

slesplinf)
‘They celebrated for days without sleeping'

The present treatmeat predicts that Y2 cosplement constrections will
systesatically exclude fmpersonals, and this seems to hold. The treatmeat
which view ¢35 as & subject cannot explafn this [even 11 the treataent could
:: :ont?ﬁii to this effect, t.e. 50 that 1t could de made compatible with
sl
Second, the present treatsent predicts that o3 appears In fspersonals
only as 2 sort of zero-altermative to frosting. " Thus we predict the
fallure of the fspersona) es to appear within the Y2, If os 13 a subject,
this 15 unexpected debavior. Furthersors, we might expect that where the
fronting comstruction is fnappliicable, the alternative would be as well,
In that case we would predict the fapossibility of the es in subordinate
clauses as well, whare fronting does not apply.

4.4.2 The Lexical Natyre of the Passive

Nerbonse (1982b) presents evidesce that the fmpersonal passive 15 a
Toxical rule. Some of the argusents {nvolved extends famedfately to the
personal passive, and, 1f both passives are to be descrided by » single
rule, then all of the evidence that fmpersonal passives are created by
Texical rule extends Indirectly to persona) passives.

To begin, there s a preferesce (within theorfes) thet rules with
Texical exceptions ought to be lTexical rules. preference fs plassthle
enough, given the concept of the lexicom as the finite reposfitory of
exceptionality. The preferesce 135 strengthened by two further considera-
tions Srought forward In Baker (1979). First, & most restriciive syntax
would only allow phrasa) rules to apply to phrases without reference to
their makeup, fn tAfs particular case, without reference to the particuler
Toxical itess in the phrase. Since we favor more restrictive systems, we
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ought to favor allowing no exceptional rules in the syntax, Second, 1t i3
argued, a Texica) rule mfght plawsibly Be Tearned Texical ftes by lexical
ftem, 1n which case wo would expect chfldren to Yearn such rules by hearing
the outputs of the rules--in particular, withoyt overgmeralizing. This
scenario 15 feplausibie for phrasal rules, since they msost naturally are
Yearned to be 4pplicable to phrase types (without regard for the makewp of
the phrases). 1f children 4id try to Tearm phrasal rules with lexice)
exceptions, we would expect 11zation, Since children do not
overgeneralize rules with lexica) exceptions {according to Baker), they
prodadly Tearn such rules lexical item By Texical ftes.

1 am not aware of any extensive work 1n GPSG on the relationsh
between the lexicon and syntax, 30 that the force of the adove coesidera-
Lions for the present case 15 unclear. Byt at Jeast the concept of the
Texicon as the finite repository of exception has a t deal to recommend
1t 1n any theory. The last two argusests ia faver of excluding rules with
Texical excoptions from the systax are appealing, dut they ously rest
on preafses that ome cowld take issue with: the first, on the preaise that
disallowing syntactic rules with Texica)l esceptions resulits in 2
sigafficantly more restrictive theory (and of cowrse that, If 1t's signifi.
cently more restrictive, then it's linguistically sound) the second, on
the preaise that calldres really 80 not overgeneralize Texical rules,

1f phrasal reles allowed reference to the intersal makoup of the
phrase, then they might well 3¢ learned to be applficadlie to certain lexical
(tems a3 these are encountered.

For whatever 1t's worth, howewer, there d0 seem o be lexical excep-
tions to the passive rule:

Es wird heute 2u Mause geblieden
1t AUX  today at hose staylprt)
‘People will [Bave to) stay at hose todey.'

* £y wird heute ru Hause gewesen.
belpre)

Both of these verbs are subcetegorized to tate predicative phreses, but
only dlelben D¢ passtivized.

TRare are als0 some more concrete indicaticns of the lexical mature of
this rele, a5 well, The following {5 susmarized from Nerbonne [19828),
First, the cosdination of passive participle plus nenfinfte passive
suxi)iary werden may form 4 constituent. This 15 shows by fts abflfity to
appear SefGre the finite verd:

Gebeut werden musssen noch 2wt Haeuser
BulYapre) AU must  yot two houses
‘Another two howses have to be byilt'

Geho) fen werden suss 1ha
) must hie
‘e must e helpad’

(Note that the first of these 15 a personal passive, and the second an
fapersondl.] The existence of & constituent of this sort 13 a matural

of & Yexical formulation of the rule, byt would require
structure-building power of & phrasal forsulation.



Second, there are apparent exceptions to the generalization noted above
that Tmpersons] passives are found exactly with those verds which & not
take accusative cbjects. It 15 not always the case that persoss! passives
are found in sentences with verds which would mormally e accusative
W'y, ond lepersomals Im those with verds whifch do not. A sizeable group
of speakers accept fmpersonal passives with sccusative reflexive promouns,
such as the following:

Oa wurde sich geschlagen
there AUX  self strikelprt)
‘Pecple fought there'

The sich In s_l%gh_lww be clearly sccusative In other persons.
Thus TEH sch) " "I fought with hMwm.' This is a puz2ling
exception to ui'o&mu m solid gemaralization 1f one Ygnores the
Texfcal status of the oper of the passive rule. Attending to this,
howover, and moting that sich schla i5 & wellknown Texical reflexive, we
readily obtain the proper cation of the rule: fepersona) passives are
formed of those | ~=possibly lexically complex--which do not take
accusative NP compleseats, Thus sich schls may contafn an accusative
NP, but since 1t doesn't take ome, T Torms an fapersonal passive.

The connection to the Texical vs, syntactic status of the passive is
this: we divide wp the reflexives (in what s fn fact a standard way--cf.
Curme, 1922:338; Stoetzel, 1970:2)-28; or Cranmer, 1976:56-7) fnto the
Toxical and the systactic. There are toss ups, but there are clear cases,
too, Now the lYexical forsulation of the passive rule predicts that pas-
sives may be formed only from the Yexical reflexives, such as the above,
and never Trom the syatactic ones, such as the ose below:

£r redete von elner Geschichte weber sich
e spoke of » story sbout self

This Is clearly & syntactic reflexive because 1t 15 buried In & modifier of
the verb; because 1ts meaning Is predictable, given the meaning of fts
components; and decause fts -unin' 15 reflexive, mot reciprocal,
sedic-passive, or detransitivized {a)) of which are found only in Jexica)
reflexives). The prediction that oaly Texical reflexives may appear in
passives seems to borne out:

Es werde von olner Geschichte (* ueber sich) geredet
it AX of » story ot self  speakipre)

A third and fina) detal) about German syntax (concerming again those
sprakers who allow the ese of refloxives In passive sentences) confirms the
Texical formualtion of the rule as well, Let us first recall that only
sajor constituents (“Satzglieder,” or “sentence elements,” In the sense of
Bach, 1962) may be fronted to the position before the finfte wverdb, Thfsg s
expliicit In the fronting MR sdove, Thus a locative prepositional phrase Is
frontadle, but not the object of the preposition alone.

Er 11ef In dem Haus hermm
he ran In the house arcund
'He ran around In the house'
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In dem Naus Yef or herum
* dem Haus Yief or 12 herum

As omphatic reflexive proncun sich selbst exists as well in Gorman, and it
®ay be fronted:

Sich seldst hat or damit helfen wollen
Self se)f  AUX he thus help want
‘Ne wanted to help haself that way'

Like the nonesphatic refloxive, t™his reflexive may ppear 18 passive
sentences, 00, St then, Interestingly, 1t may not be froated:

[s wurde sich meistens nor selbst geholfen, und kefmen anderen
it A solf mostly enly self help "wd 0thers
‘People mostly Nelped themselves, and no one ¢lse’

® Sich seldst wurde meistens geholfen, und kelsen anderes

T™is Indicates that sf 104t dogs mot function as a sentence element in
the passive sentesces, predicted once 1t s assumed that the
passive 15 only possible where the sich sel 15 part of a lexical werd.
(The active sentesce whare It s f cates that 1t suy be added
syntactically, too, so that the ssphatic reflexive, 1ike the unesphatic
one, has Soth a syntactic and & lexical variant.)

Sased on the genera) considerations at the degimning of this section,
and these three detalls of the syntax of passive senteaces, we should faver
# Yexical formualticon of the passive rule, .. one that operates on
individus) Texfce! 1tems.

4.4, A Formulation of the Aule
Passives without agent phrases are preseated dere.

'?112 Motarule 3 ]
. "," . "," (.u‘ooou""," (.l)cco{‘.’,) -

~pass
~fin

~comp,
-an.l
~$Pnos (-eq")

There are two Cases. [ither the set of feature complesents for thiy
Texfcal class facludes as one comp, [NPacc], or 1t does mot, If 1t does,
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*pass :

comy  -Whace

‘m‘ 1 ‘(..
1]

-¥Pnoa (scomp |
womeaning: Axy . g GAxg s cadxg ICIPIVP (xy Daatxg M) (x)>

[f, on the other hand, there s no comp, = [-WPacc) thea

> <0, ((Ph’ ""’-C;Ql & u,..u’_,a u.(')”'(z‘)..h'.‘)h.b

pass - o Convent. fep)ication: (PWP'{x,)..Ix)
wprt ~comp might be fntentionally m-at
~<omp,
~CoRp,
Notice that the cutpet of the passive rule 13 a participlal phrase, and
that no mention has yet boen made of the passfve auxflfary . which §s
introduced by setarule delow, Let us examine Ticatfons o of the

classes of this rule defore considering how well 1t accomplishes 1ts task,
e first exaaine an application of the rule to & verd which does take an
sccusative NP complement, bittes, This fs fstroduced 1m BR 8, repeated
below for convenience:

3, Ly YLV : bitten, betruegen,

-fin
PPum
~NPacc
NPnoe

3, Lw "% opum 1. Lxydx, 3 l‘,"'h‘)h,)h,ll’
«fin Wace
‘pass “KPnom
prt
~PPum
~NProm

The Head Feature Convention will sasure that the (PIVP (and sudse-
rnuy. the V) 1n sudtrees adaitted by this rule has the features
*pass, sprt], 1.e, that 1t fs 1a passive participial form, To better
cnmhu Row this rule functions in the grammar, et ys apply to 1t the
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complement-adding MU, FAC, repoated here for convenieace:

Flat Adding of Complements (FAC)
“n, t"' Y ,o F3> «> <n, (('," Y !’ ~on ). "!,., >

aagr aagr
% .
'i' Oi'
! =
-& -!.
<8, [” Phem PP o r ey 3 t,cm'm-'m,m,w
~fin ~Wace
+PASS “NProm
PRT
+Pum
~NPnom

(0f course, the Contoured Adding of Complements Metarule would have been
wplicable, too, but the above suffices for demoastration.) The features
en the intarnal (P)VP node am‘t‘rrﬁahr!y informative~-they ' ve been
11sted to-date to size that this mode Is 1dentical to the node cn the
fnput rule but for addition of the torn.oart) features, so that
lexica) fnsertion should operate essentially the same way here 4s 1n the
nodes in active rules. st 1) the complesent features are predictadle
from the rule nusber, and are 211 passed from the sajor node by the
#C {except of course for [ nc}l. Since the features aren‘t | L,
and are 4 nulsance o write, they 1l be dropped in the futere. rule
Move say be used to adeit subtrees of the following sort:



(5) w
-fin
‘pass
‘pre
PPm
B )
PPus
«fin
T
o olnen Sefallen |
v
«fin
for a favor pass
sprt
o8
pboten
askiprt)

"asked for a Taver'

The order of the subconstitusats PPus-¥ is determined by L? rule (2) in
3.3.1 adbove, reprated hare for Convenfence:

™he rules responsible for the expaasion of PPum do not concern us here,
Several other 2 ts of the tree adove will receive comment after we have
examined an application of the passive rule to & verdb wAich s not subcate-
porized [“Wacc), 1.e. an Impersonmal passive. For the sake of ""'3' -
exanine a separable prefix verd from class 15 In this spplication. 15
1s first repeated.

a5, [oyp PRIF, ¥V ), PREFOY'> : ela-gehes, hin-weisen,

-fin auf-passen,...
~Pnom

Since this rule doesa't fntroduce & category subcategorized with the
feature [-%Pacc), only the second varfant of the passive 1s applicadle.
Applying this Sere, we obtain:
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-fin and conventional fmplication: Wor'(a‘l(a!)
*pass might be Iatentionally brought adeut.

pre

PPaufl

As 18 stands, the FAC MR s applicable here, byt we choose %0 apply the
Contoured Addiag of Cosplements MR (CAC) 1astead. Thfs has the advantage
of creating & constiteent PREF & ¥V, which, as 3.3.2 noted, may D¢ required
aw (gearanteeing the exfstance of the constituent Is tefvial, should 1t
defin :c y ¢ required--{5) would do this), CAC MR s repeatad here for
convealfence:

Contoured Adding of Complesests (CAC)
<.. (m ' ]. f’ s> <.. ["’" '."'“.M.‘"‘ ]. '“")’

aeagr aeyr

of. o?. of.
oi' oi' oi 4
N " >
= o e

Applying this to the rele famediately above, we obtaln:

a8, Lop Pauf, VP ), A (P! (PPauf* ) (xy) )2

-fin «~fin and intentfonality feplicatere
spass ‘pass

pre ogt

sPPaufl “PPauf

This admits the following subtree:
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(6) cyp
-fin
pass
::::uf
’/.l!’\
Pauf PP
-¢litic
«fin
“Dass
Braat
+15
suf Cinzelheiten
on detalls I
pYP
spass
wprt
ois
efngeganges
wm (pre)

‘gose into detalls’

(Redendant features have Boen suppressed In the lower PYP node 1n (6).

Me shall turmn directly to the Introduction of the passive auxiliary
ward-, byt thess ouwln sy have sufficliently clarified the workings of

rules, In particular the passive rule, 50 that » discussion of their
detalls and motivetion may de frultful., Let us first mote that m meking
the type of passive dependent oa the aeed for as accusative comsplement,
this proposal reflects the conditioning of the passive rule by this factor
and s satisfies the desideratum astadlished In the Introdection to this
section, With reference to 4.4.1, we may note that ispersosal passives
Mve 20 sebjects, and no provision for the Tater Introduction of sudjects
according to thls passive rule. Cf. the tree fmmediately adove.

The gemration of passive sentences has been broken down fnto two
stages, the introduction of w‘:ouin auxilfary, to de presented below,
and the adove passive rule, which creates participlial phrases. This wes
done for two reasons. First, there are passive participial phrases which
appear adnominally without the passive auxiliary, werd-., For exsmple:

&% vor turzem te Maus
the recently 1t howse

Al more sust de sald adout tense In thelr gemeration, 1t seems most
economical to comceive of these phrases as created Sy the sase passive ryle
responsidle for (1) and [2). But In this case the passive rule must e
separated from the rele Introdecing the passive suxilfary werd-, Second,
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there are conjfunction facts whlch Indicate that the participfal phrases
created by this passive rule are cosstituents to the exclusion of the
passive auxilfary. Thus the (standard) V& without werd- Is subject to
mjusir (7a), as 15 the CVF without wird- (70), 087 the PP without
ward- (7¢): -

(7a) Die Kinder wurden ins Maus fckt und dem Gast tellt
the children AUX 1A la quet o
pre
‘The children ware sent nto the Rouse and Introdeced to the
geest’

(®) T3 wurde und gefelort
Yt A dancelpre) and ceTebratelprt)
"People denced and celedrated'

(c) Ihm wurde geschemeichelt und Tanchelt
ain A s P and at-
"He got Mattered and smiled at'

Severa) of the points made 1n 4.4.2 about the Texical nature of the
German passive are reflected in the present rule. First, sote that this
setarvle applies 10 rules to which no syntactic Tomeats have beon
added. This is the significence of the rule's requiring that all sech
features be sarked [-comp J--esseatially requiring that verds be marked
[+pass] defore systactic &m apply to thea., The rule thes T1es only
to (rules for) ndividual Texical ftems, and not to [rules for) phrases
which the syntax Sas constructed.

Second, the system 3110wt for Teaica) excaplions. WNe noted sarltler
that the verds Introduced by BR 9, mtoﬂ for convenience delow, are

spparently spiit vis-a-vis passiviy ty.
0. [m ' ]. '.) : "'.’ .‘.'m. m....
-fin
-’M

In the pregent systea, this sfeply seans that the feature bendle:

svert
N
-fin

pass
&

is fnstaatiated only by bdletben, and not by ﬁg (mor %y ).
This 15 not & princip) anation of the TaTTure of certa s to
passivize--merely the postulation of & system consisteat with tAfs Faflure.
If the exceptions are indeed Texical, sothing more 15 ressonable.

Third, te possibility of sich appearing n an fepersonal passive Iy
allowed 1f sich s allowed To Appear withis lexfcal werds. Im that case,
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sich schl would simply de an element of the class introdeced by BR 2
. cTass of Intramsitive verbs:

@ 0p Y. : schlafen, lachen, existieren,
~fin cesnsich schlagen

The derivation of fmpersonal passive seatences using these verds 1s quite
straightforward. Syntactic reflexives could not have bees ifically
provi for before the passive rulo applies, since the passive rule
requires that all syntactic cosplements be yet missing. We say plausibly
assuse that the attempt to add reflexives after the passive metarule has
deformed the origina) will be seccessful Just Tn case & suitable sominative
antecedent 13 avallable, Since nominative antecedests are never available
in i?orm'l passives, no syntactic refleaives be found there. This
explaing the ougr-t‘allv of the example wsed 1n 4.4.2 above, repeated

Es wurde von eliner Geschichte (* ueber sich) geredet
ft AX of a story about self speak{prt)

A fimal point regarding the lexical status of rule say be made before
we turn to the Introduction of the passive auxillary., We noted im 4.4.2
that one normally frontable 1tes, the esphatic reflexive sich selbst, s
not frontable ia fapersonal passive seatences, oven say appear
there, Again, given the sssemption that sfch selbst may sppear In Tmper-
sonal passives Dy virtue of fts abflity 10 Tunction within the verd as part
of 4 Texical unft, the fronting bedavior s predicted. Yo see this,
Suppose that sich selbst helfes, !ttc%{m s part of the class
::r:'m int vel. nss‘n MR applies to 1t to

ve:

2 logp VP 10 3% (VP'(x,) & Sntentionality fmplicatere>

The fronting MR ((1) ¥n 3.4 a)lows that any possidle dsughter of the matrix

CYP say Do withheld from the CVP 1tself, and expressed In fronted position,

Sich selbst ::’t ::rtco::o fn this passfive construction because 1t fen't a
matrix -

Let us turn then to the iatrodection of the passive suxillary, effected
by the following setarule:

Passive mtllq Metarule

(”. ‘x‘” R . ..’
tpass
‘prt

“ Liyw oo UK, cagy Jo Mg (AX" ({XWP(xy ). 0 ()00

“pass
-prt

Passive auxilfaries Include werd., and less freguent) ggﬁ
Notfice that passive wps with u-“hr‘n are marked (-m‘: and 50 are
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distinguished from the participial phrases Introdeced directly by the
passive rule. The notation (X)VP 15 meant to fuaction as a cover term for
PYP, VP, and CYP, As wo saw 10 (7a)-(7c), a)) of these may be combined
-wv the passive suxiliary. Using this setarule, we may fsmediately extend
the subtrees (51 and (§) o VP or CYP phrases. Ne first apply the auxi-
Tary-introducing setarule to the rule responsidle for (5), odtaining:

B, (yp PPm Y M, ass 10 A%y (V' (PPum’ ) x, )y ))>

spass
-;rt
-Wnros
In extending the tree [5), we tacitly apply the tensing MR, as
woll,
{(s*) w
-
+fin
pass
-prt
un
-\nom
00
oflu
spass
-aml- um einen Gefallen
for & favor
-"u
‘pass
"wprt
I
gedaten
askpret)

‘be asted Tor a Tavor'



(6') cw
*ac
+fin
iy
el L
+15
AUX
w'"/N
/ PPauf PYP
wurd- «ciitic
N -fin
pass
sprt
~PPauf
+15
auf Einzelheiten
on detalls |
"
pass
tprt
+15
o
go n (prt)

‘gone iato detalls’

Since the Passive Auxiliary Metarule allows the passive auxiliary to
combine with PYP phrases as woll a3 “standard” V's, 1t allows In
particalar that the passive suxiliary might combine with the participle to
the exclusion of the participle’s complements. Let us seppose that it does
50 with a verd of the class admitied by 3R 4, repeated here:

A, lpyp Y1 V2 : schmeicheln, helfen, gratulieren,.

«fin
~NPdat
-NPnom

which, given as application of the passive, admits:

", [m M ), ey W‘hl)(xzb
pass

Bou
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This 15 then » proper feput for the suxiliary MR, which ylelds:

Ay Dy PPN, ) Ay TR AU PV, ) xy >
*pass

-pre
-NPdat

This s the rule which would adwit the Gehol fen werden constituent which we
took as evidence that the passive cught To 56 TormuTated lexically In
4.4.2. Without rules introducing 15 such sentences canmot be derived
here, but the stre Is clear enough. If the dative W7 complesent were
added hare via the MR, the constitueat PAT + AUX would be preserved.
If this were 2 subconstituent of 4 CVP with o finfte modal, 1t would be
subject to the froating metarule, 5o that the sentance 1fen werden muss
fha would be derfvable, Dut the detatis of this derivatica

presented here.

To demonstrats the analysis of entire sentences, and the treatment of
es, Tet us first recall 3R 100, repeated here:

<100, [S X, CYP/X ], CWP/X (X" )»
ac

The altersative, the use of es, may Dest be descridbed via an additional
basic rule:

Es-introduction
W, Tg s CWP), C'>

*ac

e could, 17 we chose, subsyme this under F-MR and 3R 100, given the
appropriate conventions adout extracting 9. In this case, we aifght be
tespted to attribute some complement status to the P--perbaps calling 1t a
- NP.* The nomenclature 15 of mo t significance.

t fs significant here s that this treatment analyzes the es of
fmpersonal passives and the “presentationa]™ es fn a unified way. th are
introduced by the same rule. This 1s, of couFSe, 1spossidle fa any treat-
meat which regards s In Teparicnal passive seatences as 4 subject. But

given their 1dentical and very peculfar properties, demonstrated adove, #
uniflied treatment s clearly most desirvadle,

To conclude this section, a derivation of ome persona) and one
fepersona)l passive, Gfven the rule responsidle for (5'), repeated here:
-, [" Poum ¥ AlX ). Axy 3 x,("("n')h')h,”’
pass
e

~NPnoe

‘pass
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we need only add the WPnom to obtain the CVP rule required im F.MR and In
Es-Introduction. We add this using the FAC-MR:

8, [m Wrom PPum ¥ mmul. 1 x’("("-'uﬁ')h.z"’
+poss

rum

*NPnom
This might be wsed, as 15, In conjunction with BR 301, to derfve such

sentences as es @ Here Schaldt um efnen Gefallen gedeten. Or the
frooting metarule may Y. yielding:

@, [mm Pham ¥ m.’.”]. ay l-ll"("u‘)(l‘)(uzns
“pass

Frim

*NPnom
This may B¢ combined with one Instance of schems 100, viz,
<100, [y “Pnom, CVP/NPnom, ... 1, CYP/X'(X')>

e

oﬁ,

to obtain the following tree:



5
ys&"
i

i
§
4j¢

>‘

AUX Pum W
taeg" BN
wrt
| :
wirde  um einen Gafallen \
AUX for & favor ¥
~fin
pass
"wrt
T
pebeten
ssk(pre)

Herr Scheidt wurde um efnen Gefallenes gedetes

W. § A for a2 favor askiprt)
‘Mr. Scheridt was asked for 4 faver'

Fimally, an example of the treatsent of lz;soun passives might not
be out of place. Applying the passive rule, the CAC MR to BR 15, we
obtained the following (first derived above [6)):

<15, [ops PPISTPVP_yco 00 Ty (PYP" (PPauf" ) (xy) >

-fin -fin v Intentionality fspliceture
pass pass

wpre sprt

PPauf ~PPauf

To this we apply the passive suxiliary metarule (and the Teasing M)
to cbtaim:
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“so tm "mo m.‘"‘o m.’.“)o .(m.‘”-'.“‘z’,’
ofin «fin ¢ intentiomality fmplicature
“pass *pass

:‘;‘ui ::;:d

with which the es-introduction rule combines nicely:

auf Efnzelhelten

on detalls I
e
*pass
sprt
+15

‘[They) went fnto detafls’



Notes-<Chapter Four

1. To & cartain oxtant the chofce Dotween Maben and sein 15 temporally
Geternined, of course. A1) ynprefixed iatransTiTves which denote telfc
Aktiomsarten wse the auxilfary sefin, and, with the exception of blefben and

1n, 211 other Intransitives and 311 transitives use haden. Thus TeTic
ftive s + gestorben sein; atelfc Intransit 1afen, %
schiafen habes; nsftive pssen, with ssen haben. wh are
y telic or atelic may Kave Perfects auxitfarfes: (In
e Fluss) schwimmen,

w (im Floss) schuimmen, hwommen haben. Profixed
verbs vie e salliary o ru nd '.%:W'vr'm; contradicts
the sesantic 1adicatio; thus 'to walk arcund, walk adout’

clearly has an atelic sense 1y say be used with duratives).
But the expected * he haben 3 wrong due to the telic stem

't §9," which has ° in. Thus: ”‘M‘%
The deterwinmation of tramsitivity (Tor s purpose) 15 also compliceted.
cr. mir 1fon “Ba halped se” vi. or 152 air ‘e

., n, Yhe complicating unp red
stem [but 1t may also be whether the transitive form 1s basic or derived
from a Sasic intransitive). The entire picture 13 slightly more
compifcated In the South, where the atelic Intransitives lieges, stehes,
and sitzen unexpectedly form Perfects using sein,

Z. TE 1s worth noting that the Perfect IafTnftive (as 1t 15 used
sove), Tike tenses 1n scbordinate clauses (cf. 1.7.2), may fodexically
refer to #n event time 20t among the speech, evest and reference times of
123 matrix clause.

3. What follows 1a the text Is not simply » presentation of Bacserle's
seountics for the Perfect, but rither sketch of what sty semantics with
similar mbitions must be like. Baecverie’s rules are flawed 1n mot showing
how the Perfect Index 15 affected by the tenses. The rules amount to
requiring that e<s and that r<s,

4. A qualification: people hesitate abowt the adove example, which
suorsts to me that 1t say be grammatical, dut uncommon and perhaps
stylt

na

stically marted. Should 1t torm out that these to be generated,
rvle would be required (or & alization of the rno-t

ene), Just as 1s the case of the Perfect Infinftive (cf. Delow). But the
well-formedness of such examples would not demonttrate that the Perfect W
presently 1n the text 15 unnecessary, only that it's fasufficlent [or too
11t2%¢ gesere)). [f 1t turns out that such exssples should be generated,
the chvious ath to gursue would be to allow the Perfect [and other tenses)
o be Introduced oa PWP's,

S. The parallel detween this rule and the complement-adding metarules,
(6) and (7) In 3.0.1, 1s stive: If we regarded e suxiliary as 4 sort
of fima) complomest (to participia) verbs) thes the Perfect MR and the
Perfect MR [Contoured) could be instances of the Flat Adding of Complements
M and the Contoured Adding of Cosplements MR, respectively. If we did
this, however, we would st11) need some of deriving e participial
rele, with {ts added required complesent, from the BR. Alternatively, we

sight sake the preseace of uz feature [-parf. aux] degend on the the
presence of the feature [eprt),

- 19 -
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