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The main thrust of this paper will be descriptive and focnssed on the in-
teraction of punctual time adverbials in English and a number of verb struc-
tures. The semantic consequences of such interactions will be discussed and a
brief attempt will be made to formalise the findings within the framework of &
multi-predicate analysis (see Lakoff 1970, MeCawley 1971 and Anderson 1973};
a semantically-based spproach is favoured as & good basis for cross-language

_gomparisons of either a theoretical or a pedagogical nature.. The agsignment of
tense morphemes and time adverbials is understood to be a function of various
configurations of temporal markers: Past, Present and Fulure. ' _

The syntactic behaviour of sentences in English containing perfecsive
have plus a punctual time adverbial indicates that certain transformational
operations like clefting produce a significant change in weaning beyond that
which is associated with the notion of ‘topicalisation’. Furthermore, negation
and question transformations may have the same effect thue also supporting
the conclugion that sentences like, Gerald had left the office at five are ambiguous
and require more than one underlying representation, A congideration of
sentences containing no perfective elements but rather different kinds of verbal
forms like, was/were going to and will be VERB-ing indicates that similar distinc-
tions may be relevant although in a less erucial way. .

When dealing with perfective kave in conjunction with time adverbials
that vefer to a specific point in time (punctual adverbials) we need to examine
either have following a modal auxiliary (e.g. will kave} or the past form hed

1 This paper was given at the 12th International Conference on Contrastive Lingu-
istics in Bislowiesa in 1976, For a subsequent theoretical treatment of time and tense
which takes issue with this approach, see Pankhurst (1980).
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gince (1) is, of course, ungoceptable:
1. *Gerald has left the office at five.

Equivalent sentences in languages like French, Dutch or German are quite

acceptable. English, however, allows this type of adverbial in the other above-
mentioned contexts. For example: |

2. Gerald had left the office at five.
3. Gerald will have left the office at five.

Itﬁs:eems to be the case that the perfective sentence (1) may not have ‘““present
crientation’ as is the case with the present perfect. Whether this is to be
analysed as a result of a restriction imposed by the syntactic source for have
.?Jnd has rather than ad in non-modal sentences or by a semnatic representation
18 an iImportant question.

It should be noted in passing that the restriction is not valid for non-fnite
versions of perfective have. -
If we now compare (2) and {3) with. {4):

4. Gerald left the office at five.

we may notice th@t a topicalisation transformation that preposes the time
adverbial gives us, as might be expected, no significant change in mesning:

2a. At five, Gerald had left the office,
3a. At five, Gerald will have left the office.
4a. At five, Gerald left the office.

It we then apply cleft, pseudo-cleft, negation or question transformations
to (4a) there is still no fundamental change in meaning apart from the meaning
intrinsie to negative and interrogative sentences, namely the result of some-
thing in the proposition being negated or forming the focus of & question:

4b. It was at five that Gerald left the office.

4c. What Gerald did at five was leave the office.
4d. At five, Gerald did not leave the office.

4e. At five, did Gerald leave the office?

%inwever, thig is not the case as regards sentences like (2) and (3) since they are
n contrast with (4) and (4a—4e), ambiguous. The ambiguity centres round
the question as whether the time of leaving is the same as the time expressed
by the time adverbial. In other words, at the time expressed by the time ad-
vﬁarhial was it the case (or will it have been the oase) that Gerald left at that
time precisely or was it the case that he had already left prior to that time!?

That this digtinetion is syntactically trivial is thrown into doubt by the fol-
luwi.ng facts: '

A. When the time adverbial is preposed and the ‘sentence’ then undergoes
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either a negative or a question transformation, the time of leaving is
normally understood to be different from the time expressed by the time
adverbial. This will be ealled the non-simultaneous reading.

B. If clefting and pseudo-clefting is applied, keeping the time adverbial in
the preposed position, the sentence is normally disambiguated in favour
of the simultaneous reading (time of leaving equals the time expressed by
the time adverbial in (2) and (3)).

(. Since the restrictions apply to kad and will have, they may be a function

of Perfective have in general rather than just the Past form of have (had).

D. The simultaneous/non-simultaneous distinction seems to operate although
in a different way to explain favoured readings for equivalent sentences
with wasfwere going to.

E. The simultanecus/non-simultaneous distinction helps to explain an im-
portant but apparently subtie ambiguity in equivalent sentences with il
be V-ing. )

The first observation {A) is evidenced by the following:

5. At five, Gerald had not. left the office?? Had he in fact left eqriier
ba. At five Gerald had not left the office. He had in fact left later.

When putting sentences in a discourse context, the convention?!? will be
used instead of an asterisk (star) to indicate highly unlikely combinations.
Since the relations holding between sentences are not as fixed as those holding
within sentences (i.e. the speaker can “‘change tack’ bhefore passing to the next
sentenece without breaking a law) it seems inadvisable to use the inflexible
symbol indicating ‘“‘unacceptable in all contexts’. (5) and (5a) should be read
without marked intonation and stress patterns for the restriction to hold.
If, however, the first sentence in each example is read with eontrastive stress on
anything except the time adverbial, the reading may be reversed in favour of a
simultaneous interpretation. In this case the first sentence ends with a rising
intonation anticipating the “resolution’ of the problem as in:

5b. At five, Gerald had not LEFT the office: he had in fact ARRIVED then.
de, At five, Gerald had not LEFT the office but had in fact ARRIVED then.

Note that it is an eitherjor situation as regard the reading. It is diffieult to
retain 8 non-simultaneous reading for (5b) and (5c). This means that the

contrastive versions do not reintroduce ambigunity but rather & switeh in

unambiguous interpretation. Notice also that this is not simply a matter of
stresg since, when the final part of the intonation pattern for the first sentence
involves a falling intonation and not a rising one, then we still have non-simual-
taneous reading even when Gerald, left or office is stressed. For example:

5d. At five, Gerald had not LEFT the office.

The assignment of various phonological patterns does seem to depend on
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the prior establishment of whether the sentence is to be read as simultaneous or
non-simultansous.
The following examples with well have give us a similar picture:

6. At five, Gerald won’t have left the office.?? He will in fact have left
earlier, _

6a. At five Gerald won’t have left the office. He will in fact have left later.

8b. At five, Gerald won’t have LEFT the office: he will in fact have ARRI-
YED then. .

6c. At five, Gerald won’t have LEFT the office but will in faet have
ABRIVED then,

6d. At five, Gerald won’t have LEFT the office.

If we now turn to question forms with the time adverbial preposed we find
a parallel situation except we may predict that the rising intonation that
the question transformation invokes interferes with the disambiguation illus-
trated in (5d) and (8d) since it becomes difficult if not impossible to distinguish
the question provoked rise with the rise provoked by the contrastive or *‘eon-
cesgive”’ interpretation. Thi s is in fact exactly what happens (see 7d.):

7. At five, hadn’t Gerald left the office? (unmarked stress and intonation)
2? Yes, he left later.

Ta. At five, hadn’t Gerald left the office? (ditto )
Yes, he wasn’t there at five.

b, At five, hadn’t Gerald LEFT the office? T don’t think he ARRIVED
there then!

7e, At five, hadn’t Gerald LEFT the office rather than ARRIVE there
then? . ' '

7d. At five, hadn’'t Gerald LEFT the office?

It is difbeult to disambiguateé (7d) in favour of the non-simultaneous reading
- without employing disambigunation via the discourse context. All we might
say would be that with the minimal rise at the end of the sentence this would
be the most favoured reading. N

The same seems to be true of (8), (8a—d):

8. At five, won't Gerald have left the office? {(unmarked stress and into-
nation)
2% Yes, he will have left later.

8a. At five, won't Gerald have left the office? (ditto)
Yes, he won’t have been there at five. _

Bb. At five, won’t Gerald have LEFT the office? 1 don’t think he will have
ARRIVED there then!

8e. At five, won’t Gerald have LEFT the office rather than ARRIVE thers

then? :

8d. At five, won't Gerald have LEFT the office?

v

*

. namely:
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With regard to the second observation (B), we find that olefting seems to
disambiguate in favour of the simultaneous reading, Contrastive or concessive
versions seems very odd if intended to be non-simultaneous. Thus:

9. Tt was ab five that Gerald had left the office.2? He had in fact left

earlier/later.
9a. It wag at five that Gerald had left the office. It was indeed at five’

- SHARP.
10. Tt will have been at five that Gerald will have left the office.
7?2 He will in fact have left later/earlier. '
10a.Tt will have been at five that Gerald will have left the office.

He will in fact have left at five SHARP.

‘Actnally, there are two other versions of (the first sentence in) (10) and (10a),

10b. It will have been at five that Gerald left the office...
10c, It will be at.five that Gerald will have left the. office...

The first one (10b) with the simple past left in the that-clause forces the past
time reading whereas (10) and (10¢) are ambigunous as to whether the state/event
is gtill to take place or whether it has already taken place and the speaker is
simply hazarding a guess about its time in the past (using predictive will}). All
of them, however, (10, 10a—c¢) must be read as simultaneous, A gwiteh in this
reading can only be made, that is in the case of all except the simple past
version (10b), by introducing already into the thai-clause. o

As regards pseudo-clefting, a similar but not identical situation nhtgms.
With a phonologically unmarked reading, a disambiguation is also achieved
in favour of the simultaneous interpretation: E

11. What Gerald had done at five was leave the office.?? He had in fact
left earlierflater, _ .
" 11a. What Cerald had done at five was leave the office. He had in fact

Ieft at five SHARP.

12. What Gerald will have done at five {will have been to] leave the office.
18

12 He will in fact have left earlier/later.
' {Will be to

12a. What Gerald will have done at five {will have been tu] leave the office.
18

{%iu be to

He will in fact have left at five.

‘T'he choice hetween will be to, will huve been fo and i3 does not effect the mea.m'ng,
that is to say, as the choice of left does in (10b). The sentences may still be
either future or past referring. However it might be argued that by placing |
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an extra stress on the verbal form done in the wh-clause ambiguity is rein-
troduced as far as simultaneity is concerned:

11h. What Gerald had DONE at five was leave the office.

12b, What Gerald will have DONE at five d > leave the office.
_ . will h;we been to _

In this case DONE could be read as meaning “already done’’. ‘
However, as indicated above, will may be uged by itself in the second clause.
In this case a stressed DONE does not seem to have the same effect:
" the sentences still seem to be unambiguously simnltaneous: -

12d. What Gerald will have DONE at five will be to leave the office. %) He
will in fact have left earlier.

1t seems that clefting and pseudo-clefting, at least with time adverbials

of this type are not the simple operations they are semotimes made out to. be.

One should also note, in passing, that time adverbials with af are not the same

a8 time adverbiale with by although in many of the examples here they seem
on the face of it to be synonymous. Nevertheless:

13. He had left of five (non-simultaneous)
-and | '
14. He had left by five,

should be regarded as distinet as:

15, Leave at five.
and
16. Leave by five,

It seems reasonable to su];)puse that in all cases at means “‘specifically at time
X" and by means ““at some unspecified time in the period leading up to time X"’
Thus (17} is similar But certainly not the same as (13):

17. He had left by five.

( 13) means that specifically at five it was the case we could say “he has left”.
Observation D may be illustrated by the following examples:

18. At five, he was not going to leave the office.

19. At five, was he going to leave the office?

20. It was at five that he was going to leave the office.

21. What he was going to do at five was leave the office.

1t seems to be the case that the favoured if not exclusive reading for (18) and
(19) is the non-simultaneous one provided the stress and intonation are kept
unmarked. However, if we have the contrastive/concessive reading with the
characteristic rising intonation at the end, the situstion is reversed:

18a. At five, he was not going to LEAVE: he was going to STAY,
19a. At five, was he going to LEAVE or was he going to STAY!

The time reference and the analysis of fense : T3

Tn the case of {20) and (21), the favoured reading is the simultaneous one.
Observation E concerns the ambiguity of (22): -

22. Gerald will be leaving at five. |
One reading would give us the meaning: at five Gerald will be in the process of
leaving. The alternative reading would be what Leech eallsthe-fut-ure.-as-a:-mat-
ter-of-course (c.f. Leech 1971) giving us the meaning: “at some time 13{1 the
future it will be possible to say that Gerald is (future) leaving at five™. (cf.
Sharwood Smith 1977). This analysis of the second type enables a speaker of
English to ask someone: |

23, Will you be driving into town tomorrow?

without seeming to force the response:
24. Yes, why, do you want me to give you a lift?

or even ‘‘worse’’: _ |
" 25, No, but if you want to go in, I ean, of course. N

The inclusion of will makes the question more eircumgpee't, .djat&nmng the
announcement of a present intention or plan by pmjeet-ingllt- into the f1}t}1re-
{(“will it be your plan to drive in”). If the time adverbial is preposed giving
us, for example,:

'22a. At five, Gerald will be leaving. | .
we seem to get a disambiguation in favour of the ﬁrst,.pr{?grgssiw? rea-dmg-
Tt is at least a favoured reading out of context. How this tlEE'i in with simul-
taneity is as follows. In the progressive reading the time adverbial expres:a‘ea the
same time as that which the proeess of leaving is located. In th'e other ‘prog-
rammed”’ reading (of. Sharwood Smith 1977) the time_adverblal expresses o
time as different from the time at which the “program’ is located. This ey be:
clarified in the following way:

At five there will be a process (Gerald leaving)

EZE;E time in the future there will be a program (Gerald leaving a:t ﬁv'e)a
To sum up, in all cases where there is a possibility of th:.: relevant points in
the past (or future) heing required to explicate the meaning of the EEI‘I.t-&ItCE,.
there seems to be u relevant distinetion, described here as Slml}]t-ﬂllﬂﬂllﬂ ver-
sus non-simultaneous, which mediates between various aynta-?tm g.nd p_hc:nu'-
logical alternatives. In the case of perfective sentem.ﬁea (excluding present pei-
fect examples) the distinction seems to be more erucial, In the case ﬂ:f was j;:}f;re
going to and will be V-ing, the distinction seems-to be at le&s’lc- hel-pful in e;:];; alf:(;
ing favoured. readings. In the case of the last construction it may Ie 38
explicate a rather subtle semantic distinetion. The h:aai‘s a;nt'i pe?ha,ps only way
of expressing the simultaneous/non-simultaneous dlatmctmnb 18 to useba: ]1.'[1.1*
nimum of two predicates in order to be able to locate the time adverbial in
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one rather than the other. The following solution is, tentatively, pmpoiéd-
A_l; the'se sentene!as should be analysed as containing ene predicate of the kind:
ot be (time adverbial) and one or more predicates eontaining the rest of the Pro-

position®:
I. (HAD LEFT)

it Past be .
.......................................... Gerald P
IT. (WILL HAVE LEFT) SR

it Fut be
R e Gerald P
III. (WAS GOING TO LEAVE) ke

it Past be going to bed ................... Gerald F
T, G o e .. Gerald Fut leave,

it FUT be ... {t.here Pres be PROCESS ... Gerald Pres leave.
there Pres be _PROGRAM ... Gerald Fut leave.

Tllle second I];'lighi} be expanded to cope more gatisfactorily with the past time
witl have, which should be understood as essentially predictive (anyone will be

able to see that Gerald left) despite the fact that -
: th 1lv £
in the past. Thus: at the event logically took place

11a. it Fut be ............ it Pastbe .....oo..... ‘Gerald Past leave.

The .sim111ta,nfanusfucm-aimultaneaus distinction may then be expressed by
locating the time adverbial in the first or in later predicates:

(1)

IE 11;’&.&; Ee 21 15 1 Gerald Past leave
I“it E:,a,ﬂ T}h .......... tﬁ 5 h .................... Gerald Past leave at five,
e case at five that one was able t ;
e v o say: (. has (already) left
“it was the case that G. left at five”)’
(I1) '
:}t Fut be ai ﬁﬂe_ ................................. Gerald Past leave.
31: Futbe ... it Past be at five............... Gerald Past leave,
E i:: ]1:2 ............... RCAIRI IR TEPRPpyES .. Gerald Past leave af five.
oy e it Pastbe ............ Gerald Past leave at five.
1;2 1;:18: li:e going to be at five ....,,............ Gerald Past leave
i 8 |
- ail e oot e emrusenss Gerald Past leave at five.

%t F:-ut be af five ...there Pres be PROCESS —Gerald Pres leave
it Fut be ...,,........there Pres be PROGRAM  Gerald Fuf leave af five.

* This analysis is an ada i .
. : ptation and extension of an analysis by J. Thorne of i
past tenses diseussed in paper on quantifiers in Poznan 1974, v ; : PR Egheh

? For a further analysis of Going to see Sharwood Smith (1977).
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(4) would be accordingly analysed as:

it Past DB srieienvirinsiineni i Gerald Pres leave al five.
and the present perfect version (Gerald has left) as:
r T R e Gerald Pasi leave.

The restriction as regards time adverbials (see 1.) could then be expressed as
operating on particular combinations of tense markers in the different agsocia-
ted predicates. The existence of Presin the initial predicate could be the element

. that disallows punctual time adverbials in the surface sentence. However we

need to distinguish program and process readings of:
23. He is leaving.

as;
(%it Presbe) ............ there Pres be PROCESS ............ he Pres leave
(%t Pres be) co.ooovveses there Pres be PROGRAM ......... he Fut leave

. The punctual time adverbial is allowed in the second reading only so it seems

that both Pres-Prés and Pasi-Past conbinations disallow it but Pres-Fui
does not. ' |

What this type of analysis has over an orthodox aecount {¢f, Jacobs and
Rosenbaum 1968) is that, apart from the fact that the facts referred to in
observations A — E are accounted for, the necessity for having a separate
category Perfective is eliminated. Moreover, Progressive is reinterpreted as
being something distinct from Perfective and not part of a more general ca-
tegory “aspect’’. This solution seems intuitively to be closer to the facts.
Nevertheless something new is introduced, namely the tense marker Fut.t
The ambiguity of sentences like (23) provides the justification for this new
distinetion despite the fact that the reflexions of Fus include auxiliary forms
unlike the “orthodox” [-4Past] distinction!

For the purposes of contrastive analysis, translation theory and pedago-
gical grammar, analyses that are not founded on a belief in antonomous syntax
would seem to be more viable. Such an analysis as hinted at here would aim to
represent more clearly the fundamental conceptualisation of time that a
native speaker of English has and that underlies the time-referring utterances
that he makes in English. A key factor in this is the perspective involved in
time reference. Thus a past event may be given a present perspective and its
linguistic correlate in the Present Perfect. A future event may equally be
given a present perspective and linguistic correlates of this include the present
tenses (surface tenses, that is) and going to with the present forms of be. Lan-
guages like Polish have no equivalent to the Present Perfect and in this case

¢ o.f. Seuren [IIEIEQ]. Souren’s *tense gqualifier’” [/, however, does not seem to be
strictly neceseary since time-neutral or “universal” readings could beiter he left to
pragmatic/knowledge of the real world interpretation. ;
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present perspective if it turned out to be a valid category for Polish would
presumably be expressed via adverbials such ag jus ete. Until such time as
autonomous syntax produces a viable theory of umiversal tense structure
that can cope satisfactorily with all time/tense problems, the best methodolo-
gical starting point for present purpose is assumed to be one that beging at
the semantic end. .

An analysis of time reference within a clearly semanttco-syntactic frume-
work might follow the lines sketched out below:

Every sentence would contain a temporal marker {I'M) which ultimately
decide the tense marking of any verb in the surface structure. Time adverbs
would be understood to derive frém sentences and thus would possess their own
TM. All TMs in the derivation could be indexed {much the same as underlying
NFP’s in o theory that introduces pronouns transformationally). The syntactic
and phonological behavionr described in this paper would then be a function
of particular types and combinations of TM, There would be three types,
namely Past, Pres and Fut, _

‘The topmost sentence represents the perspective in which the speaker
whishes to place his state/event. Thus all predictions will have the initial
{topmost) TM: Fut which does not of course preclude the state/event being
actually in the past. Here, Fu? simply means “it Fui be the case’. Below are
same examples: ’

"N.B. TM’s indexed with the same number represent an identical time.

/S
™ 8,
| S "--""'-..
/\ h"""-..__-
T™M NP VP *3,

1l A
N\

Det N

. Pres Past Gerald leave the office (*Past; at five)

it-ig now the case that Gerald left the office — *at five)
ERALD HAS LEFT THE OFFICE (AT FIVE DISALLOWED)

The time -3'P;ferém:-:a wnrd the analysis of tense 17

s
T™
M NP VP /sz |
N Vv NP T™ %
{ Past I:ust.l Gerald leave the office = Past,  at ﬁve}
]_Pﬂ.si,_ Past  Gerald leave the office Past, :gt five

GERALD HAD LEFT THE OFFICE AT FIVE (TWO READINGR)

S

/

TM
8,
T™M NP VP\ S,
N V- NP ~ T™
Fut, Pres, Gerald leave  the office  Pres;,  at five |

GERALD WILL LEAVI:] THE OFFICE AT FIVE
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/.Is
™ 8, |
iy = VP\\\SE

Fut * Past  Gerald leave the office Past at five

GERALD WILL HAVE LEFT THE OFFICE (PRESENT AND FUT
TIME READINGS) { -

{Fu! Pasty  Gerald leave the office  Past, at ﬁ?e}

S.
_/
™
Sy
L / \
TM, S
™ N] P /’VP\ 4
N Y NP ™
Fut  Past Paétl ' Gerald leave the office  Past, at five
Fut  Past, Past Gerald leave the office Past at ﬁve}

GERALD WILL HAVE LEFT THE OFFICL AT FIVE {PAS‘I‘ TIME
READINGS)

N. B. Cnnventmn two Pasls immediately following Ful locate state/event
in speaker’s past,
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H/|

VP

Past, Pris, Gerald leave the office Paa.sl at five

GERALD LEFT THE OI'FICE AT FIVE

N. B. Numbering disregards .category of TM, i.c. only .signalﬁ 'siinuftaneity-

'|‘M
/ \
T™ =
T™ NP vr Bs -
/NS
N Vv NP ™
Fut, FPres; beprogram Ful, Gerald leave the office Fut, at five
Fut, Pres; be process Pres, Gerald leave the office Pres.l at ﬁxlre

GERALD WILL BE LEAVING (TWO READINGS)
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.
Thr/(
M S,

] NT——
|/

N v M

vp\
Past Pres, Fut  Gerald leave the office ffeéi at five -
Past Pres Fut,  Gerald leave the offico Lut, atfive
GERALD WAS GOING TO LEAVE THE OFFICE AT FIVE (TWO
READINGS) :

KN. B. The omission of “program’ antomatically excludes sentences 1ike:
erald was lewving at five, | |
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T

N

3

M Es\m/m“
7

™ . NP

/

v

Past Pres, ..%ﬁ Gerald leave
Past Pres  Fuly,  Gerald

GERALD WAS GOING TO LEAVE THE OFFICE AT FIVE (TWO

READINGS)

leave

™

dm./
NP’
the office  Pres, at five.
the office Fut, atfive

N. B. The omission of “program™ automatically excludes sentences like:

Herald was learing at five,
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To continue, aceording to Austin (1962), performative utterances are not
analizable from the point of their ¢ruth value. The analysis I am placing beneath
seems to confirm this supposition at full length:

(3) a. I declare [that you are absent-minded] -
. You are absent-minded and I declare it.

1
" [— Assertion]
b. I regret [that you are absent-minded] —
You are absent-minded and T regret it.

[
[+ Asgertion]

The point iz that in these two utterances, the presupposition ‘you are
absent-minded’ may be asserted only in the one with the non-performative
verb — regret (3b). It cannot be asserted in the utterance {3a) because dec-
larations cannot be assertions by nature. Now, if we assume that all modal
elements (ME) in performative utterances share the same property of their
inability of being asserted, we can generalize that our judgment on the truth
value in the performatives — in general — can be referred exclusively to SR,
to ita descriptivef/informative truth value.

The above situation determines a semantic status of the modal part of
performative utterances. Strictly, the speaker is left with his optional CHOICE
of potential, intentional, and non-asserted variables, modal in their essence,
and functioning as purely semantic concepts. According to Austin (1962),
these variables are used by the speaker with a certain intention to express
some definite function, or force, named tllocutionary force. In the following
utterances we may observe how it is possible for the speaker to reveal various
kinds of IF in the same SR:

. ?vH%EEdawma%o:ﬂomvmmb?u&sm&.
guess
apologize} for your being absent-minded.

To follow, all these variables of IF are limited in number and their com-
plete inventory is incoded in the minds of both — the sender of the message
and ite reeeiver. In abstraction, they constitute the concept of performative
SEMANTIC FORM (Jackendoff (1972); Jaranowski (in press)). The SF in
view ig & potential and optional ‘slot’ in a conversational procedure since it
is up to the speaker’s choice whether to fill this slot or to delimit his utterance
to its purely descriptive load (SR). Once the speaker has determined to take
advantage of ME standing at his disposal, he has determined to ‘neutralize”
the truth value of SR because the ME is not an assertive element by nature;

whenever it appears in a given performative utterance as a dominating ele-
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ment, the truth value of its dominated SR gets decomposed:
(5). 85

T declare

You absent-minded
—-a8 it ig in the dialog:
(8) A, T declare sth,
B. What do you declare?

A. That you sxe absent-minded. .
B. But it’s only your declaration, In fact, it’s not true.

As it is above, the ME neutralizes the truth-value of SR in a linear, hori-

. zontal dimension. Hewever, both the truth-value analysis and the principle of

linear evaluation are by no means the only and the most vital data necessary
to secure a full linguistic insight into the corpus under discussion; u.mzow more
important is the analysis based on the concept of the above mentioned SE-
MANTIC FORM(SF), and on the principle of beHHHOWHnHH%. .

According to the above concept and wa_bamﬁmu the mwwfpﬂmu of E ina.
given utterance means that the speaker has immﬁmm a orEn.p.HmmoEo_:. of
step-by-step choices, The sequence of these choicesis mﬁm:n:.e o.nmﬁmm which
means that each of the m.ﬁsmﬁs.m_w choices ig aaaﬂmo&m in H.m.nﬁ_E: to the fol-
lowing, dominated’ choice in a ‘downward’, spatial orientation. .

In this sense, the basic, initiary anaphoric choice will be the choice of SF
which means that the speaker has decided to use ME in his utterance. _H.r.m
S¥ directly dominates the marker of INTENTION since all the mo:osmum
choices will be intentional on the part of the speaker in the sense of showing
his intention to the content of SR, to the listener, or to himself, e.g.:

(7) a. 1 appoint you (you are) wnu.dmmn—ma of our club.
b. T affirm that you are president of our club.

The next successive slot to be filled by the speaker will be his choice on one
of the modal variables (e.g. Mood A) indicating whether he intends to smpose
on the listener to do sth{Imp}, to ask him about sth{Q}, or to make & state-
ment about sth (SR).. Once he has decided on a given variable of Mood A,
he must make his successive choice of Mood B, namely, whether he wants

(Vendler 1972): .
a. —to give a verdict : Verdictives -.g. acouse, charge,

b. ~t0 make & decision in favour or against & certain
course of action ; Exercitives -e.g. command, beg,
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To continue, aceording to Anstin (1962), performative utterances are not
analizable from the point of their truth value. The analysis I am placing beneath
seems to confirm this supposition at full length:

(3) a. T declare [that you are absent-minded] -
: You are absent-minded and I declare it.

1
" [— Assertion]
b. I regret [that you are absent-minded] —
You are absent-minded and T regret it.

[
[+ Assertion]

The point iz that in these two utterances, the presupposition ‘you are
absent-minded’ may be asserted only in the one with the non-performative
verb — regret (3b). It cannot be asserted in the utterance {3a) because dec-
larations cannot be assertions by nature. Now, if we assume that all modal
elements (ME) in performative utterances share the same property of their
inability of being asserted, we can generalize that our judgment on the truth
value in the performatives — in general — can be referred exclusively to SR,
to ita descriptivefinformative truth value.

The above situation determines a semantic status of the modal part of
performative utterances. Strictly, the speaker is left with his optional CHOICE
of potential, intentional, and non-asserted variables, modal in their essence,
and functioning as purely semantic concepts. According to Austin (1962),
these variables are used by the speaker with a certain intention to express
some definite function, or force, named tllocutionary force. In the following

utterances we may observe how it is possible for the speaker to reveal various
kinds of IF in the same SR:

. A&H%&ﬁa%ma%o:muomwmmﬁa--&bmmm.
guess
apologize} for your being absent-minded.

To follow, all these variables of IF are limited in number and their com-
plete inventory is incoded in the minds of both — the sender of the message
and its receiver. In abstraction, they constitute the concept of performative
SEMANTIC FORM (Jackendoff (1972); Jaranowski (in press)). The SF in
view is & potential and optional ‘slot’ in a conversational procedure since it
is up to the speaker’s choice whether to fill this slot or to delimit his utterance
%o its purely descriptive load (SR). Once the speaker has determined to take
advantage of ME standing at his disposal, he has determined to ‘neutralize”
the trath value of SR because the ME is not an assertive element by nature;

whenever it appears in a given performative utterance as a dominating ele-
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ment, the truth value of its dominated SR gets decomposed:
(5). B

I declare

You absent-minded
—-a8 it ig in the dialog:
(6) A. I declare sth,
B. What do you declare?

A, That you sxe absent-minded. .
B. But it’s only your declaration, In fact, it’s not true.

As it is above, the ME neutralizes the truth-value of SR in a linear, hori-

. zontal dimension. Hewever, both the truth-value analysis and the principle of

linear evaluation are by no means the only and the most vital data necessary
to secure a full linguistic insight into the corpus under discussion; u.msow more
important is the analysis based on the concept of the above mentioned SE-
MANTIC FORM(SF), and on the principle of %meOwH@HH%. .

According to the above concept and wawamﬁmu the mww:opﬂwu. of H.Ew ina.
given utterance means that the speaker has immﬁmm a orEn.p.HmpoEo_h. of
step-by-step choices. The sequence of these choicesis ﬁuﬂw:n:@. o.ﬂmm;mm which
means that each of the éﬂﬂ&& choices ig aanﬂmoﬁm in u.m.E*E: to the fol-
lowing, dominated’ choice in a ‘downward’, spatial orientation. .

In this sense, the basic, initiary anaphoric choice will be the choice of SF
which means that the speaker has decided to use ME in his utterance. _H.r.m
S¥ directly dominates the marker of INTENTION since all the mo:osmsm
choices will be intentional on the part of the speaker in the sense of showing
his intention to the content of SR, to the listener, or to himself, e.g.:

(7) a. I appoint you (you are) .@3&@%& of our club.
b. I affirm that you are president of our club.

The next successive slot to be filled by the speaker will be his choice on one
of the modal variables (e.g. Mood A) indicating whether he intends to impose
on the listener to do sth{Imp), to ask him about sth{Q}, or to Em.Wm a state-
ment about sth (SR). Once he haa decided on a given variable of Mood A,
he must make his successive choice of Mood B, namely, whether he wants

(Vendler 1972): .
a. —to give a verdict : Verdictives -.g. acouse, charge,

b, ~t0 make & decision in favour or against & certain
course of action : Exercitives -e.g. command, beg,
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appoint, charge sb. with, :
d. —t0 commit the speaker to a certain course of action: Commisives -e z
accept, agree, ) i T
e. —to nmmnm to other people’s behaviour to express his own attitudes to
8b. else’s past or immediate conduct: Behabitives -e.g. congratulate
Ccurse, o . ,
f. —to expose acts involving the expounding of views, the conducting
m.n.szmsem. and the classification of usages and references: Exposi-
tives -e.g. admit. . .

¢. —to make a decision on making something the case: Operatives -e.g.

_.Hw,m choice om one of the above sub-types of Mood B, triggers the next
choice of one variable wm_oumim to the inventory of each of the sub-types, e.g.:

(8) Verdictives
“aconse .
'{ analyse
..om_o:_mam

1 n

_ The choice of one of the variables ends the process of CHAIN-REACTIONS
in the speaker’s mind. As a result, the sequence consisting of ME and S8R is
uttered. The utterance triggers the listener’s reaction.

The whole CHAIN-REACTION of CHOICES can be diagrammed as

follows: o -
(9)
Prineiple (1) ______ TRUTH VALUE _ _, (linear)
-(8R)
I (ME) [that............ ]
-
Prineiple (2) Ch, — | SF |
" - Tntention T
+Concept
--Abstract ’
‘ +Distinctive
N {e.g. Intentionf
g - H_Amommﬁﬁi 1
] Chy —» Mood A
!
2 (State ) .
-] ma _ :
m Imp B
1
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|
~ (INlocutionary Force)
|

| ﬁ | !

[Verdictives]  [Operatives] [Exercitives] _H nj
_ : _ 4 o
Ch, — [accuse nominate | order
n . . n n

| Oh, — END of the process of CHAIN-REACTION in
speaker’s mind UTTERANCE

(ME) (SR) ____-
LISTENER'S REAGTION
. (RESPONSE)

Now, after all these theoretical considerations have been presented, let
me expose some observations referring to particular Jevels’ of the above
diagram. . .

First, let me stress that ‘a distinctive value of SI cannot be overestimated.
I have met with the arguments that the performatives arc not or should not
be distinguished as a separate grammatical corpus because they function
in the same way as many other structures in the sense that their ME may
be optionally omitted, eg.: . :

(10) &. 1 declare that yon are absent-minded.

b. f¢ is likely that you are absent-minded.
¢. T regret that you are absent-minded.

It is obvious that in (10¢), the ME does not neutralize the truth value ot
SR since the presupposition ‘you are absent-minded’ is asserted by ‘regret’..
However, both (10a) and (10b) are identical as to the fact that their SR has
been neutralized by their ME as to their truth value. What only may dis-
tinguish these two utterances then, appears on the deepest level of semaniic’
reality — which is the value of 8F; thus, in (10a), the SF reflects the concept
of infention on the part of the speaker when, in (10b), it is the concept of
probability. : ; . . s Y

The second observation referring to the performatives is that, as Bolinger
says — ‘natural language has little or no use for pure performatives to in-
troduce something said. It is generally deemed unnecessary when one is
saying something, to say that one is saying it’ (1977:513—14). £

True as this opinion seems to be, let me observe, however, that the above
Bolinger's statement should not be generalized too far. In fact, whenever
used by the speaker, a chosen performative ME is instrumental in its inten-
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tional senge — it has some function to take in a given utterance; the w.omg
* .is that the degree of reliability of this function and the necessity of its usage
depend on manifold criteria. For obvious reasons, let us discuss only the mogt
obvious of them. e : -
We already know that SR alone has got all sufficient informational data’
- to be directed to the listener; as a consequence, it may form a message in
- ‘itgelf, without any, or with some ME optionally added, as e.g. in:

(11) Ijdeclare that Trm earth is round (a)
find : (SR)
hoid- - you are an old idiot (b)
Jadmit . (SR) .
stress :
postulate your leg has been broken (o)
. (SR) p
. .

~ One should observe, however, that the placement of identical performatives
{ME) in front of each of the above S8R’s, chages an instrumental function of
these identical performatives according to — to which of the above SR’s
they have been attached. In such a case, the only logical conclusion is that

the function of a given performative verb depends, to much extent, on the

informative load of a given SR. “ | :
. First, let us assume that the speaker has placed one of the performatives

listed in (11) in front of the SR presented in (l1a} — just to formalize or

djumommmmmq emphasize this otherwise obvious SR (the earth is round). He

might have done so either to enforce his weak authoritative power, or to
stress it — just to show that the fact that the earth ig round is not complete
without his personal declaration on it. To him, his personal evaluation of the
fact is more impertant than the very fact {the domination of hizs ME over SR), )
S0 now the generalization is possible that, whenever referred to any such
well-kmown or even, in a way, trivial SR as the one that the earth is round,
the speaker's intention will meet a contradictory reaction on the part of
the listener, such as e.g.:

(12) T know [that the earth is round] whether you [declare
find
hold
sadmit
atress

. ) .- rHH
it, or mot; all your declarations are just rubbish, and you yourself are
an old block.
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As a result, one may conclude that in this contextual situation the effect of
the application of one of the listed in (12) performative verbs is inversely
proportional to the intention of the speaker, and that these verbs act here
as an instrument of an unconscious self-stupefaction on the part of the speaker
in his listener’s opinion. At the same time the speaker, though again uncon-
sciously, has blocked any felicity conditions existing between him and his .

 listener when referred to SR alone. In this case, the listener’s objective judge-

ment on the user of (11a) would be very pejorative and the only qualitative
feature which might be attributed to him by the listener might be[+- stupid].
The example (11b) exposes quite a different situation. One may observe
in it, at a glance, that the speaker’s intention is evident in the SR alone, and
that it is, at the same time, intentional to be either abusive, or provocdative,
or both, towards the listener. In this case, the insertion of a chosen ME may
only intensify this intention and, hypothetically, will increase the intensity
of the listener’s reaction though the latter is, in fact, hardly predictable.
However, as few pegple like to be called old idiots, the reaction of the listener,

though it may vary as to its intensity from listener to listener, might often

meet the expectations of the m.wmm_nou because, probably, the SR @EH_E Eww_:._
be less provocative than when supported by ME, as e.g. in:

(13) 1 stress that you are an old idiot! E oo
-— or, even, by some oM&w_m:sm&mﬁm devices, ag in:
(14} You are an old idiot, I dé stréss]

However, regardless of the intensity of the listener’s reaction (from a con-
temptuous shrugging of his shoulders, through a .counter-abusive response,
up to the punch on the instigator’s nose}, all these reactions have one thing
in common; contrary to the previous situation exemplified in (1 1a), the speaker
blocks the felicity conditions between himself and the. listener intentionally
and deliberately. However, from the point of the fulfilment of his subjective
intentions, any such non-agreeable reaction of the listener would, in fact,
satisfy and not block the felicity conditions in view. This speciality refers
to both — SR alone, and when it ig accompanied by a chosen ME working
28 an instrument of the enforcement of the provocative value of 8R.-

Now, when we compare the above examples (1la, b) with {11c), we can
prove that Bolinger’s generalization (see p. 85 in this paper) might be too strong:

(15) I postulate that your leg has been broken. (11c¢)
| {+surgeon} .
The example shows that though the SR in (15) {your leg has been broken)

cannot be asserted by any performative verb ag the performatives are unable
to assert the truth value of SR’s, the insertion of a well-chosen verb of this
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‘group may be very reasonable and well-motivated. The motivation for the
application of the performative in (15) has been enforced by the application
of the ‘professional’ selectional restriction [4-surgeon]. In this situation, the
felicity condition between the speaker and the listener is fully preserved as the
listener usually accepts any professional postulates of this kind without any
srgument, i

As this short and unavoidably incomplete analysis indicates, one should
be very careful in one’s generel rejection of the applicability of the performatives
or the delimitation of their usage to formalizing and intengifying purposes.
In fact, they form a very special linguistic instrument the effectiveness of
which depends on linguistic and mental capacities of their users.

On particular cocasions, the use of some performatives is well-motivated
by either cultural or social backgrounds, e.g.: .

DE. a. I pronounce you man and wife (Bolinger (1877:513))
b. We declare that the tredty has been officially confirmed.

In fact, both meupﬂ?mm and Exercitives can be applied with scund
motivations as well:

(17) a. 1 appoint you leader of the party.
b. T charge you with a task of counceilor.

The speciality of these sub-types is that the applicability of their ME
is obligatory in the surface structure because their SR cannot appear alone
in the form:

(18)a. *You leader of the party,
o “b. *You with the task of councellor.

In point of fact, the performatives belonging to these sub-types are not
uniform in their funetional value as their performative function coexists with
a causative one:

(19) Owing to my {appointment :
. Wowﬁmmsm you with this nmmwwn you will
_ become [leader of the party.
Toczaa:ou.

— and this fact determines their closer (than in the other sub-types) rela-
tionship with their SR’s which, in turn, makes them, as obligatory elements,
influence the surface form of these SR's. Compare: '

(20)a. I declare that you are.absent-minded. —
You are absent-minded and I declare it. .
b. I appoint you leader of the party.—
*You are leader of the party and I appoint you.

-
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To end the present discussion on the semantic motivations for a perform-
ative usage, there remain two more general observations. . .
First, it seems that the contrast ‘general/detailed’ has some Emsozma o.n it
Namely, if the SR is ‘less generally’ and ‘more %ﬁ_&_.w, oriented, the justifica-
tion for the application of a given ME increases, as in: i

find. ; .
! . that th rth is round.
(21) a. 1 %m_cmg_maa at the ea

.mb& .
. mr&mmb_o_.owms. \
_u.H w@omﬁﬁ_m&w n_..mauéc...ommm
(— it has already been mwwum._.som under (12) why it is unwelcome .o= the ﬁﬁ&
of the speaker to apply any performative ME's to SR’s exposing trutsms

and generalities). s .
Second, it is easy to notice, that the variables belonging to the same sub-

-type (e.g.Verdictives) refloct different modal (emotive) intensity — from
very weak to a very strong one: :

.Awwy a. Lcharge you with a crime. [Verdictives]
"1 find that you have commited a crime. .
b. I .ﬁ&@% TW@& you are right. [Expositives]
stress ; ; ] .

So, the emotive load in ‘charge’ is much stronger than E ‘find’ and, analogi-
cally, in ‘stress’ than in ‘state’. The crux of the matter is that the maﬂgmmﬂ
the modal (emotional) intensity of a given variable the stronger the speaker’s
motivation to express his performative reference towards SR. To confirm
this inference, one may notice that it is more probable on the .HUE& of the speaker
to take advantage of the syntactic or extralinguistic devices to strenghten
even more — not emotionally ‘weak’ variables, but the ‘strong’ ones:

{23} a. You are right, I dé state!
b. You are right, I d¢ stress!

Now, to .mm:oum:mm_ the motivation for an overt usage of the ﬂmﬁmﬁamﬂﬂom
depends on: .
1. the type a given performative verb belongs to. The most applicable are

Operatives and Exercitives, . . .
2. the contents of SR. The generality of the informative load in SR is
diversly proportional to the necessity of using w_”m.eemwa?.
3. the modal (emotive) intensity of ME. This intensity is direetly propor-
tional to an overt usage of ME, .
4. the manipulatory, authoritative and mental powers of S__.m &.qmmwmu,
The weaker his authoritative power, the more powerful motivation on
his part to apply an overt ME to well-known SR’s.
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5. social and nox%x:maam background Eﬂo?Em formalization of linguis-

tic usage. :

The next point claiming a geparate treatment is the motivation for a syn-
tactic analysis of the performatives. Strictly, my intention is to show why
the syntactic analysis of the performatives is unavoidable if our objective
i8 a complete linguistic description. Actually, there are two main reasons:

a. — there are syntactic constraints placed on the sequence (ME)+(SR)
during its transformation to the surface-structure representation so that this

representation may appear in a variety of syntactic linear mﬁwnmwggdm.

{Searle 1973):

(24) a.*l apologize that 1 have come here.
1 apologize for my coming here.
b. *I congratulate you that you have completed ;
I congratulate on your having ooEﬂm&m& it.

—
—_

The examples indicate that the pattern [NP+4Perf. V- ES.& does not ﬂoww
with some performative verbs for purely syntactic reasons.

b. — manoaSm to Kempson (1975:40), ‘the performative use of a verb
is restricted to first person and simple present’. However, one may distinguish
quite & number of utterances which are not performative Jormally but, in
spite of that, funetion as such and are used in non-formal sgeech on plenty
of occasions (e.g. Bolinger ﬁwqq 513)):

(25) Let’s agree that...
The fact of the'matteris that..
No kidding that..
Too hard to vmrmﬂw that...
Might as well tell you that..
Dont’ mind saying that..
Give you my wored that..

To my judgement, also the following utterances take the function of the
performatives:

(26). To tell you the truth..
To my judgement...
It seems to me..
I'm sure that..
What I mean is that..., etc.

The variety of syntactic, surface-structure ‘non-formal’ equivalents stim-
nlates the next problem of importance which is the need for a contrastive
analysis of these equivalents. Though there is no want for any contrastive
#valuation on their deep-structure (semantic) level because all of them share
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the same SF in any language, a surface-structure comparison shows syntactio
differences of various kinds. Here are some examples: <

(27) a. The fact of the matter is..
Faktem jest, Ze..
Fakt (pozostaje) faktem, Ze...
b. No kidding...
Bez zartdéw..
(Odiézmy) Nggo% na wow cr
¢. Too hard to believe that..
(Zbyt) trudno (w to) uwierzyé Ze/ale..
d. Might as well tell you that..
(Z ré6wnym powodzeniem) Emm:ouqa Ci (réwniez) woﬁsmﬁmm %8, ..
e. Give you my word that...
Daj2 (Ci) stowo, Ze..
Stowo (Ci daje), Ze...
f. To tell you the truth...
JesH mam (i powiedzieé prawde..
Méwiac prawde..
Prawde powiedziawszy..
Powiedziawszy prawde..
g. To my judgement..
Wedlug mnie..
Co do mnie..

As the examples indicate, the E—P contrasts appear on various levels
of linguistic realization, such as linear arrangement, deletion, mmagg“ replace-
ment, case, category, ete.

As I have come to a mutual conclusion with D. Preston (private conversa-
tion), even very complicated phenomena can be disambiguated by a consist-
ently performed contrastive procedure. To prove that this opinion works
also when referred to the performatives, let me reanalyse the confrontation of
the phrase to be afraid with to regret which Bolinger (1877:511} uses to prove
that the latter is sometimes elliptical for regret fo say. The point is that whenever
the said o regret appears as elliptical for regret fo say, its .?sﬂ_moz &Ehm.om
from performative into non-performative. The main test Bolinger applies
to prove it is:

-

—>

(28) a. I'm afraid T ean’t helpyou. -+Ummu.==.o?-
I cant’help you, I’ 3&@.&& — Agsertive

: | +Perform. |
b. I regret that I can’t help you.— . -IUmmu.sb.o?
*Tcan’t help you, I regret.—» . -+ Asgertive

| —Perform. |
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I can’t help you, 1 regretto say. . " [+ Disjunct.
: — Assertive
~+ Perform.

I think, however, that a contrastive analysis of this problem can reveal
subtler and deeper distinctions; compare: -

(29) a. Muqﬁa«.‘.ﬁam& T can’t help you. o :

: Obawiam si¢,. ze nie moge Ci pomde +U~m_s=.a?
I can’t help you, I’m afaird. = | —Assertive
Nie moge Ci pomée, obawiam sie.{ +Perform.
Zaluje e nie moge Ci pomée. — Disjunct.

Il

Nie mogg Ci pomée ¢ saluje tego.
*I can't help you, I »..mmﬁa.w

b MH regret that I can’t help you. W

I can’t help you and I regret it. > [tAssertive
—Perform.

Nie moge Ci poméc, zafuje.

. *|I regret to say that I can’t help you.
Zaluje to powiedzied ale nie moge Ci pomde.._, -
Praykro (mi) o tym méwié ale nie moge Ci pomde,
Niestety, Nie moge Ci pomde.

ﬁ. can’t help you, I regret to say. - [ ++Disjunet.
~ {Nie moge Ci pomée, ﬁ%ﬁ@?o mi 0 tym méwid) | »{ — Assertive
niestety. -+ Perform.

ﬁpw mM@BEmm in (29¢) indicate that the semantic load of regret with fo say,
- when, in, its performative function, inclines, in English, to the semantic value

of 1o be sorry (I am sorry: praykro mi), the latter being an equivalental perform-

ative phrase also when with fo say, as in:

(30) “ Tregrettosay «v but I can’t help you

Lm sorry to say
W%ﬁ@?@ mi (o tym méwid

Niestety, : W ale nie moge Ci pomée.

ﬁcﬁ. it is needlest to add that no nron-contrastive analysis could help in
coming to the above conelusions.

To sum up the present paper, let us deduce that:

8. — any attempt to analyse the performatives without taking into account -

all possible semanto-syntactic dependencies must result in a non-com-
plete description, and thus fails to be reliable,

b. —in spite of the fact that we oftéen evaluate this section of grammar as
Ppossessing rather pejorative and redundant quality, and that it escapes
any strictly scientific testing and formulation of rules (hence my infer-
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ences and regularities instead of rules in the paper), we should not
neglect it in our studies as it is an integrated part of our language, no
matter whether we like it or not. After all, it depends mainly on the
speaker’s individual abilities whether he applies a given performative
with a sound motivation, : :

¢. — a contrastive analysis of the performatives is very desirable in a surface
-gtructure realization as it may clarify many ambiguous problems in
a very clear-cut way. i .

To add, judging from the fact that we live in our contemporary world of
relativization of truth values, when we desperately need any self-confirma-
tion, and when any strengthening of our statements is welecome, we may forsee
a growing career for the performatives though, on the other hand, we may
realize how inexact and facultative they are.
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