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1 Introduction

This workshopsoughtto discussissueswith respecto the treatmentf tensewhich have arisenin recent
years.By way of anintroductionto theworkshop/ first layedouttheclassicapproactio therepresentation
of temporalandaspectuainformationwithin LFG andthenmoved onto briefly presensomeof the more
recentdevelopmentsin particular recentwork on nominaltensewith clausalscopeandnonconfigurational
tensetaken togetherwith the well knovn problemssurroundingthe determinationof compositionaland
relationaltense,pointsto the needof a carefulreconsideratiorof the issuesinvolved. My introductory
remarksarereproducedn thefollowing sections.

Beforedelvinginto thelinguisticsof tense however, | would like to thankall of the participantsof the
workshopfor beingextremelycooperatie andtailoring their contritutionsexactly asspecifiedoy thetheme
of theworkshop.l would alsolik e to thankHenriettede Swart for providing adviceandsupportwhenit was
muchneeded.

2 TheClassic Approach

Theclassicapproactio tensewithin LFG aspracticedn BresnariL982,for example includeshepostulation
of a TENSE featureat f-structure. The rangeof its valueshave never beenpreciselydefined,but they are
assumedo includeat leastPrReS(ent) and PAST. As far asl cantell, thereis no real consideratiorof the
possiblerepresentationf aspectuainformationsuchasprogressie or perfect.For English,Falk 1984does
encodehemorphologicaform of theparticiplein termsof a PART featurewhosevaluesarePROG or PERF.

Theencodingof themorphologicaform of the participlereflectsthe existenceof periphrasti@uxiliary
constructionsn English. In orderto ensurethat only the right combinationof auxiliary and participle
is analyzedor generatedinformationaboutthe form of the participle mustbe available at somelevel of
representationAs is well known, auxiliariesin English(andGerman)selectthe form of their dependenin
acascadingelationship.This kind of binarydependenceould seemto be at theroot of the crosstheoretic
analysisof auxiliariesasraisingverbs. As illustratedin (1), auxiliariessubcatgorize for a non-thematic
subjectandanxcomp in theclassicLFG approaches.

(1) a. Thedriveris turningthelever.

b.
[ PRED  ‘be < XCOMP > SUBJ ]
TENSE PRES
[ PRED ‘driver’
PERS 3
SUBJ
NUM SG
| SPEC  DEF
[ PRED ‘turn < SUBJ, OBJ > ] |
suBJ [ ]
XCOMP PRED ‘lever
PERS 3
OBJ
NUM SG
I | SPEC DEF 1




3 Revision of the Classic Approach

Two undesirableideeffectsof theclassicapproactarethatalthoughauxiliariesaregenerallygroupedwith

functional elementsthe raising analysistreatsthem as semanticallyactive predicationalelements. That
is, auxiliariesaretreatedon a par with modalsand other raising verbswithout necessarilysharingall of

the propertiesassociatedvith theseotherclasse®f verbs. More recentapproachessuchasBresnar?001
have reconsideredhis assumptiorand taken a different stance. In keepingwith their functional status,
auxiliariesaresituatedn functionalcateyoriessuchasl. Furthermoreauxiliariesarenotassumedo have a
subcatgorizationframe,but simply contritute featuressuchasTENSE atthelevel of f-structure.A sample
f-structureis shawvn in (2).

2)
a. Thedriverwill turnthelever.
b.
[ PRED  ‘turn < SUBJ,0BJ >
TENSE FUT
[ PRED ‘driver’
CASE NOM
SUBJ
NUM  SG
| SPEC DEF
[ PRED ‘lever’
CASE ACC
OBJ
NUM SG
i | SPEC DEF ]

With respecto crosslinguistianalysisthe analysisrepresentetly (2) hasconsiderabladwantagesas
it abstractaway from the surfaceform in a mannerthatis consistentvith the generaknalyticalendesour
of LFG (seeButt etal. 19960onthe adwantagegor machinetranslatiorapplications) For example,it is now
possibleto abstractway from the differencebetweerperiphrastiandmorphologicallyencodedense.

Thisrevisionof theclassicabpproachhusclearlyrepresentastepin theright direction.However, there
is still no provision madefor therepresentationf aspectuainformationonaparwith temporainformation.

Anotherproblemwhich remainsto be solvedis theissueof local dependencielsetweerauxiliariesand
participlesin periphrasticconstructionsBasedon a suggestiorby RonKaplan,Butt etal. 1996proposdo
useanothetevel of representatioat which suchlocal well-formednesgonditionscanbe stated.This level
wasdubbedn-structurdecaus& wastakento encodehosefeaturesvhichrepresentetbcalmorphological
well-formednessonditionswith no usefulfunctionalor semantiaole! The m-structurevhich ensureshe
correctlocal dependenciefor theexamplein (2) is shawvn in (3).

3
AUX +
FIN  +
m-structure|
DEP [

FIN —
VFORM BASE

1For example, strong/weakadjectire agreementn Germanhasno concevable functional or semanticuse. The agreement
systenbetweerdeterminersadjectvesandnounsin Germans soarcaneasto beincomprehensibléandindeedrepresenta major
problemfor Germanlanguagdearners).However, the checkingof agreements neededn orderto ensurewell-formednessAs
suchtheseagreemenfeaturesarea goodcandidatdor m-structure.



With the problemof local dependenciesolved andthe contritution of the auxiliarieswhittled down
to the contrikution of atemporalfeature anothemossibility for the treatmenbf periphrastiaconstructions
emeges. For exampleslike Thedriver will haveturnedthe lever, the will taken togetherwith the have
couldbe encodedasthe compositedenseFrUTPERF.

Theimplementatiorof this approachs describedn Butt etal. 1996. It hasthe advantagethata higher
level of analysiswith respecto tenseis doneatthelevel of f-structuresincethevalueof tenses calculated
basedn all of theclausalinformationavailable. However, the calculationof compositeéensess hardwork
in thatthelexical entriesfor itemslike will mustencodea large numberof disjunctionsasshavn in (4) for
the Germanauxiliary wird. Note thatthe disjunctionsgoverningthe passie have beenleft out, (4) shavs
only partof theentry

(4) wird AUX (1SUBJCASE) = NOM subj ect agreenent

(TSUBJ NUM) = SG

(u M* AUX) = + this is an auxiliary

{ (u M* DEP VFORM) =c BASE Option 1: if bare infinitive
(u M* DEP DEPVFORM) # PERFP  no perf. particple
(TPASSIVE) # + and no passive
“simple future: wird drehen
(TTENSE) = FUT then sinple future

| ption 2

(4 M* DEP VFORM) =c BASE if bare infinitive
(u M* DEPDEPVFORM) =cPERFP and a perf. participle
(TPASSIVE) # + and no passive
“future perfect:wird gedrehthaben”
(1TENSE) = FUTPERF } t hen future perfect

Thecomputatiorof thesadisjunctiongurnsoutto befairly costly In addition,it is alsonotclearwhether
thecalculationof compositdensesalwaysarrivesatthemostdesirablesolution. Within theParGramproject
(Butt, King, Nifio, Segond1999),this approactwasadoptedatfirst, but thenabandone@sa consideration
of alarge amountof datawithin the large-scalegrammardevelopmentprojectforceda realizationthatthe
analysesvereofteneitherinconsistenbr impossibleto computecorrectlybasedn the clausalinformation
availableatf-structure.(seesectiord).

The currentsolutionwithin the ParGramprojectis to simply registerthe morphosyntactienformation
availablein termsof non-compositéeaturessuchasPeRF or FUT, asshavn in (5).

(5) a. Thedriverwill have turnedthelever.
b.

[ PRED ‘turn < suBJ,0BJ > |
[ PRED ‘driver’
CASE NOM
NUM  SG
SPEC DEF
PRED ‘lever’
CASE ACC
NUM  SG
SPEC DEF
TENSE FUT
ASP PERF

SUBJ

OBJ

TNS-ASP




4 Further Problematic Data

Someof the problemsencountereds part of the ParGrameffort werewell-knovn problemssuchasthe
interpretatiorof relative tense.In (6), for example,morphologicalpasttensemustactuallybe interpreted
semanticallyasfuture dueto the factthatthe embeddedor relative clause)mustbe interpretedrelativeto

the matrix clause(the examplesaretakenfrom Crouch1993).

(6) a. If | smilewhenl getout,thentheinterviav went well.
b. By 1998,everybodywill have atleastonefriendwhodied from AIDS.

The calculationof this type of relative tenseis in principle possibleat the level of f-structure however,
giventhefactthatthecomputationaéffort is significant the questiorremainswhetherthe stratgy of trying
to getthetensevalueexactly right atthelevel of f-structureis afeasibleone.

Furthermorethe well-knovn possibility of polysemywith respecto phenomenauchasthe English
perfectwould seemto provide aninsurmountablehallengefor a completeanalysisof tenseandaspectt
the level of f-structure. Someexamples(basedon Kiparsky 2001)to illustratethis problemareshavn in

(7). The possiblesemantiaeadingsof the morphosyntactiperfectaregivenin bold faceat the beginning
of thesentence.

(7) a. Existential: FredhasvisitedParisseveraltimes.
b. Universal: | have known him since1960.
c. Resultative: Thepolicehave probablycaughtthe subjectoy now.
d. Recent Past: Musharrathasbeenswornin aspresident(hotnewsreading)

Again,the ParGramsolutionof simply registeringthe morphosyntacticnformationasAsp PERF would
seemto be the most pragmaticidea. Underthis approach the relevant morphosyntactiénformationis
simply registeredat f-structureandthenpassean to semanticdor furtherinterpretation.

However, for the following questionaarise: If the level of f-structurecanonly effectively be usedfor a
simpleregistrationof morphosyntacticnformation,thenwhy implicatef-structureat all? Why not register
thelocal morphosyntactilmformationat m-structureandhave semanticheableto accesshatinformation?

A further agumentfor this view would seemto comefrom Nordlingerand Bresnars 1996 study of
Wambayan which futuretensemustbe seenasa compositeout of the featuresFUTURE andUNCERTAIN.
Themorphologydetermininghe compositeensenformationis distributedall overtheclauseasshavnin
(8). NordlingerandBresnarproposeo usethreefeaturedor adecompositionahnalysisof tense[+PAST],
[FUTURE], [+UNCERTAIN]. A Wambayaxampletogethemith the proposedanalysiss shavnin (8).

‘Youwill seeme!’ (Wambaya)

PAST —
FUTURE +
UNCERTAIN +

Again, the calculationof thetensefeatureFUTURE involvesthe carefulpiecingtogetherof information
from variouspartsof the clause:a processvhosecompleity shouldnot be underestimatedThe question
of whetherf-structureshouldsimply beleft out of the equatiorthusrearsits head.



5 Workshop Contributions

The problemsandconsiderationsummarizedibose weretaken asa provokative startingpoint for the dis-
cussionengenderetby the workshop. None of the workshopparticipantsagreedwith the conclusionthat
f-structurehasno realrole to play with respecto the determinatiorof tense.However, the discussioren-
genderedby theworkshopproduceda morerefinedideaof therole of f-structureandthetypeof information
thatusefullycouldberepresentedtthatlevel.

Theworkshopbeganwith a contritution by LouisaSadlerandRachelNordlinger who continuectheir
investigationsnto the expressionof nominaltenseby presentingdatafrom languagesn which nominal
tenseis usedto locatethe nominaltemporallyindependenof the clausalspecification. While they have
worked outanaccountof nominaltensewith nominalscopewithin LFG (NordlingerandSadler2000),the
phenomenaf nominaltensewith nominalscoperemainsto be tackledwithin a formal approach.Their
contritution to this workshopcanthusbe viewed as presentingnenv andpotentially problematicdatathat
ary formal theoryof grammarmmusttake on eventually(cf. Nordlingerand Sadlers 2000 discussiorwith
respecto BenderandSags 2000HPSGanalysis).

ChristophSchwarzes contritution consideredhe natureof featuresat f-structureandconcludednthe
basisof Romancealatathatthetraditional TENSE featuremustindeedstill begivenaplaceatf-structure.

SheilaGlasbg took on the sameissuefrom a semanticiss point of view. Underthe assumptiorthat
f-structureis the primary input for semanticstructure,Glasbg also concludedthat the representatiomf
temporaland aspectuainformation makes senseat the level of f-structure. However, Glasbg provides
a much more detailedtheoryin termsof the crosslinguisticayl relevant featuresthat shouldbe encoded
at f-structure. Glasbg also formulatedproposaldfor the interactionof lexically encodedunderspecified
informationwith clausalinformation. This lexically underspecifiedhformationis specifiedas partof the
clausalanalysis.The featuresencodedat f-structurearebasedon insightsfrom the semantiditeratureand
thusprovide justtherightinformationfor atemporalandaspectuahnalysisof continuougdiscourse.
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