Tense and Mbdal s
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The class of true nodal verbs in English is usually understood
to include auxiliary verbs conveying possibility and necessity
(including predictive future) that |ack non-finite norphol ogi cal
forms; froma syntactic perspective, these verbs occur only in
finite clauses (as opposed to infinitives or gerunds).
Neverthel ess the true nodals do not inflect for third-person
si ngul ar agreenent, unlike normal present-tense verbs. Wen they
are negated, true nodals always precede the negative particle
not, regardl ess of their understood scope relative to negation,
and never give rise to do-support.

The true nmodals include can, could, may, mght, nust, shall,

should, will, and would. Al of these select bare VP conpl enents,

for which a small-clause raising analysis is often assuned; see,
e.g., Stowell (1983). The nodal verb ought |ikew se occurs only
in an uninflected finite form though it takes a to-infinitive
conpl enent, rather than a bare VP. Finally, need behaves |ike a
true (necessity) nodal when it selects a bare VP conpl enent,
havi ng only an uninflected non-finite form though it also occurs
as a regular control verb taking a to-infinitive conplenent.

Modal need only occurs in negative environnents, like its Dutch

counterpart hoeven. These facts are illustrated in (1) and (2).



(1) a. (I believe that) Sam may/ m ght/must/should/will (not)
| eave early.
b. *(1 believe that) Sam mays/ m ghts/ nusts/shoulds/wills
| eave early
c. *(I believe that) Sam doesn’t may/ m ght/must/shoul d/
will |eave early
d. *I believe Samto may/ m ght/nust/should/w Il |eave

early.

(2) a. (I believe that) Sam need not | eave early.
b. *(1 believe that) Sam needs not | eave early.
c. *(I believe that) Sam need not to | eave early.
d. (I expect that) Sam needs/doesn’t need to | eave early
e. | expect Sam (not) to need to | eave early

f.* | expect Sam (not) to need | eave early

The true nodals also differ fromother English verbs with
respect to the distinction between present and past tense. In a
[imted set of syntactic contexts, sonme true nodals exhibit a
present/past alternation that is simlar to what obtains with

normal verbs; these include the pairs can/could, shall/should,

and will/would in contenporary colloquial American English, as

wel |l as may/ m ght in sonme conservative dialects. But the
present/past alternation is semantically neutralized for these
verbs in many syntactic and semantic contexts, in a way that has
no parallel with normal verbs. Moreover, other true nodals,

i ncludi ng nust, ought, and need (as well as nmay and m ght in




contenporary Anerican English) do not exhibit any norphol ogi cal

present/past alternation. O these, nust, may, and need behave in

many respects |ike present-tense verbs, while ought and m ght
seem to behave ambi guously in precisely those syntactic contexts
where the first group of nodals exhibits a limted present/past
al ternation.

The question naturally arises, therefore, as to whether these
true nodal s should really be considered to involve a norpho-
syntactic conbi nation of tense with a nodal verbal head, or
whet her instead they should be anal yzed in nodern English as
di stinctive nodal heads which occur as alternatives to tense in
finite contexts, nore or less in the way that they were anal yzed
in the earliest nodels of generative granmar proposed by Chonsky
(1957, 1965). This question has not been definitively resolved in
contenporary formal theories of syntax and semantics, despite the
devel opment of a rich formal theory deconposing inflectional
elements in terns of the theory of functional projections in
| ater Government-Bi nding theory and the M nimalist Program

The question has acquired a new urgency in |ight of recent
proposal s by C nque (1999) and others to greatly expand the set
of functional projections associated with tense, aspect, and
nodality in the context of a broader theory of functional
proj ections associated with various classes of adverbs, auxiliary
verbs, and inflectional affixes in the world s |anguages. Part of
the reason for this is that G nque has shown that many of the
restrictions on the tenporal construals of English nodals turn

out to have parallels in other |anguages that, at first gl ance,



do not seemto have a distinctive norphol ogical class of true
nodal s on the English pattern. To the extent that these cross-
linguistic parallels turn out to be valid, the question arises as
to what nechani snms of grammar (and in particular, principles of
syntax as opposed to rules of norphol ogy or constructs of
semantic theory) are responsible for them

In addition to the true nodals, English also has a snal
nunber of so-called sem -nodal verbs, including the necessity
nodal have-to (that is, have taking a to-infinitive conplenent).
This sem -nodal has largely displaced nust in many syntactic
contexts in nodern usage, nost notably in order to convey noda
necessity at a past tinme (since nust |acks a past-tense form, as
well as in non-finite contexts. Unlike the true nodals, the sem -
nodal have-to exhibits normal third person singular agreenment in
the present tense, and is free to occur in non-finite contexts.

Modern English al so nakes use of adjectives such as abl e,

possi bl e, and necessary, and past participial forns such as

allowed, to convey particular types of nodal force. For the nost

part I will not be concerned with these adjectives and
participles, except to contrast themw th the nodal verbs,

| argel y because they co-occur unexceptionally with tenses in
finite clauses and are free to occur in non-finite cl auses.
However, | will not ignore the sem -nodal have-to, since its
tense interpretation seens to be subject to sone of the sane
restrictions as the true nodals, even though (Iike can/could,
etc.) it exhibits a robust present/past alternation.

It is well known that nost nodal verbs conveying possibility



or necessity can be used with either epistem c or root-nodal
force. Root-nobdal construals of possibility nodals often invol ve
notions of ability or perm ssion, while necessity nodals may
carry deontic or quasi-inperative force. Epistem c noda
construal s may have an evidential or quasi-predictive
interpretation. The exanples in (3) nost naturally allow a root-
nodal interpretation, while those in (4) nost naturally allow an

epi stem ¢ readi ng:

(3) a. Jack can’'t swim
b. You nust |eave inmmedi ately.
c. Sam shoul d be nore careful.
d. They ought to fix that elevator.

e. Susan may not go out alone at night.

(4) a. That can’'t be a dodo bird; they' re extinct.
b. Jack nmust have already left; there are no lights on in
hi s house.
c. It should rain this evening.
d. There ought to be a subway station sonewhere nearby.
e. George may have al ready checked in; he arrived a few

hour s ago.

Because of various restrictions on the availability of each type
of reading, sone of which are specific to particular nodal verbs,
not all occurrences of nodals are in fact anbi guous al ong the

root/epi stem c di mensi on. For exanple, can, unlike could, allows



an epistemc reading only when it occurs in the scope of negation

(i ncluding yes/ no questions):

(5) a. ??That can be a sparrow, they are conmon around here.

b. That could be a sparrow, they are common around here.

Simlarly, the possibility nodal m ght has only an epistemc
construal in contenporary colloquial American English, despite
the fact that it derives historically fromthe past-tense form of
may, which allows a root-nodal sense of perm ssion. Neverthel ess
the epistem c/root anbiguity is sufficiently pervasive cross-
linguistically so as to suggest that honophony is not invol ved;
rather, the anmbiguity seens to be anal ogous to the distinction
bet ween anaphoric and deictic construal s of pronouns.

Epi stemi c and root construals of nodals differ from each ot her
in terns of how they interact with tense and aspect, as well as

wi th | exical aspectual classes (aktionsarten). For exanpl e,

Zagona (1990) notes that when the conpl enent of an epistemc
nodal is stative, the eventuality-tinme (or the interval of

habi tual quantification) may be understood to coincide with the
nodal tinme (the tinme at which the nodal eval uation obtains),

yi el ding a so-called sinultaneous reading. In many contexts this
is the nost natural reading, though in nost cases a future-
shifted context is also possible. Wen the conplenent of the
nodal is eventive, however, it nust have a future-shifted with

respect to the nodal evaluation tine:



(6) a. John nust/should be in class today. (si mul taneous or
future-shifted)

b. Joe nust/shoul d | eave today. (only future-shifted)

(7) a. John could/ may be at hone (simul taneous or
future-shifted)

b. Joe could/may take the train (only future-shifted)

As in other syntactic contexts, habitual and progressive eventive
predi cates behave |ike stative predicates with respect to this

di stinction. Unsurprisingly, if the conplement of the epistemc
nodal contains the periphrastic perfect (have plus the past
participle), the conplenent has a past-shifted interpretation

relative to the nodal tinme. These facts are illustrated in (8):

(8) a. John nust take the bus to school (every day).
b. Sam shoul d be Iying on the beach by now.

c. Karen may have already finished her paper.

In contrast, nost root-nodal construals favor a forward-shifted
readi ng of the eventuality tinme relative to the nodal tinme,
regardl ess of the aspectual class of the conplenent of the nodal,
except in the case of ability-readings of can and could, for

whi ch a sinmultaneous reading is natural. For the nost

part | will abstract away fromthese aspectual distinctions anong
t he nodal conplenents, though I will return to the case of the

peri phrastic perfect further bel ow



| shall focus instead on another distinction between root and
epi stem c nodal s, nanely that epistem c nodals generally may not
fall under the |ogical scope of tenses (at |east when the tense
and nodal occur in the sane clause), whereas root nodals are in
general free to do so. More concretely, when a nodal verb occurs
in a past-tense form the nodal eval uation may be understood to
hold at a past tinme in the case of a root-nodal interpretation,
whereas an epistem c construal generally requires the nodal
evaluation to hold at the utterance tine, as though it were a
present-tense nodal. (Actually, this is an oversinplification
since it ignores a distinction between two types of epistemc
readi ngs, as | discuss further below. ) Conversely, root nodals,
unli ke epistem c nodals, may not in general take |ogical scope
over tenses (again, when they occur in the sane cl ause).

In English, these distinctions can be illustrated nost
straightforwardly with respect to the possibility nodals can and
could. When these nodals are used to convey the root-nodal senses
of ability and perm ssion, they participate in a semantically
vi abl e present/past tense alternation, just |ike normal verbs.
This is illustrated in (9), where UT designates the utterance

tinme:

(9) a. Carl can’'t nove his arm (ability at UT)
b. Carl couldn’t nove his arm (ability at a past tine)
c. Max can’'t go out after dark. (perm ssion at UT)
d. Max couldn’t go out after dark. (perm ssion at a past

time)



Exanpl e (9a) asserts that, at the utterance tine, it is not
possible for Carl to (habitually) nove his arm In (9b), could
functions as a past-tense formof can in (9a); at sone tinme prior
to the utterance tine, it was not possible for Carl to nove his
arm Exanples (9c-d) work simlarly. In contrast, when could is
used epistemcally in sinple sentences, it cannot have a past-

tense interpretation:

(10) a. Jack’s wife can’t be very rich
‘It is not possible that Jack’s wife is very rich.’
b. Jack’s wfe couldn’t be very rich
‘It is not possible that Jack’s wife is very rich.’

**1t was not possible that Jack’s wife was very rich.

In both (10a) and (10b), the speaker reports his or her epistemc
nodal eval uation holding at the actual utterance tine. Thus,
could in (10b) does not have a past tense epistem c nodal
interpretation: it cannot report an epistem c nodal eval uation
hol ding at a past tinme. Furthernore, because the conpl enent of
t he nodal does not contain perfect aspect, it cannot receive a
past-shifted interpretation anal ogous to that of (8c); the
possi bl e eventuality of John's wife (not) being rich is also
| ocated at the utterance tinme (UT). To force a past tense readi ng
of (10b) it is necessary to construe could as a root nodal
involving ability or perm ssion.

Way should this be so? The nost natural explanation is surely

that true past tense can conbine with can only in the case of a



root - nodal construal and not in the case of an epistemc
construal . But why? Before addressing this question, | wll
provi de sonme nore evidence supporting the claimthat the
di stinction does not involve an idiosyncrasy of can and coul d,
but rather is pervasive to the nodal system

Because can and could constitute the only true nodal pair that
exhibits a present/past alternation on a root-nodal construal, it
is not possible to precisely replicate the paradigmin (9) and
(10) with other true nodals. Neverthel ess the necessity sem -
nodal have-to seens to work in a simlar, though not identical
way. On its root-nodal construal, have-to exhibits a semantically
vi abl e present/past alternation, where the past tense | ocates the

nodal eval uation at a past tine preceding the utterance tine.

(11) a. John has to stay hone today because he is sick

b. John had to stay hone | ast night because he was si ck.

On its epistemc construal, however, the past-tense formhad to,
i ke epistem c could, is construed as if the nodal eval uation
time were in the present tense; that is, the epistem c noda

j udgnment nust hold at the actual utterance tinme. Differently from
epi stem ¢ could, however, epistemc had to |ocates the
eventuality tine of its conplenent in the past, as though it were

interpreted Ii ke has to have, or nust have:

(12) a. There has to be at |east a hundred people here.

b. There had to be at | east a hundred peopl e there.



‘There nust have been at |east a hundred peopl e

t here.’

In other words, the norpho-syntactic past tense in (12b) is
interpreted as though it were under the scope of the epistemc
nodal have-to, despite the fact that, fromthe perspective of the
t heory of verbal head novenent, it should originate syntactically
in a position above that of the nodal. This suggests an analysis
whereby the epistemc sem -nodal is required to undergo novenent
in the derivation of the Logical Form (LF) representation to a
position above that of the past tense, which is then interpreted
as though it were equivalent to a (non-finite) perfect under the
scope of the sem -nodal. The sem -nopdal then has an
interpretation consistent with its having a status as a present
tense form

This analysis |leads to a nunber of analytical and theoretical
consequences. First, the tense-nodal scope reversal nust be
prevented fromapplying in the case of epistemc could in (10b),
since it does not allow an interpretation equivalent to that of
can’t have. This suggests that epistemc could is not a
nor phol ogi cal |l y past-tense form of epistemic can; this is
supported by the fact that epistemc could is free to occur in
non- negati ve environnents, unlike epistemc can. Second, it
suggests that the relevant factor requiring the epistem c nodal
to occur above the domain of past tense holds either at the |evel
of Logical Form or in the semantic representation deriving

therefrom (if these two notions are in fact distinct).



Bef ore addressing the nature of the relevant conditioning
factor, I will briefly introduce sone nore data, both from
English and from ot her | anguages. Al though other true nodals do
not exhibit the full range of paradigmatic variation along the
di mensi ons of present/past and epistem c/root interpretation that
we have seen with can/could and have-to, they still conformto
the operative generalization that (true) past tense nust be
construed under the scope of an epistem c nodal. For the sake of
brevity I confine ny discussion to nodals that allow for the
possibility of (apparent) past tense forns in at |east sone
syntactic contexts.

| begin by establishing the latter possibility. As Abusch
(1997) observes, the nodal s m ght and ought, when they occur in a
conpl ement cl ause governed by an intensional verb in a past-tense
mai n cl ause, can be understood to have a nodal evaluation tine
| ocated in the past; this is actually true regardl ess of whether
t hey have an epistem c or root-nodal construal. The sanme is true

of should and coul d.

(13) a. Caesar knew that his wife mght be in Rone.(epistemc)
b. Susan told nme that she ought to stay hone. (root)
C. Max said that he shoul d | eave. (root)

d. Fred thought that there could be at |east a

hundred people at the reception. (epi stem c)

In all of these exanples, the nodal evaluation can be understood

to hold at a past tine relative to the actual utterance tine.



Al though this mght at first glance appear to be at odds with the
generalization that past tense does not scope over an epistemc
nodal in the case of (13a,d), a nore careful consideration of the
facts shows that this is not the case. The first point to note is
that the nodal evaluation tinme in these exanples, although it is
| ocated in the past relative to the utterance tinme, nust coincide
with the eventuality time of the main clause intensional

predi cate. Unlike occurrences of past tenses with normal verbs in
t he sane syntactic environnment, the nodal evaluation tinme cannot
have a ‘past-shifted reading relative to the main clause event
time, nor for that matter can it have an ‘independent past’
interpretation (in the sense of Enc (1987)). Thus, the
interpretation of these epistem c nodals is anal ogous to that of
a sinmultaneous ‘sequence of tense’ construal with normal verbs,
which is licensed in precisely this syntactic environnent. Since
a traditional analysis of this ‘sinultaneous’ reading of the past
tense is that it is in some sense an occurrence of a present
tense in disguise, these exanples in fact conformto the rel evant
generalization; the epistemc nodal is construed as though it
were a present-tense nodal, relative to the tine of the main

cl ause event-tinme. In this respect, these epistem c nodals differ
fromtrue present-tense epistem c nodals such as nust and nay,

whi ch require a ‘doubl e-access’ interpretation in the sane

envi ronment, whereby the nodal evaluation tinme nust correspond to
an interval that includes both the actual utterance tinme and the

past-tense main clause eventuality tine:



(14) a. Caesar knew that his wife may be in Rone. (epistenc)
b. Fred said that there nust be at | east a

hundred people at the reception. (epi stem c)

Thi s doubl e-access interpretation of the epistemc nodals in (14)
is exactly what we find with present-tense forns of nornmal verbs
in this environnment. The contrast between (13) and (14) thus
suggests that the epistemic nodals in (13) do in fact involve an
occurrence of the norphol ogi cal past tense, even though they do
not violate the generalization that the past tense in question
cannot be construed as a normal past tense scoping over the

epi stemi c nodal in the sane clause (as is shown by the |ack of a
past -shifted reading).

When the epistemic nodals in (13) occur in main clauses, they
receive an interpretation that is unanbi guously that of a present
tense, supporting the view that, although these nodal s arguably
contain a norphol ogi cal past tense norphene, this norphene may
not receive a true past tense interpretation scoping over the

epi stem ¢ nodal

(15) a. John m ght go hone today.
“I't may be that John will go hone today.’
b. Susan shoul d be at the station.
‘“It’s likely that Susan is (or will be) at the
station’
C. Max ought to know the answer.

‘“It’s likely that Max knows (or will know) the



answer .’

Abusch (1997) suggests that the nodals in (13) are in fact

tensel ess forns which can receive a sinultaneous reading relative
to the evaluation tine obtaining in their surrounding syntactic
environment, differing both from norphol ogically past tense
nodal s and present-tense nodals such as those in (14). Though her
proposal has sonme appeal (and is certainly consistent with the
contrast noted above between could and had to), there is a
hitherto unnoticed fact that points in the opposite direction.
When these nodal s govern intensional verbs which thensel ves

sel ect conpl enent cl auses contai ning the norphol ogi cal past

tense, the latter tense can receive a sinmultaneous ‘sequence of
tense’ reading relative to the main clause eventuality tine, as
is illustrated in (16). This is not possible when the main clause
nodal s are present tense nodals such as can, or may, as in (17),
where the past tense in the conpl ement clause nust receive a

past-shifted reading relative the main clause event tine:

(16) a. Sam m ght say that he lived in Paris.

b. Sam coul d claimthat he knew t he answer.
(17) a. Sam may say that he lived in Paris.

b. Sam can’'t claimthat he knew t he answer.

Since the relevant syntactic conditioning environment for a

si mul t aneous construal of a norphol ogi cal past tense in a



conpl ement cl ause invol ves an occurrence of a norphol ogi cal past
tense in the main clause, this supports the view that the nodals
in (13) may in fact be norphologically conplex fornms containing
nor phol ogi cal past, even though the interpretation of these
nodal s is such that the past tense in question can never be
understood to scope over an epistem c nodal in the same cl ause.
In addition to the English facts di scussed above, data from
ot her | anguages generally supports the basic enpirical claimthat
past tense nmay scope above a root nodal occurring in the sanme
cl ause but not above an epistem c nodal in the sanme clause. A
range of evidence supporting this claimis provided by C nque
(1999), based on observations relating to the |linear order of
affi xal norphol ogy and nodal adverbials such as possibly,

necessarily, maybe, etc., and their counterparts in other

| anguages; | refer the reader to Cnque’'s work for discussion of
such cases. | will nention instead sone cases involving further
apparent instances of tense-npdal reversals simlar to those

i nvol ving English had to discussed above. Bravo (2000) cites the
foll owi ng exanpl es from Spani sh, where a possibility noda
occurring in an inflected inperfect or perfect past tense

di spl ays the sanme kind of alternation. Wen the nodal is
understood to have root-nodal force, it is interpreted as though
it falls under the semantic scope of the past tense, but when it
i s understood to have epistem c nodal force, the past tense is
interpreted as though it were a (non-finite) perfect occurring in
t he conpl enent of a present-tense epistemc nodal; that is, the

nodal evaluation time nust be understood to coincide with the



actual utterance tine:

(18) a. El | adron pudo entrar por la ventana
the thief can-Inpf enter through the w ndow
‘The thief was able to enter through the w ndow (root)
or ‘It is possible that the thief entered through the

w ndow.’ (epistem c)

b. El | adron ha podi do entrar por la ventana
the thief has can-PstPrt enter through the w ndow
‘The thief was able to enter through the w ndow (root)
or ‘It is possible that the thief entered through the

w ndow.’ (epistem c)

As in the case of the English exanples involving the past-tense
necessity sem -nodal had to, these exanples seemto involve a
derivation where the past tense originates syntactically in a
positi on above the nodal on both the root and epistem c readi ngs;
t he epistem ¢ nodal construal presumably involves an LF
representati on where the nodal is noved to a position above the
t ense.

A slightly different type of case arises in Danish, as

di scussed by Vi kner (1988):

(19) Der har mske nok kunnet veage tale om en fejl
t here has maybe probably could be talk about a m stake

‘There m ght have been a m st ake’



Vi kner comrents that ‘the perfect, ...although clearly realised
on the epistemc nodals, really is the perfect of the main
verbs.” This is again consistent with our contention that when an
epi stem c nodal co-occurs wth past tense in the sanme cl ause, it
must occur in the LF representation in a position above that of

t he tense, undergoi ng novenent to such a position if necessary.

| now turn to the question of why past tense should be able to
scope above root nodals but not above epistem c nodals. A
t heoretical basis for an account of this is provided by C nque' s
(1999) theory of functional categories associated wth tense and
nodal ity. The essential idea is that a nodal verb nust occur as
the syntactic head of a functional category associated with a
particular type of nodality. Sinplifying his proposal sonewhat,
the idea is that the semantic epistemc/root distinctionis a
function of the choice of which functional category the noda
occurs in, where the functional category giving rise to the
epistemic reading is (universally) located higher up in the tree
than the functional category giving rise to the root noda
reading, with the functional category for (past) tense |located in
bet ween.

At this point it is necessary to confront an issue concerning
the | evel of representation at which C nque’s universal hierarchy
is supposed to hold, bearing in mnd the possibility that, in at
| east sone cases, nodals appear to undergo novenent across past
tense in the derivation of LF representations, as suggested

above. If the root and epistemc interpretations of (12b),



(18a,b) and (19) are derived froma common syntactic structure
(as | have inplicitly assunmed thus far), with the epistem c noda
interpretation involving LF novenent of the nodal to a position
above the past tense, G nque’s universal hierarchy presumably
fixes the LF positions of nodals and tenses relative to each
other. On this view, a nodal verb m ght originate in a verbal
projection on either type of interpretation, and then undergo
novenent to a nodal functional projection, perhaps in order
satisfy Mnimalist-style feature-checking requirenents; the type
of nodal force (epistemc versus root) would then be fixed by the
choi ce of which functional projection the nodal noves to. This
i medi ately raises a technical problemw th respect to the
| ocality conditions governing head novenent, however, since it
assunes that a nodal head can nove across a tense head (in the
case of epistemc nodals), in violation of Travis's (1984) Head
Movenent Constraint or the principle(s) responsible for it. It
m ght be possible to get around this problem by assum ng a nore
conpl ex syntactic derivation, whereby the nodal would nove across
the tense by virtue of phrasal XP novenent rather than by head
novenent, such a derivation would presumably have to involve
prior extraction of the verb phrase conpl enent of the nodal out
of the phrasal category containing the nodal (with the |ater
category then undergoi ng remmant phrasal novenent to a position
above the tense), but | know of no independent enpirical evidence
for such a derivation

An alternative analysis of (12b), (18a,b) and (19), consistent

wi th another interpretation of G nque’'s hierarchy and also with



t he Head Movenent Constraint, is that epistem c and root
interpretations of nodals are determ ned by the base positions of
t he nodal s, so that root nodals originate in a | ower position
than epistemic nodals (wth past tense occurring in between). On
this view, (18a) would be structurally anbiguous in ternms of the
base position of the nodal root. On the root interpretation, the
nodal originates in the | ower nodal position and noves to the
head position of the TP to conbine with the past tense affix. On
the epistem c nodal interpretation, the nodal originates above
the tense in the higher nodal position; presumably the tense
affix noves to conbine with the higher epistem c nodal head. The
derivation of the root and epistem c nodal interpretations of
English have-to in (12) would work simlarly. Since the scope

rel ati on hol di ng between the past tense and the nodal woul d be
determ ned by their source positions on this interpretation of

C nque’s hierarchy, such cases woul d be anal ogous to structures

i nvol ving reconstruction.

To extend this analysis to the periphrastic perfect
constructions in Spanish and Danish in (18b) and (19), where the
counterparts of the auxiliary verb have precede the participi al
forms of the nodals, it is necessary to assune that it is the
past participle suffix, rather than the auxiliary verb have, that
originates in the head position of the Tense Phrase between the
two nodal projections. On the root nodal interpretation of (18b),
t he nodal originates below the participial affix and undergo head
novenent to conbine with it; on the epistemic interpretation, the

nodal originates in the higher nodal position above the past



participle affix, which then undergoes head novenent to the
epi stem c projection to conbine with the nodal
Anot her type of case involving an apparent scope reversal
bet ween an epi stem ¢ nodal and a past tense has recently been
brought to |light by Condoravdi (2001), who cites exanples such as

those in (20a,b), which she contrasts with cases such as (21):

(20) a. At that point, he could/ mght still have won the gane.
‘At that point, it was still possible that he woul d
W n the gane’
b. In Cctober, Gore still should have won the el ection.
“In Cctober, it was still likely that Gore would win

the el ection.’

(21) He may/ m ght have (al ready) won the gane.

‘It is possible that he has (already) won the gane’

Condor avdi notes several inportant properties of such cases.
First, crediting Mondadori (1978) for the essential insight, she
observes that the exanples in (20) are interpreted as involving a
future possibility in the past, as though the (non-finite)
perfect were interpreted as a (finite) past tense scoping over
the nodal; this contrasts with (21), where the epistem c noda
has the expected present-tense interpretation and the eventuality
time of its conplenent is past-shifted with respect to the noda
time. In a sense, this is the mrror inmge of what we observed

with the past tense sem -nodal had to in (12b), where the past



tense is interpreted as though it were a perfect in the

conpl ement of the sem -nodal. Note, however, that whereas the
case in (12b) clearly confornms to the scopal hierarchy placing
epi stem c nodality above past tense, the scope reading in (20) is
in apparent conflict with it (though the conflict is only
apparent, as we shall see shortly).

Second, the interpretation in (20), unlike that in (21), is
necessarily counterfactual; the eventuality denoted by the
conpl emrent of the nodal, though possible or likely at the past
time in question, did not in fact occur. Condoravdi plausibly
accounts for the counterfactuality as arising froma pragmatic
i nference induced by the speaker’s choice of a past-tense nodal
rather than a present-tense nodal; her account is substantially
simlar to the theory of inperfect conditionals in Italian
devel oped i ndependently by Ippolito (this volune).

Third, the type of nodal force in (20) differs fromthat in
(21), though both are often traditionally classified as
‘epistemc’; whereas the epistemc nodality in (21) is
evidential, in (20) it is ‘netaphysical’” (in her termnology). In
(21), the actual state of affairs concerning the eventuality has
al ready been determined at the tinme of the nodal evaluation, so
the only uncertainty involves the speaker’s |ack of evidence
and/ or know edge about the actual state of affairs that obtains.
As Condoravdi points out, this is true for any epistem c nodal
whose conpl enent has an eventuality tinme that is interpreted as
bei ng sinmultaneous with, or past-shifted with respect to, the

nodal evaluation time. In contract, in (20), where the conpl enent



of the nodal has a future-shifted interpretation, the state of
affairs in the actual world has not yet been fixed at the tinme of
t he nodal evaluation. Thus the type of epistem c nodal force is
dependent on the tenporal relation between the nodal and its
conpl ement. This dependency is also illustrated by the fact that
epi stem c nust, which does not allowits conplenent to have a
future-shifted interpretation, as noted by Enc (1986), has only
an evidential (as opposed to ‘netaphysical’) interpretation, as
Condor avdi observes.

This distinction between the two types of ‘epistemc’ nodality
resol ves the apparent conflict between the scopal interpretation
of (20) and Cinque’s hierarchy. C nque, |ike Condoravdi
di stingui shes between two types of epistem c nodality--evidential
versus ‘alethic’--a distinction that | ignored in ny sinplified
outline of his theory presented above. G nque’s notion of alethic
nodal ity shoul d probably be equated wi th Condoravdi’s notion of
met aphysi cal nodality (though the two authors explain the
distinction in somewhat different ways and attri bute sonmewhat
different properties to then). C nque actually proposes that
nodal s conveying alethic force differ fromevidential nodals in
all ow ng past tense to scope over them so the scope relation
t hat Condoravdi argues for in (20) is actually consistent with
this nore articul ated tense/ nodal hierarchy. In fact, Condoravd
notes that (20a) (her (7b)) “is not just about epistemc
uncertainty at that past point (though of course since the
outcone had not [yet --TS] materialized one couldn’t know it

either)”.



More generally, the type of apparent scope reversal seen in
(20) is never possible for evidential nodal interpretations. This
suggests that ‘netaphysical’ or ‘alethic’ nodality, though
traditionally classified as epistemc, in fact nore closely
resenbl es root nodality than true evidential epistem c nodality,
at least in terns of its relationship to tense (and perhaps nore
generally). This leads us to expect that nodal -perfect

conmbi nati ons such as shoul d- have, ought-to-have, etc., m ght

allow for a root-nodal deontic interpretation on Condoravdi’s

scope reversal reading. Though the rel evant semantic judgnents
are extraordinarily delicate and difficult to distinguish from
their other potential root-nodal reading (where the root nodal
has a present-tense interpretation and its conplenent is past-
shifted with respect to it), ny intuition is that the rel evant

reading is in fact possible:

(22) a. You shoul d have bought that book when you had the
chance.

b. Max ought to have kept his nmouth shut at the neeting.

It strikes nme as nore plausible to suppose that in (22) the
rel evant deontic obligation held at the past tines in question,
rat her than obtaining at the utterance tinme (obligating the
subject at the utterance time to have arranged things in the past
in a particular way).

A fourth observation that Condoravdi nakes is that the

apparent scope-reversal reading in (20) is possible only for non-



present-tense nodals such as m ght, could, should, and ought; it

is not possible for present-tense nodals such as may, can(‘t),

shall, and nust. In other words, the distinction between the
nodal s that allow the apparent scope reversal and those that do
not precisely coincides with the distinction between the nodal s
that allow a sinultaneous ‘sequence-of-tense’ construal when they
occur in the clausal conplenent of a past-tense intensional verb
and those that force a doubl e-access reading in the sane
environment, as di scussed above. Recall further that the two
groups of nodals also differ in terns of their ability to trigger
sequence-of -tense effects in finite clauses that they c-command,
as in (16).

In Stowell (1995), | suggested that the so-called present and
past norphenes in English are not actually present and past
tenses per se (where tenses are understood as tenporal ordering
predi cates in the sense of Zagona (1990)) but rather polarity
mar kers on time-denoting heads designating a particul ar scope
relation with a higher (true) past tense. A tine-denoting phrase
cont ai ni ng past nust occur under the scope of a true past tense
at LF, whereas a tine-denoting phrase containing present may not.
If this analysis is adopted, and if we further assune that the
two groups of nodals are actually norphol ogically conpl ex,

conposed of a nodal root conbining with either present or past,

then we have an i nmedi at e expl anation for Condoravdi’s fourth
observation (and al so support for her basic analysis of (20): the
reason that the present-tense nodals never allow a scope-reversa

reading of the sort seen in (20) is that the present tense



nor phenme that they contain may not occur under the scope of a
hi gher past tense, so that if the perfect is scoped over the
nodal and construed as a past tense, the resulting LF scope
relation would violate the polarity requirenents of the present
nor phenme in the finite nodal

Al t hough shoul d and ought, like nust, allow a future-shifted
construal of their conplenents on the root-nodal interpretation
even when the conplenent is stative, as in (23b), they appear not
to allow a future-shifted perfect interpretation in (23c), unlike

must in (23d). Thus the root deontic sense of shoul d- have and

ought -t o- have seens to actually require the perfect to scope over

the nodal, as in (22).

(23) a. You ought -t o/ shoul d/ nust | eave.
b. You ought-to/shoul d/nust be at the station at 2 PM
c. ??You ought-to/should have left by the time we arrive.

d. You nust have left by the tine we arrive.

This would follow if we assune that should and ought, though
containing the polarity marker past, may not occur as the

conpl ement of an actual null past tense: to license the polarity
mar ker past, the perfect would have to scope above the nodal.
This is just the specul ative outline of an explanation, since it
fails to explain either why the null past tense may not co-occur
with these nodals or why no problemfor the polarity marker
arises in (23a,b), but it perhaps hints at the direction that an

account of (22) vs. (23c) mght take.



As a final coment on Condoravdi’s nodal - perfect reversal
cases, | should observe that they seemto be in nore direct
conflict with Travis’s (1984) Head Movenent Constraint than the
apparent tense-nodal reversal cases | discussed earlier, since
the perfect can be separated fromthe preceding nodal by an
adverb such as still. At this point I do not see a clear solution
for this inconpatibility, though given the evidence supporting
the validity of the scope reversal analysis, it seens that the
solution nust involve either sone kind of phrasal novenent or an
abandonment of the head Movenment Constraint in its strictest

form
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