On the Semantics of Puturate Sentences®

Fred Goodman

0. Introduction

G. Lakoff 1971:339 credits K. Burt with observing *that the
future auxiliary will can be deleted In what looks like a very
strange set of enviromments in terms of presupposition-free syntsasctic
structure.' Some examples he gives:

{1) a. The Yenkees will play the Bed Sox tomorrow.
b. The Yankees plaey the Red Sox tomorrow.
¢. The Yankees will play well tomorrow.
d. #*The Yankees play well tomorrow.
e. I will get my paycheck tomorrow.
f. I get my paycheck tomorrow.
g- I will get s cold tomorrow.
h. *I get a cold tomorrow,

Lakoff concludes thaet ‘in terms of presupposition-free syntax

no general principle for the deletion of the will can be stated.
However, ...will can be deleted jJust in case it is presupposed that
the event is one that the speaker can be sure of.!

Vetter 1973:105 points out thet if Lakoff's formulation is
correct then the sentences

{(2) a. I'm not sure that the Yankees play the Red
Sox tomorrov.
b. I can't be sure whether the Yankees play the
Red Sox tomorrow.

'would deny their own presupposition.' He concludes that 'rather
than presupposing the event to be one the speaker can be sure

about, it seems to me that the sentences without the will immediately
entail that the event is planned.!

Prince ms. 1973 uses the term futurate for present-tense
sentences that can occur with future time adverbials, a piece of
terminology I adopt here, She is particularly interested in
progressive futurate sentences, like (3d) below:

(3) a. The hostages will be trying to escape tomorrow
until the very last minute.
b. The hostages are trying to escepe tomorrow
wntil the very last minute.
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(3} ec. Yary will be toking prelins next weekend.
d, Mary ig taking prelims next weekend,
e, Mary will be teking prelims next weekend when
you eall,
f. ¥ary is teking prelims next weekend vwhen you
call,

From examples like these, she concludes that 'if one derives futurate
be-~ing via will-deletion, it is clear thet (1) additional hizarre
eonditions will have to be met, end (2) in certain cases, will-
deletion is blocked.'l She then pronoses that no w*l?—deletlon
transformation exists, but rather that 'futurste benlng is derived
from an underlying structure containing PLAN as its higher predicate'
and that simple futurete has TDEFINITE or CERTAIN as s higher vredicate.'!

Prince, then, disagrees with both Lakoff and Vetter on the
mechanics of a will~deletion transformation; however, she takes
basicelly Lakoff's notion of 'sureness' to derive simple futuraie
sentences, and Vetter's notion of a 'plan' te derive progressive
futurate sentences,

Jenkins 1972 tskes an interpretivist view of the phenomens.
He considers sentences like the following:

(L) a, ®John knows the snswer LOTOTTOW.
b. I hope that the Red Sox do well tomorrow.
¢. *I know that the Red Sox do well tomorrow.
d, He will be right back,
e. *He is right back.
£, It will do you some good.
g« *It does you some good,

Commenting that 'in & theory which countenances will-deletion one
would expect all cases of will...to be sble to delete' (180), he
maintains that ‘there are no underliying modals later deleted by
transformationrl overations, Rather we argue that in each case the
specific impliecit model interpretation of futurity is due to a rule
of semantic interpretation' (17h), He does not, however, provide
any precise eccount of what those interpretations are, and is,
therefore, unable to account for the deviance of (ha), which problem
he sets aside (178).

In this paper I consider only futurate sentences. Thus, I
vill not be looking at such enviromments as if complements, POSS-ing
complements, and for-to comblements, where no Wlll can ever appear.3
I believe that these must receive a separate account from futurate
sentences,

My approach is to present s series of contrasts between futurate
and future sentences. In so doing, I hope to isolste the additional
semantic characteristics or conditions which distinguish the
futurete class. The following are those conditions es I will develop
thems

{A) The entailment that et the time of the assertion
the spepker believes that a current state of
affeirs exists, the future result of which is
described in the surface form;
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{B) the enteilment from the time adverbial thet there
ig a definite upper time bound for what is
described,

(C) the presupposition that the spesker has no control
aver vhether or not vhat is described in the
surface sentence will in fact result from the
current state of affairs,

l. Transformetion or interpretive rule

As is obvious from my discussion of the llteramure, there is
considerable controversy about whether there is s transformation
or an interpretive rule involived; and, if it iz a transformation,
whether there is ever u will deleted along with the higher material,

I do not know which sliernative is the ecorrect one, but I believe
that I can contribute the first step in the finel analysis of futurates,
no matter from what school that snalysis comes,

If a transformation (be it pne that deletes will or one that
deletes higher material) is the best explanation, then the structure
which triggers that transformation must be specified in detail. If
my conditions accurately characterize the class of futurates, then
those conditions must be represented in the deep structure,

Alternatively, if an internretive rule is involved, then the
interpretations must he specified precisely. As Jenkins points out,
if the interpretetion simply consists of re-inserting the future
auxiliary, then it would be expected that any sentence containing will
should also appear in futurate form, since the two would have identical
interpretetions. It must be remembered that interpretive rules
perform sn importmnt formal function, marking as deviant those
sentences which have contradictory interpretations., Within this
theory, then, my conditions, if correct, could be used as those
interpretations.

2. Condition A: current state of affairs

The first sementic requirement is the entailment that at the time
of the assertion the spemker believes that a current state of affairs
exists, the future result of which is deseribed in the surface form.
This claim can be brought out in several ways.

Consider firat the sentences belovw,

{5) &, Kurt will have a date with Wanda June tomorrov.
b, Kurt hes & date with Wanda June tomorrow.
¢. 7Kurt will have a date with Wande June tomorrow,
but he probsably won't keep it.
4, Xurt hes s date with Wanda June tomorrow but he
provably won't keep it,

I chose the idiom to have a deste deliberstely, becsuse it is ambipuous
in English in Just the right wey: under one reading, 1t means to

have an errangement to go somevhere with someone, whale under the
other it means metually to go.
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Sentence {5a) is ambiguous between the assertion thet arrange-
ments for a date between Kurt and Wande June will be made tomorrow,
and the assertion that arrangements have already been made for them
to go somewhere topether tomorrow. In my sveech the first of these
twe readings is very much preferred. Sentence {(5b), however, has
only the second of these two resdings. It asserts that the current
state of affairs is that there is an srrangement between Xurt and Wands
June thet they will be together tomorrow.

The above distinction between the readings is brought out
especially well by (5¢) and {Sd), In my speech the preferred reading
for (5¢) seems to be that Kurt both will and will probsbly not teke
Wanda June out, which iz contradictory, I cen, however, get the
other reading--clearly expressed in (5d)--in which Kurt hes an
arrangement with Wanda June but probably won't honor it.

As further evidence for the firat condition, consider the
following:

(6} a. I don't know whether or not the Yankees will
{be playing}
play
b. I don't know whether or not the Yankees
{are playing;
play
¢, I don't kpow whether or not the Yankees will
{be playing}
play
may rain,
d., ¥I don't know whether or not the Yankees
{are Playingy yy. peq
nlay
may rain,
e. I don't know whether or not the Yankees will

the Red Box tomorrov.
the Red Sox tomorrov.

the Red Sox temorrow, becsuse it

Sox tomorrov, because it

{benii;ylng} the Red Sox tomorrow because tomorrow

is Memoriel Dey.
£+ I don’t know whether or not the Yankees

{are playing} tye Red Sox tomorrow becesuse
play .
tomorrovw is Memorisl Day.
2. The Yankees {arepiiiylng} the Red Sox tomorrow,
if it doesn't rein.

in (6a) and {6e) there are two possible readings, one of which is
that the spesker does not know whether or not the game is acheduwled
and the other of which is that he does not know if the game will
ectually occur. The corresponding sentences (6b) and (6f) have only
the first of these readings. They are perfectly acceptable beceuse
the scheduling is noncontingent--i.e. the fact that tomorrow is
Memorisl Day 4id or did not affect the scheduling of the game.
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The sentences (6c) and (64}, on the other hand, can only be
said to express a contingency about whether or not the geme will
aectuslly oéeur, and not sbout vhether or not the game is scheduled.
Thus, {(6c) has the second reading of (6a) and (6e}, while (€d) is
deviant because that reading is not in accord with condition A,
Notice that in (6g) the outcome of the schedule is itsélf asserted
to be contingent upen whether or not it is raining; (6g) is therefore
acceptable,

The principle being invoked here is that a current state of
affairs cannot be contingent upon a future state of affairs {although
the current state of affairs can be such that its outcome is contingent
upon some future state). This relationshin can be brought out in
another way by examining sentences like

be"defEating

{7) =a. The Yankees will { defeat } the Red Sox

tonorrov.
5 v are defeating
b. *The Yankees { Aefent } the Red Sox tomorroew.
c. The Yankees will {°% P1&ViNg} L9y tomorrow.
play

d, *The Yankges (¢ pleying) well tomorrow.

play .
£
e, It is prearranged that the Yankees {argdggeigtlng}

the Red Sox tomorrow.

In {7a) & prediction is being mede sbout the outcome of the game.
The outcome of the game is a future event contingent upon the way
in which the game is played, which is future with regard to the
assertion; consequently (7b) is out, since it cennot pertain to a
current state of affairs. Similerly, (Te) is contingent upon the
state of the Yankees during the game and cannot, therefore, be
expressing & current siste of affairs, {74) is thug dev1ant, and I
can think of no context to meke it acceptable,

The sentence pair revresented in (?e) is particularly interesting
and 1mportant. The simple futurate form is possibly acceptsble, though
in my sveech it is questioneble. If it is acceptable, it seems to
be sayinz that the outeome of the gmame, the event being described,
has somehow been prearranged. It is hard for me to imagine how n
future event as such ¢en be prearrangeds; as a result, I find the
simple futurate form to be very doubtful. The futurate progressive
form, on the other hénd, sounds perfectly good to me, It seems to
be describing the prearrangement itself', rather than the event which
‘is yet to oceur. As such, then, the futurate progressive form is
&escribing a currently extant state of affairs and is, therefore,
in aeccord with condition A, In contrast, the simple futurate is not
fully in accord with condition A because it doesn't describe (in a
direct way, at any rate) a current state of affairs.

2,1, The notion of & plan

It is basically the “above data, with the possible exception
of (Te), which led Vetter to conclude that futurate sentences must
deseribe plenned events. Additional data of the type in (Te) caused
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Prinee to say that only futurste progressive sentences had a
higher predicate PLAN. As I will now show, the notion of = plen
is far too narrow to account for all the instances of English
futurate sentences, be they simple or progressive.

Taking the claim quite literally, the predicate PLAN requires
a subject, though this subject is apparently always deleted or lost
in the interpretation of the surface sentence. HNow consider:

(8) & The sun vill (°° gg%tlng} at 8:39 tomorrow.

. . is setti
b, ‘The sun { ggtglng} at 8:39 tomorrow.

. be occurrin .
¢. An eclipse will { oeour L8} tomorrow morming.

{is occurring
ocours
raining

rain

is reining
f.o%It ( °r§?;2in5} tomorrow.

d. An eclipse } tomorrow morning.

. b
e. Tt will {°°F } tomorrow,

To retain the predicate PLAN for {8b) and (8d), an eppeal to the
notion of a divine planner would have to be nmade. It makes no sense
to say that physiesl laws plan the movement of the heavens. Thus,

it might be said thet these futurate sentences are acceptable because
there is s divine plan controlling the movement of the heavens, The
game divine plan, however, could also be said to control the changes
in climate, if I remember my religion correctly, The issue would

not then seen %o be the existence of a plan, but rother whether or
not the spesker has knowledge of the workings of that plan. I showed
in sentence set (6}, however, that spesker knowledge of the details
of s plan is not required to allow futurate forms to appear. The
notion of ® plan then, when combined with the fact that (8b) and (8d)
are acceptadble while (8f) is deviant, would seen to yield a
contradiction.

Under my formulation no notion of plan is reguired. 1 must
merely appeal to the fact thet the position of the sun and the moon
are believed to be predictable by current technology, while the state
of the weather is not believed to be predictsble. Thus, given any
current state of the heavens, any future state is believed to bhe
completely determined. This belief on the pert of speskers is
sufficient to sllow futurate forms of type (8b) and (84) under my
Tormulation. But people have no such belief about the predictability
of the weather, so thet stetements like (8f} about future westher
conditions are prohibited. Notice that (8f) could be made perfectly
acceptable if we imagine that it is offered in a different world--
say on the moon, where the wenther man, rather than predicting the
weather, pulls levers that control the climate in the dome.

2.2+ The notion of an event
According to the formulations given by both Vetter and Lakoff,
futurgte sentences describe events, though the notion of event is
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undefined. From en intuitive standpoint, however, it appears that
my contention, that what is described must nerély be something
which the spesker believes can result fram a previous state of affairs,
is broader than the contention that these sentences rust describe’
events.

Consider the following futurate sentences:

(9) a. I am busy tomorrow,
b. I can't see you tomorrov.
¢. The computer is down tomorrow.

Bach of these sentences is clearly stative. To test this, censider
that each could be the sublect of seems and none could be the object
of force. I see no wey in which they could be said to describe
events, even in the broedest interpretstion of that term. Rather,
each describes a state which will result from some state of affa1rs
currently obtaining: hence, each is perfectly accepteble.

2.3. The notion of certainty or sureness

I now examine the contention that the occurrence of futurate
sentences is in some way devendent on spesker sureness or certainty.
Lakoff sé&ys that this notion must be presupposed, and Prince says
that it appears as a higher predicate in simple futurate sentences.
I will now show that no such notion is necessary.

Considering first the cleim that this sureness is presunposed,
it would follow that those enviromments in which the sentence is
presupposed to be true would be ideal for futurate sentences, Factive
verbs are known to supply such enviromments in their complenents.
But compare

(10} a. TIt's too bad that the Yankees will {benﬁxymg}_
well tomorrow.
b. *It's too bad that the Yankees (°7T5 B18Ying)
well tomorrow.

For sentence (10b) the speaker presupposes that the cemplement
sentence is true; therefore, it should follow that the futurate form
is aceeptable. But it is deviant, In fact, the distribution of
futurates within complements of Tectives is practically identical

to their distribution in nonfactive environments. I will leave it
to the reader to verify this fact for himself, This fact agrues
against the claim that sureness is presupposed.

That no higher predicate of the form CERTAIN or DEFINITE, as
proposed by Prince, need be present can be seen by examining again
sentence sets (2) and (6). In those sets there are futurate simple
.zentences ns complements of negated be sure and know. The claim
that these futurate simple sentences have a higher predicate CERTAIR
would entail that CERTAIF could be dominated by its own negation,
which would be & contradiction. This difficulty argues against the
higher predicate analysis.
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3. Condition B: a definite upper time bound

The second semantic condition in my formuletion is that e time
adverbial nust specify e definite upper time bound for what is
described. As a first demonstration of this mrinciple consider
the contrast between until, before, and by in the following sentences.

(11) a. The computer will be down until 10:00 tomorrow.
b. The computer is down until 10:00 tomorrow.

c. The computer will be down before 10:00 tomorrow.
d. ?The computer is down before 10:00 tomorrow.

e. The computer will be dowm by 10:00 tomorrov.

f. ¥Phe eomputer is down by 10:00 tomorrow.

To describe the differences between the above three time adverbials
in general let T be some fixed point in future time and P(%) be
some pronosition whose truth is predicated over time. Then

P(t) until T means that P(t) is true if and only if t is
not later than T}

P{t) before T means that if t is earlier than T, then
P(t) is true;

P(t) by T means that if P(t) is false then t is earlier
than T.

Applying this formalism to the sentences in (11), we see that
in (11a) the assertion is mede that the stete will last no later than
10:00 tomorrow. There is a clear upper time bound asserted, and
consequently (11b) is aceeptable. In (1llc) the assertion is made
that the state will obtain at & time esrlier than 10:00 and no
assertion is made about any time after that. (11d) is, therefore,
merginally acceptable, and does seem to imply that the computer
will no longer be down after 10:00. (1le), however, clearly asserts
that the state will come into being prior to or at 10:00. The
implication that the state will continue beyond 10:00 is present, so
that (11f) is deviant.

3.1. Retentive predicates

To extend the analysis slightly, notice that there is & class
of predicates in English whose properties, once ascribed to an
individuel, are assumed to be retained by that individual for an
indefinite period into the future-~for instance, knowing the answver
and being dead. Once someone knows an answer he is assumed to know
it for an indefinite period into the future, and once scomeone is dead
he is assumed to be permanently dead. I do not mean that the
property cannot be lost, only that the normal assumption is thet
it is retained indefinitely into the future. I will term these
predicates retentive. It is the existence of retentlive predicates,
among other things, that caused Jenkins to coneclude that no trans-
formation could be specified to account for futurate sentences,

The behavior of retentive predicates with regerd to unti}l, before,
and by is the precise inverse of that of futurate sentences, as can
be seen in the following sentences.
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(12} a. *John knew the answer until 10:00.
b. ®John was dead until 10:00.
c. John knew the mnswer before 10:00.
d. John was dead before 10:00.
e. John knew the answer by 10:00.
f. John was dead by 10:00.

Thus, the until sentences are deviant and the by sentences are

acceptable, The before sentences are acceptable but cannot have

the reading that the state described no longer pertained after 10:00.
In conclusion, since the retentive predicates cannot be upward

time bounded, their futurate forms should be deviant, which is

correct:

(13) a. John will know the answer tomorrovw,
b. *John knows the snswer tomorrow.
¢c. John will be desd tomorrov.
d. *John is desd tomorrow.

Neither the notion of certainty nor the notion of plan can account
for the facts in (13), since the attainment of these predicates
can be both planned and eertaln--as in the ease of studying all
night to learn the amswer, or of having terminal cancer.

3.2. Present perfect forms as retentive predicates

Vetter points out that will néver deletes in the future perfect.
This is Just what we would expect, given the observations in the
preceding section. BSentences like

(14) &a. It seems that the Yankees have played the
Red Box.
b. *I forced the Yankees to have played the Red Sox.
¢. It seems that the computer has been down.
d. ®I caused the computer to have been down.

show that the present perfect sentences are stative. In addition,
these states mre retentive, since once the Yankees have played the
Red Sox it will slways be the case that they played them, and once
the computer has been down it is always the case that it was down
then. It follows then that since present perfect verb forms are
retentive predicates, they cannot have futurate surface realizaticns:

(15} a. The Yankees will have played the Red Sox
tomorrow.
b, *The Yankees have played the Red Sox tomorrow.
¢. The computer will have been down tomorrow.
d. *The computer has been down tomorrow.

3.3. The adverbisl in a moment

Another important datum tnat lends strong support to the
formulation of condition B has to do with the relationship of
achievement versus nonachievement verbs to the future time adverbial
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in & moment. This adverbial describes an extremely narrow time
bound, but is nonetheless still clearly a future time adverbial
under one reading. Given condition B, then, we would expect that
in & moment would be very restricted in its sppesrance in futurate
sentences. This is in fact the case,

Dowty 1973b presents four classes of verbs--describing states,
activitieé, accomplishments, and achievements. Under his analysis,
only achievement verbs have g COME ABOUT as the highest verb in
their remote structure representation. That is, only achievement
verbs represent a change of state at the moment of their realization.
Thus, only achievement verbs would seem to guarantee an upper time
bound, snd we would then expect only achievement verbs to oceur in
futurate sentences with the mdverbial in a moment. Note the following
contrasts] '

|
STATE
(16) a. The computer is dovn tomorrow.
b. *The computer is down in a moment.

ACTIVITY
f c. The Yankees play the Red Sox tomorrow.
| d., ®The Yankees play the Red Sox in a moment.

ACCOMPLISHMENT
e. Nixon delivers a Watergate speech tomorrow.
f. Wiixon delivers a Watergete speech in & moment.

ACHIEVEMENT
| g. Dean begins his testimony tomorrow.
} h. Dean begins his testimeny in a moment.

Gnlyiwith echievement verbs is the described state completed
&t the point in time to which it is aseribed. Thus, the moment that
Dzan actually begins to testify, the state of dbeginning his testimony
is completed. Thus, only achievement verbs can occur in fuburate
sentences with in a moment. As additional evidence, notice that
sentence (16d) has & nonactivity reading (in which the game will
begin in & moment), and that this reading is ecceptabdble.

3.4, Indefinite future time adverbials
A5 B result of the progressive forms of the following sentences

(17) e, Mary will { SO, Y%0€) proring next weekend
when you call.

B, * Mary {i:aigiins} prelims next week when you

call,
¢. dJoe will {becgggking

he's unexpectedly shot.
d.% Joe (15 COOKINEY 450 or tomorrow when he's
cooks
unexpectedly shot.

} dinner tomorrow when
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be mowin
{17) e. Sue will { en:w £} the lawn tomorrow when

she discovers the body.

£. *gye {35 MOWINE} 4ye jaum tomorrow when she
mOWS

discovers the body,

and the apparent problems sssociated with predieting their occurrence,
Prince decides that the futurate be-ing must be derived from a

higher PLAN predicate. But she completely frils to notice that the
same restriction applies to simple futurate sentences as to
progressive futurate sentences. As & result, her contention that

the two must have separate sources no longer seems correct.

The significant characteristic of (17), and of most of Prince's
other examples, is that they contain an indefinite future time
adverbial. The times when the esll will be made or when the body
will be found are not known and are therefore indefinite. The
unacceptability of (3Tb), (17d), and (17f) then follows directly
from my condition B, which says that there must be a definite upper
time bound. Notice that each sentence also contains & specific
binding time phrase, such as next week or tomorrow, and that these
combined with after (rather than when) would make (17b), (174}, and
{17f) all acceptable.

3.5. Some special idioms
Jenkins observes that there are some speciagl idioms in
English which can never appear as futurates:

(18) a. He will be right back.
b. *He is right back.
c. It will do you some good.
d. "t does you some good.
e. It (the sweater) will do.
f. "t (the sweater) does.

He concludes that anyone advocating s transformational approach

to futurates would have to mark these idioms as not undergoing the

rule. BSuch marking would not be necessary with an interpretive rule.
As (18h) shows, the problem with (18b) derives

(18) g. He will be back in a moment.
h. *e is back in o moment.

from the fact that right back is the same type of adverbial as
in a moment--i.e. it reguires that a change of state occur at the
moment of its realization; therefore, (18b) is completely predictable
from condition B.

In the case of (18c) and (18e), both the do predicates are
retentive. Therefore, (18d) and (18f) are regular. The fact that
these idioms cannot appear in futurate form does not reaquire marking.
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4, Condition C: No speaker control

The third and last condition is that futurate sentences have
the presupposition that the speaker has no control over whether or
not what is descrived in the surface sentence will in fact result
from the current state of affairs. That an additional restriction
of thﬁ above type is needed can be seen from the sentence prirs in

(19).

{19) =a. Kurt has a date with Wands June tomorrow.
b. I have a date with Wande June tomorrow.
¢. Kurt dates Wanda June tomorrow.

d

.7*] date Wanda June tomorrow.

The problem is that {19d4) is odd, whereas (19c¢), where the
speaker is not the subject, and {19b), where a slightly different
assertion is being made by the speaker about himself, are perfectly
acceptable. As it turns out, there are analogous phenomena.

In (20), (20a} is ecceptable while (20b} is deviant.

{20) a. John believes it's rainiﬁg out even though
it's not.
b. #*I believe it's raining out even though it's
not.

The contrast derives from the fact that simple assertions presuppose
that the speaker believes them to be true. Consequently, (20a) has
among its entailments:

(21) a. John believes it's raining out.
©. The speaker believes it's not raining out.

These entailments are in no way incompatible. They simply involve
a disagreement between two individuals. (20b), however, has (22),

{22) The speaker believes it's reining out.

instead of (2le), as one of its entailments. (20b) then involves
the contradiction that the speaker both does and doesn't believe
that it's raining. Hence the deviance of (20b).

It is my contention that a similar type of contradiction causes
the deviance in (19d4). Notice first of all that bhaving a date for
some future time differs from dating at some future time in that
in the first, all arrangements have already been made, while in the
second, action on the part of the participants i3 required for the
action to be realized. (19d) is then différent from the other
three sentences in that only (19d) requires that the speeker perform
some action after the time of the assertion and before the time of
the achievement of the state described., Only {19d) is contingent
upon future speaker action. .

My hypothesis, then, is that for s futurate sentence to be
acceptable, whaet is deseribed by that sentence must be presupposed
not to be contingent upon future speaker actions. If this
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presupposition is present, then an argument similar to the one
about (20b) could be made to show that of the sentences in (19},
(19d4) and only (19@) denies its own presuppositions and is, therefore,
deviant.
As further evidence for condition C, consider (23).

(23) a. Dean testifies before the Senate Watergate
committee tomerrow.
b. C[...as asserted by Senator Ervin, the chairman
of the committeel
c. [...as asserted by Dan Rather, a CBS reporter)

(23¢) seems to be merely reporting the facts, while (23b) seems to
be insisting that the testimony will be given.

Again, the contrast can be explainéd by reference to analogous
phenomena. Consider the contrast in the following two sentences:

(24) a. It's too bad that John hates you.
b. It's toc bad that I hate you.

The that-clause in these two sentences is presumed by the speaker
to be true. In (24a) the speaker is assuming something to be true
over which he has no control; conseguently, the sentence seems
perfectly natural. In {24b), however, the speaker is asserting
that something about himself which he assumes is true and over which
he presumebly has control, is too bad, so that (2Lb) hes & funny
flavor. .

Similarly, in (23b) by Condition C, Ervin presumes that he can
do nothing about the fact that Dean must testify. Since Ervin
could in fact cancel Dean's testimony, (23b) amounts to an
insistence on Ervin's part that he refuses to do so.

5. Conclusion

Without couching my analysis within any specific school, I
have presented three zemantic conditions which must be present
Tor a sentence to sppear in futurate form. To the bhest of my
knowledge, the conditions account for all the distributional
characteristics of these sentences.

Footnotes

*This paper was originally written for & syntax course in
the spring of 1972 taught by Michael Geis, who spent many hours
with me on this paper and provided many of the insights--especially
condition C. I would also like to thank David Dowty and Jerrold
Sadoeck for their help and comments on the first version, and
Arnold Zwicky for his help and comments on this version.

1. Prince also notices that exsmples like
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(1) The vlane was exploding at 2 p.m. until the money -
vas delivered at noon.

(ii) *The plane would be exploding at 2 p.m. until the
money was delivered at noon.

show that in some environments the will can never be present. A
great denl of her analysis pertains t¢ past forms of will, and it
may be that her notion of PLAN for this ecluss of sentences is correct.
2. It should be pointed out that there are two wills in English--~
the volitionel will and the future will. My discussion concerns
only the future will. Volitional will may appear in if-complements.
3. One other set of constructions which I will not examine is
in the complements of hope and the imperatives of such verbs as
sssume, suppose, imagine. It is my belief that even a third process
is going on here, having to do with the fact that with these
complements no assertion whatsoever is being made about the actual
state-of the world. That is, one can hope for, or commend someane
to imagine, anything whatsocever, including round squares.
k., These facts were first pointed out to me by Michael Geis.
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