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Preface

This book is, in effect, a second revised version of A Linguistic
Study of the English Verb, published in 1965; the first revision
appeared as The English Verb in 1974. There has been consider-
able rewriting and reorganization of all the chapters, except the
last (now 11 instead of g), but the major changes are in the treat-
ment of voice (Ch. 5), of HAVE (8.2) and, above all, of the
modals, which are now discussed in two chapters (6 and 7)
instead on one. The analysis of the modals is based on my
Modality and the English Modals (1979), though the presentation
is different.

Like its predecessors it is intended both for students of linguis-
tics and for all who are interested in the description of modern
English.

University of Reading
January 1987 F. R. P.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

In recent years interest in English grammar has greatly increased,
but there have been more books and articles on the verb than
on the noun, the adjective or any other class of word. One
reason, obviously, is that the verb, or rather the verb phrase, as
defined in this book, is so central to the structure of the sentence
that no syntactic analysis can proceed without a careful consider-
ation of it. Another is the great complexity of the internal
semantic and syntactic structure of the verb phrase itself.

For almost any language the part that concerns the verb is the
most difficult. Learning a language is to a very large degree
learning how to operate the verbal forms of that language, and,
except in the case of those that are related historically, the
pattern and structure of the verb in each language seem to differ
very considerably from those in every other language. Most of
us, as native speakers of a language, are as a result reasonably
convinced that our own language has a fairly straightforward way
of dealing with the verbs and are rather dismayed and discour-
aged when faced with something entirely different in a new
language.

The verbal patterns of languages differ in two ways, first of all
formally, in the way in which the linguistic material is organized,
and secondly in the type of information carried.

On the formal side the most obvious distinction is between
those languages whose verbal features are expressed almost
entirely by inflection and those which have no inflectional
features at all, those which, in traditional terms, used to be
distinguished as ‘inflectional’ and as ‘isolating’ languages.
Extreme examples of these are Latin or classical Arabic on the
one hand and Chinese on the other. English, in this respect, is
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much closer to Chinese than it is to Latin; or at least this is true
as long as we are thinking about words. If we ask how many
different forms of the verb there are in Latin, the answer will be
over a hundred, and the same is true for classical Arabic. For
English, on the other hand, there are at most only five forms:
the verb ‘to take’ has only take, takes, taking, took and taken.
But this contrast is misleading because it is in terms of single-
word forms. For if the verbal forms of English are taken to
include such multi-word forms as is taking, has been taking, may
have taken, etc, there are possibly over a hundred forms of the
English verb.

More important, and more difficult for the learner, is the
nature of the information carried by the verbal forms. Speakers
of European languages expect that their verbs will tell them
something about time; and that there will be at least a future,
a present and a past tense referring to a future, a present and
a past time. But there is no natural law that the verb in a
language shall be concerned with time. There are languages in
which time relations are not marked at all, and there are
languages in which the verb is concerned with spatial rather than
temporal relations. Even in languages where time seems to be
dealt with in the verb, it is not always a simple matter of present,
past and future; English does not handle present, past and future
as a trio in the category of tense (3.2.1). More troublesome is
the variety of other features indirectly associated with time that
are indicated by the verb. In English, for instance, the verb may
indicate that an action took place in a period preceding, but
continuing right up to, the present moment, as well as simply in
the past. In other languages, such as the Slavonic languages, what
is important is whether or not the action has been completed. /
read a book last night will be translated into Russian in two
different ways, depending upon whether or not I finished the
book.

1.1 General considerations

It is not the aim of this book to raise or to answer questions of
linguistic theory for their own sake, though it contains a consider-
able amount of discussion that is of theoretical relevance. Any
book of this kind must, moreover, make assumptions about its
subject — that we can, for instance, usefully identify the verb and
that statements about the meaning of linguistic items are them-
selves meaningful. Some general comments, however, on the
linguistic standpoint and the basic concepts are appropriate.
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1.1.1 Grammatical description

This is a (partial) descriptive grammar of English. Its aim, that
is to say, is simply to describe the facts of English. It will not
make recommendations about the ways in which English should
be spoken or written; it will not suggest, for instance, that If |
was rich is incorrect and should be replaced by If I were rich,
or that You can leave now should be corrected to You may leave
now.

Many grammars and handbooks written over the last two
centuries and some that are still in use in parts of the world
contain normative or prescriptive rules such as those that
condemn split infinitives, recommend the use of whom or reject
It's me as ungrammatical. There is no place for any of these in
this book. Yet that is not to say that there are no rules in English.
On the contrary, there are rules such as the one that requires The
boys are coming rather than *The boys is coming. But these are
descriptive rules, based on the observable facts of the language
(and there may be some variation according to matters such as
dialect or style).

There is, then, no clash between description and correctness
provided that it is clearly understood precisely what kind of
English is being described. One variety that is referred to is ‘stan-
dard English’, or more strictly, ‘standard British English’. This
is to some degree a fiction, because different people have
different views about what is standard. But the advent of radio
and television means that there is fairly general agreement (and,
curiously, where there are objections to ‘incorrect’ speech on the
mass media, they more often relate to the prescriptive rules
mentioned earlier, not to more legitimate descriptive differences).

Inevitably, the material for this book is what the author
believes is standard, or what he believes he uses when he speaks
standard English, though some of the examples are taken from
recorded texts (especially in Chs 6 and 7).

Even this, however, will not produce a precise account of what
is and what is not grammatical in English. For there are forms
that are marginal; native speakers are not always clear about
what they could or could not say. For instance, there is some
doubt about the status of:

He would have been being examined.

Many people would accept this, but only just, yet it is marked
as ‘wanting’ in one well-known description of English (Palmer
and Blandford 1939: 131).

An examination of actual texts may establish that some
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dubious forms actually occur, but a grammar cannot reasonably
be based on such texts alone. Apart from the fact that some
forms may, quite by accident, not occur unless the corpus is vast
(perhaps even infinite), it will also be the case that some of the
forms that occur will be rejected not only by the investigator but
even by the original speaker (or writer) as slips of the tongue or
mistakes. Inevitably, some judgments have to be made, and it
will not be surprising or undesirable if the judgments of the
reader of this book are not always the same as those of the
writer.

In general, then, most of the forms presented here for exem-
plification are accepted as grammatical. Others, however, are less
straightforward and conventions are required to indicate their
status:

[i] Forms that are ungrammatical are marked with an asterisk:
*He has could been there.

[ii] Forms that are doubtful are marked with a question mark:
7He could have been being examined.

[ili] Forms that are grammatical, but not under the interpret-
ation required in the analysis, are marked with an excla-
mation mark. For instance, all the following are possible:

He began talking.

He began to talk.

He stopped talking.

!He stopped to talk.
The section in which these are discussed (9.3.1) is concerned with
the constructions associated with catenatives, and whereas talking
and fo talk can be used in a particular (catenative) construction
with BEGIN, only talking can occur with sTop in that construction;
the last sentence, though quite grammatical, is of a different
construction and irrelevant to the argument.

1.1.2 Speech and writing

It is a reasonable question to ask of a linguist whether he is
attempting to describe the spoken or the written language. With
a few exceptions most grammarians until fairly recently have
been concerned almost exclusively with the written language and
their works are often superbly illustrated by copious examples
from English literature (eg Jespersen 1909—49). This concen-
tration on the written language has sometimes been associated
with the assumption that speech is inferior, because it is ephem-
eral rather than permanent, and because it is often ungrammati-
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cal or corrupt. Not surprisingly, perhaps, there has also been a
reaction to this point of view; there have been linguists who have
taken the opposite view and argued that only speech is language.

It is easy to show at the level of the sound and writing systems
of the language, the phonology and the graphology, that spoken
and written languages are very different. Apart from the fact that
they are in different media, one in sound and the other in marks
upon paper, there is often no one-to-one correspondence
between the units of one and the units of the other, at least in
the case of languages that have a long tradition of writing. It is
not simply that there are such words as cough, tough, etc in which
there seems to be no relation between the spelling and the
pronunciation. The differences go deeper than that. In English
there are only five vowels in the writing, but it would be difficult
to analyse the sound system in any way that would reduce the
number of vowels to less than six. Equally important is the fact
that in speech there are the features of stress and intonation,
which have only to a very limited degree counterparts in the
written language. In this respect the reverse of the traditional
belief is true: writing is a poor representation of speech.

Even the grammar of the spoken language is different from the
grammar of the written. In the written language the form has is
irregular, for *haves is to be expected, whereas does is quite
regular as seen from comparing go/goes: in the spoken language
both are irregular, since they are [h®z] and [dAaz] instead of
*[haevz] and *[du:z]. Conversely there is in speech a perfectly
regular negative form of am, which is, however, used only in
questions, exactly analogous to the negative forms of can and
shall. The negative forms differ from the positive in that (i) the
vowel is [a:] instead of [®], and (ii) the last consonant of the
positive form is missing:

can [k®n]  can’t [ka:nt]
am [&m] aren’t [a:nt]
shall [[®]]  shan’t [fa:nt]

Yet although there is no problem about writing can’t I? and
shan’t I? there is hesitation about the written form for the nega-
tive of am; the only possible representation seems to be aren’t
I? (not *an’t 1?), but this looks more like the negative of are.
However, for the purposes of this book the distinction is not
particularly important. We are not concerned with phonology
except incidentally, while morphology is dealt with in Chapter 11.
For the rest of the grammatical analysis (which is mainly
syntactic) the differences between speech and writing are smaller
(or, perhaps, one should say that there are greater correlations
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between the two). In particular, the writing conventions of the
language, the orthography, can be used to identify the forms of
the spoken language. It will, naturally, not be an accurate indi-
cation of the phonology or (to a lesser degree) of the
morphology, but it will indicate fairly accurately most of the
grammatical structure that we are concerned with. Indeed it is
no coincidence that the term grammar is derived from the Greek
word meaning ‘to write’, for an essential part of writing is that
it reflects the grammatical system of the language.

It is, therefore, reasonable to claim that this is essentially a
study of the spoken form of the language, yet at the same time
to use the written form to identify the words and sentences that
we are talking about. One work on the English verb (Joos 1964)
used as its source material the transcript of a trial. This was
essentially the analysis of the spoken form of English, yet the text
available was wholly in written form. It need hardly be added
that the reader will find the orthographic form of the examples
easier to read than if they had been in a phonetic script. This is
not simply a matter of familiarity, but also reflects the fact that
a phonetic script supplies details that are unnecessary for the
grammatical analysis.

It could be argued, however, that the orthography is defective
in that it does not mark stress and intonation. This is a just criti-
cism since stress and intonation are clearly grammatical; and
there are other prosodic features that are left unstated. But these
features are grammatical in two different senses. In the first place
they often correlate with grammatical features that belong to the
written language. For instance there is a distinction between:

I didn’t do it because it was difficult.
I didn’t do it, because it was difficult.

The first sentence means that I did it, but not because it was
difficult, the second that I did not do it, because it was difficult.
What is negated is because it was difficult in the first, I did it in
the second. The comma indicates this in the written form. In
speech the distinction is made even clearer by the use of appro-
priate intonation (probably a single fall-rise intonation in the
first, but two intonation tunes in the second, a rise and then a
fall). Secondly, however, intonation involves grammatical issues
of a different kind. Statements and questions are normally
regarded as grammatically different, and distinguished as decla-
ratives and interrogatives respectively in, for instance, I shall
come tomorrow and Shall I come tomorrow?, but the status of
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I shall come tomorrow with a rising intonation in speech, is not
clear; the order of the words is that associated with a statement,
but the intonation indicates that it is a question. It could well be
argued that intonation is as relevant as word order in the distinc-
tion between declarative and interrogative. But there are other
distinctions that can be made with intonation. I shall come
tomorrow with a fall-rise intonation can be taken to mean that
it is tomorrow, not some other day, that I shall come. But is this
too to be treated as a grammatical distinction?

These prosodic features will be largely excluded from consider-
ation. Intonation, for example, can be largely ignored in the
study of the verb. The reason for this is twofold. In the first
place, the grammar that belongs to intonation is to a large extent
independent of the rest of the grammar of the language. It is
possible to deal with most of the characteristics of the verbs of
English, to talk about the tenses and the other grammatical
categories, progressives, perfect, active and passive, the modal
auxiliaries, the catenatives, etc, without saying much about the
intonation. Secondly, it is difficult, if not impossible, to analyse
intonation in the kind of framework within which more tra-
ditional grammar is handled. The reason is that the relation
between the intonation tunes and their functions is incredibly
complex. For most grammatical features there are specific phono-
logical exponents. For instance, past tense is marked by the
addition of an alveolar consonant (liked [laikt], loved [lavd]), a
zero ending (hit) or change of vowel (fook, bought, etc). What
does not happen is that an alveolar consonant is sometimes the
exponent of past tense, sometimes of future, sometimes of nega-
tion, sometimes of a modal auxiliary. Yet a single intonation tune
has a vast variety of different functions, depending on a number
of factors, some within the language, others situational and
outside the language.

The term ‘stress’ is, unfortunately, used in at least three
different (though related) senses. It is used to dintinguish other-
wise identical nouns and verbs such as convicr and EXPORT, the
noun being said to have stress on the first syllable, the verb on
the second. It is also used to indicate, in a particular utterance,
the presence, or equally the absence, of stress on a syllable that
is a stressed syllable in the first sense; it is in this second sense
that shall or was can be stressed or unstressed (11.1.3). It is
further used to refer to the ‘nuclear’ or ‘sentence’ stress which
marks the focal point of an intonation tune. As suggested earlier,
these features will be largely ignored here, but the term ‘stress’
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will sometimes be used in the second sense only, while nuclear
stress will be referred to as ‘accent’ and indicated with an acute
accent as in (see 10.1.2):

That's the flag he ran up.
That’s the hill he ran up.

1.1.3 Form and meaning

As with the controversy over speech and writing there have been
disagreements about the relation of form and meaning to
grammar. Some older grammarians assumed that grammar was
essentially concerned with meaning and defined their grammati-
cal categories in semantic terms, nouns in terms of ‘things’,
gender in terms of sex, singular and plural in terms of counting.
Most modern linguists have firmly maintained that grammar must
be formal, that grammatical categories must be based on form
not on meaning.

It is easy enough to show that categories based on form and
categories based on meaning are sometimes incompatible. There
is an often quoted pair of words in English, oats and wheat, of
which the first is formally plural and the second formally singular.
But there is nothing in the nature of oats and wheat that
requires that they should be treated (in terms of meaning) as
‘more than one’ and ‘one’ respectively.

The argument can become a sterile one, for it is impossible to
undertake a grammatical analysis that has in no way been influ-
enced by meaning, and it is equally impossible to undertake an
analysis purely based on meaning. What is needed, and what all
grammars have ever provided, is an analysis that is formal in the
sense that it illustrates formal regularities and can be justified
formally in that formal evidence is always available, but also
semantic in the sense that it accounts for semantic features that
correlate with formal distinctions.

It is almost certainly the case that any semantic distinction can
be matched somewhere in the language by a formal one and that
any formal regularity can be assigned some kind of meaning. It
is not, then, a matter of form versus meaning, but of the
weighting to be given to obvious formal features and to fairly
obvious semantic ones.

1.2 Linguistic units

The terms ‘word’, ‘phrase’, ‘clause’ and ‘sentence’ are all familiar
and used extensively in this book, but some comments on them
are needed.



LINGUISTIC UNITS 9

1.2.1 Word and phrase

The word appears to be an obvious element in the written
language; it is the element that is marked by spaces. There are,
however, no spaces in speech; it is certainly not the case that
there is a brief gap or pause between the words of the spoken
language. Nevertheless, it is reasonable to accept the written
word as the basis of a grammatical discussion, even when dealing
with the spoken language, for the conventions of writing are not
wholly arbitrary, and, to a very large extent, the word of the
written language is a basic grammatical unit.

Even if this is accepted there are some issues concerning the
definition of the word. To begin with, it is obvious that any gram-
matical study is concerned with words as ‘types’ rather than
‘tokens’. The point here is that the word and may occur twenty
times on a page, but all would be said to be the ‘same’ word.
They are the same in that they are the same type, although they
are different tokens.

There is another distinction that is more important and more
likely to confuse. In one sense cat and cats (types) are different
words, but in another sense they are the same word, being the
singular and plural forms of the lexical item cat. This distinction
is most easily handled in terms of ‘word form’ and ‘lexeme’ (or
‘lexical word’), word forms being written in italics and lexemes
in small capitals, as has just been done.

This distinction, with its potential confusion, is also found with
terms such as ‘noun’ and ‘verb’. ‘The noun cat’ is different from
‘the noun cat’. Take, takes, taking, taken are all verbs, but only
in the sense of being verb forms of the verb (lexeme) TAkE. It
may be noted that traditionally the lexeme is referred to as ‘the
verb “to take’’, but this is not particularly helpful. It is still
necessary to distinguish the form (the ‘to-infinitive’ — see 2.1) to
take, which is distinct from the other forms, and the lexeme 1O
TAKE. Moreover, there are good reasons for not choosing this
form as the indication of a lexeme. First, some verbs (the
modals) have no to form (*to shall, *to ought, etc). Secondly, this
form consists of two words instead of one. Its choice is a result
of basing English grammar on Latin; for, in Latin, the infinitive
is a single word and conveniently used as the name of the lexeme.

Throughout this book the term ‘verb’ will be used for lexemes
and ‘verb form’ for forms. But for practical reasons the distinc-
tion will not be made with other parts of speech (except in
Chapter 10 - see below). Theoretically a distinction can be made
for adverbs, between, for instance, soon and SOON, but since
there is only one form for each lexeme it usually makes no
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difference whether there is reference to soon or to SooN in John
will soon come. In Chapter 10, however, where the compound
verbs consist of verb plus particle, the identification of the verb
as a lexeme requires that the particle shall be identified in the
same way — eg. HANG UP, not HANG up.

The only alternative to the word as the basis of grammatical
analysis is the morpheme. Thus it is possible to distinguish two
morphemes in dogs — dog and s (or [dog] and [z] in speech). But
there have been great problems in morphemic analysis, especially
with word forms such as took. There is no simple way of ident-
ifying two morphemes here; if the solution is in terms of take
and past tense or, better perhaps, TAKE and past tense, that is,
in effect, to analyse in terms of a word and a grammatical
category.

The term ‘phrase’ is used in ‘noun phrase’ and ‘verb phrase’.
The precise definition of ‘verb phrase’ is given in 2.3.1, but it
should be noted that it is being used in a traditional sense and
not in the sense given to it in transformational-generative
grammar. The term ‘noun phrase’ is used to refer to sequences
in which there is a head noun modified by adjectives, deter-
miners, etc; it is noun phrases, not nouns, that function as the
subjects or objects of sentences.

1.2.2 Sentence and clause
The term ‘sentence’ is used, unfortunately, in modern linguistics
in two different but related senses. Consider:

John expected that he would see his father.

In one sense this is a single sentence (and so marked in the
orthography by a full stop). In another sense it is two sentences,
one of them, he would see his father, being both a sentence in
its own right and also part of the other sentence. This feature is
known in traditional grammar as ‘subordination’ and in more
recent terminology as ‘embedding’.

The use of a single term ‘sentence’ in both senses has some
justification in that, though in one sense the second sentence is
part of the first, it is also a whole in its own right, with the same
kind of structure. The relation is thus quite different from the
relation between sentence and phrase where sentences are made
up of phrases (and phrases similarly of words). With sentences
the same units are used, but at different levels of subordination.

Traditional grammars distinguish clause and sentence, so that
a sentence may be composed of one or more clauses (and in the
example above there is one sentence, but two clauses). This is
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clear and simple, provided it is remembered that the
clause-sentence relation is not like that of phrase-clause; this
traditional terminology will be used here.

Within the sentence a further distinction can be made between
main and subordinate clauses. There are two kinds of subordi-
nate clause, one requiring the same kind of verb phrase as a main
clause, the other containing no finite form (see 2.1.1):

While he talked, he banged the table.
While talking, he banged the table.

Traditional grammars sometimes used the term ‘phrase’ for the
latter kind of clause. This is misleading and confusing. If a
distinction is to be drawn it is in terms of finite and non-finite
clauses. (For a more detailed discussion of the issues raised in
this chapter, see Palmer 1984.)



Chapter 2

The verb phrase

The topic of this book is restricted to those characteristics of the
English verb that can be handled within the verb phrase. It does
not deal with those that are best dealt with in terms of sentence
structure, except where they are directly relevant to the features
of the verb phrase. The issue of, for instance, transitive, intran-
sitive and ditransitive verbs is considered only because it is
relevant to the discussion of the passive. There is, however, a
chapter on the catenative verbs which, it might be argued,
involve sentence structure, on the grounds that these can be
handled in terms of complex verb phrases (see 2.3.2).

2.1 Preliminary considerations

There are a few points of terminology and detail to be
considered, but most of this chapter is concerned with the
auxiliaries (2.2).

2.1.1 Finite and non-finite

The lexeme TAKE has the forms take, takes, took, taking and
taken. The first three are finite forms and the last two non-finite.
The traditional definition of ‘finite’ is in terms of a verb form that
is marked for person, but this would characterize only take and
takes but not took. For English, it is better to use occurrence in
a simple sentence as the sole test of finiteness, eg:

I take coffee.

He takes coffee.
I/he took coffee.
*I/he taking coffee.
*Ilhe taken coffee.
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If the verb phrase consists of a sequence of forms, only the first
will be finite, the remainder non-finite, as in:

He has taken coffee.
He was taking coffee.
He wants to take coffee.

There is no very general agreement about the names of the five
different forms. One distinction is between present and past tense
forms. The past tense form is one that, for regular verbs (but see
Ch. 11), ends in -ed. There are two present tense forms, one
with, the other without -s; these will be called the ‘simple form’
and the ‘-s form’. The non-finite form take can be given the
traditional name ‘infinitive’, though there is a need to distinguish
the ‘bare infinitive’ without ¢o and the ‘to-infinitive’ with fo. For
taking and taken the most suitable names are simply ‘-ing form’
and ‘-en form’. The former avoids the difficulties about parti-
ciples and gerunds (see 9.3.3). The latter is justified in that it uses
the same kind of label. Many -en forms (the traditional ‘past
participles’), however, do not end in -en, but often in -ed. But
-en is an ending confined to these in contrast with the past tense,
and thus provides an unambiguous label.

If two forms of the infinitive are distinguished, there are four
non-finite forms, with four basic structures defined in terms of
them. That is to say, any verb can be classified in terms of the
non-finite form it requires to follow it. This is of particular
importance for Chapter 9. The four basic structures with exam-
ples of verbs that require them are:

(1) Bare infinitive  caN HELP
(2) to-infinitive OUGHT WANT
(3) -ing form BE KEEP
(4) -en form BE GET

There will be a brief discussion in 3.1.1 of some verb phrases that
contain no finite forms at all. These involve the use of the infini-
tives and the -ing form only and are dealt with under the
heading of Infinitivals and Participials. Examples are having said,
to have made in such sentences as:

Having said that, he walked away.
He cannot be said to have made a success of it.

These sequences occur either in subordinate clauses or as part
of a complex phrase (Ch. g). Also considered in 3.1.1 are the
imperatives (the forms used in requests and commands). The
imperatives only partly follow the pattern of the other verbal
forms.



14 THE VERB PHRASE

2.1.2 Concord

There is no place here for the traditional paradigm of the type
I take, Thou takest, He takes, etc. All that need be noted is that
there are certain very limited features of concord or agreement
of the verbal form with the subject of the sentence. There are,
in fact, three kinds of concord of which only the first is at all
generalized.

[i] All the verbs of the language with the exception of the
modal auxiliaries (2.2.1 and 11.1.1) have two distinct
present tense forms. One of them, the -s form, is used
with the pronouns he, she and it, and singular noun
phrases. The other, the simple form, is used with all
other pronouns, I, you, we and they, and with plural
noun phrases. We cannot define the two verbal forms as
singular and plural respectively, unless we treat the first
person singular pronoun [ as plural, since it is found only
with the simple form.

[ii] The verb BE alone has two distinct past tense forms, was
and were. These could be regarded as singular and plural
respectively, since the first is found with the pronoun /
as well as the pronouns he, she and it and singular noun
phrases. The other is found only with we, you and they
and with plural noun phrases.

[iii] The verb BE alone in the language has a special form for
the first person singular of the present tense — am.

2.2 The auxiliaries

Although the ultimate test of an auxiliary verb must be in terms
of its syntagmatic relations with other verbs in the verb phrase,
it is a striking and, perhaps, fortunate characteristic of English
that the auxiliary verbs are marked by what Huddleston
(1976:333) has referred to as their ‘NICE’ properties. This refers
to the fact that they occur with negation, inversion, ‘code’ and
emphatic affirmation (NICE being an acronym formed from the
initial consonants of these terms). In particular, it will be seen
that auxiliary verbs are to be clearly distinguished from a group
of verbs that are here called the ‘catenatives’ (Ch. 9), verbs such
as WANT, SEEM, KEEP. These verbs have something in common
with auxiliaries both in the semantics and their syntactic relation-
ships with other verbs, but do not share the NICE properties.
The remaining verbs, those that are not auxiliaries, are referred
to as ‘full’ verbs.
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Each of the NICE properties will be discussed in a separate
section (2.2.2, 2.2.3, 2.2.4, 2.2.5). The function of po and the
status of DARE and NEED are subsequently considered in the light
of these features (2.2.6, 2.2.8).

2.2.1 The forms
There are eleven auxiliaries, with twenty-eight forms in all:

finite non-finite
BE is, are, am, was, were be, being, been
HAVE has, have, had have, having
DO do, does, did
WILL will, would
SHALL  shall, should
CAN can, could
MAY may, might

MUST must
OUGHT ought
DARE dare
NEED need

It will be noted that the first three, BE, HAVE and po, have -s
forms, the remainder do not. This is a morphological distinction
between the primary auxiliaries and the modal auxiliaries or
modals; the distinction is discussed in some detail in 2.2.9.

Only the first two, BE and HAVE, have non-finite forms. In
particular they alone have infinitives. The infinitive is, therefore,
not always available as the name of the verb (the lexeme).
Reference to the auxiliary verbs ‘to will’ and ‘to shall’ is now a
linguistic joke (Vendryes 1921:29); the latter, of course, is non-
existent, and the former, though historically related to the
auxiliary verb, is synchronically to be considered as a different
(full) verb. Errors of this nature are, unfortunately, still made.
Even in a more recent grammar there is reference to the auxiliary
verb ‘to do’ (Zandvoort 1957:78); yet the auxiliary verb has no
infinitive form (in spite of does go there is no *to do go). There
are also verbs with infinitive forms to can and to must, and,
according to the dictionary, to may, but these are unconnected
with the auxiliaries. To dare and to need exist, but this results
from the fact that DARE is both an auxiliary and a full verb, and
these infinitives are to be treated as forms of the full verb (see
2.2.8).

The use of small capitals to identify lexemes avoids the prob-
lems created by the use of the fo-infinitive. Even for the modals,
it is possible to refer to WILL, SHALL, CAN, MAY, etc.
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Notice also that had does not occur among the non-finite forms
of HAVE. The full verb HAVE has both a finite past tense form had
and a non-finite -en form had, but the auxiliary has the past tense
form only. This is clear from:

He’s had his lunch.
*He’s had gone.

Having and being occur as forms of the auxiliary. Being alone
occurs within the basic paradigms (3.1.1, 6.1.1). Both occur in
initial position in the phrase where they mark participials (3.1.1).

2.2.2 Negation

The first test of an auxiliary is whether it is used in negation, that
is to say, whether it occurs with the negative particle not, or more
strictly, whether it has a negative form (11.1.2). Examples of
sentences with auxiliaries used for negation are:

I don’t like it.

We aren’t coming.

You can’t do that.

He mustn’t ask them.
They mightn’t think so.

Positive sentences may or may not contain an auxiliary:

I can come.

We must go.
I like it.

We saw him.

An auxiliary verb, then, has forms that are used together with
the negative particle, or, to put it a better way, has paired
positive and negative forms. The difference between an auxiliary
and a full verb in this respect is seen clearly in the negative

sentences corresponding to the four given above. The first two
are:

I can’t come.
We mustn’t go.

But there are no similar forms corresponding to the last two. The
following are not possible:

*I liken’t it.
*We sawn’t him.

In modern English it is not even possible to say:
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*I like not it.
*We saw not him.

Instead, the corresponding negative sentences, like all negative
sentences, contain an auxiliary, one of the forms of po:

I don’t like it.
We didn’t see him.

More striking is the fact that other verbs which might seem to
be auxiliaries, but are, in fact catenatives, verbs such as WANT
and BEGIN, are found only with the forms of po in negative
sentences:

I want to ask you.

I don’t want to ask you.
*I wantn’t to ask you.
He began to cry.

He didn’t begin to cry.
*He begann’t to cry.

These verbs are catenatives, the subject of Chapter 9.

There are some verbs that have not been included in the list
of auxiliaries that seem to be used with the negative particle.
Examples of sentences containing such verbs are:

I prefer not to ask him.
I hate not to win.

However, verbs such as PREFER and HATE do not have negative
forms like those of the auxiliaries:

*I prefern’t to ask him.
*I haten’t to win.

In fact the two sentences must be regarded as positive sentences,
the form not being associated not with prefer and hate but with
to ask and to win. For there are corresponding negative sentences
that also contain an auxiliary:

I don’t prefer not to ask him.
I don’t hate not to win.

The problem is dealt with in greater detail later (9.3.2).
MAY provides a slight problem. There is no negative form
*mayn’t, but only may not:

*He mayn’t come.
He may not come.
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Mightn’t occurs but is not used by most speakers of American
English. But although mMAY does not, in respect of negation, func-
tion like the other auxiliaries, it satisfies the other tests and has
the characteristics of the modals as stated in Chapter 6.

2.2.3 Inversion

The second test of an auxiliary is whether it can come before the
subject in certain types of sentence, the order being auxiliary,
subject and full verb. The most common type of sentence of this
kind is the interrogative. Examples are:

Is the boy coming?

Will they be there?

Have you seen them yet?
Ought we to ask them?

In these the auxiliary comes first, before the subject. The verb
phrase is discontinuous, divided by a noun phrase, the subject
of the clause. The examples given are all questions, but the test
of an auxiliary is not in terms of question. For in the first place,
a question may be asked without the use of inversion at all, but
merely by using the appropriate intonation, commonly (though
not necessarily) a rising intonation:

He's coming?
They’ll be there?
You’ve seen them?

Secondly, inversion is found in sentences that are not questions,
especially with seldom and hardly, and in certain types of
conditional sentence:

Seldom had they seen such a sight.
Hardly had I left the room, when they began talking about me.
Had I known he was coming, I'd have waited.

Inversion, then, as the test of an auxiliary is restricted to ques-
tions and sentences with initial hardly, seldom, scarcely, never,
nowhere, words that are described as ‘semi-negatives’ (2.2.2).

With the four sentences that were considered in the previous
section, the test of inversion and its parallelism with negation
becomes clear:

I can come. Can I come?
We must go.  Must we go?
I like it. *Like I it?

We saw them. *Saw we them?
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Once again the forms of po are used:

Do I like it?
Did we see them?

The test shows again that wANT and BEGIN are not auxiliary verbs:

Do I want to ask you?
Did he begin to cry?
*Want I to ask you?
*Began he to cry?

There is a different kind of inversion that does not require an
auxiliary verb, as illustrated by:

Down came a blackbird.
Into the room walked John.
In the corner stood an armchair.

The essential feature of these is that there is an adverbial in
sentence-initial position. This type of structure will be excluded.
A more idiosyncratic exception to the general rule about auxili-
aries and inversion is found in a colloquial use of Go:

How goes it?
How goes work?

Alternative forms with little or no difference of meaning are:

How’s it going?
How’s work going?

These sentences are used as part of a conventional formula for
greeting. Sentences using po — How does it go? are not used in
this context.

2.2.4 ‘Code’

The third characteristic of an auxiliary is its use in what Palmer
and Blandford (1939:124-5) called ‘avoidance of repetition’ and
Firth (1968:104) called ‘code’. There are sentences in English in
which a full verb is later ‘picked up’ by an auxiliary. The position
is very similar to that of a noun being picked up by a pronoun.
There are several kinds of sentence in which this feature is found.
A type that illustrates it most clearly is one that contains . . . and
so ...

I can come and so can John.
We must go and so must you.
I like it and so do they.

We saw them and so did he.
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In none of these examples is the whole verb phrase repeated in
the second part. In all of them the only verbal form after . . .
and so is an auxiliary. Where the first part contains an auxiliary,
it is the auxiliary alone that recurs. Where the first part contains
no auxiliary, once again one of the forms of po is used. By the
same test WANT and BEGIN are excluded from the class of auxiliary
verbs:

I want to ask you and so does Bill.
He began to cry and so did she.

There are other types of sentence in which the auxiliary is used
in this way. A common use is in question and answer:

Can I come? You can.
Must they go?  They must.
You saw them? I did.

Very often there will already be an auxiliary in the question
sentence since inversion is common in questions. But, as the last
pair of sentences shows, if a question is asked without inversion
and without an auxiliary (being marked only by the intonation)
a form of po is required in the reply.

It is possible to invent quite a long conversation using only
auxiliary verbs. If the initial sentence, which contains the main
verb, is not heard, all the remainder is unintelligible; it is, in fact,
truly in code. The following example is from Firth:

Do you think he will?

I don’t know. He might.

I suppose he ought to, but perhaps he feels he can’t.

Well, his brothers have. They perhaps think he needn’t.
Perhaps eventually he may. I think he should, and I very much
hope he will.

The ‘key to the code’ is join the army.

2.2.5 Emphatic affirmation
Finally, a characteristic of the auxiliaries is their use in emphatic
affirmation with the accent upon the auxiliary. Examples are:

You must see him.
I can do it.

We will come.

He has finished it.

This use of the auxiliaries is not easy to define formally. For any
verbal form may take the accent, eg:
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I like it. I can come.
We saw them. We must gé.
I want to ask you.

He began to cry.

What is essential about the use of the auxiliaries is that they are
used for emphatic affirmation of a doubtful statement, or the
denial of the negative:

I can come. (You are wrong to think I cannot)
You miust come. (You do not want to)
We did see them. (You thought we did not)

Once again forms of po occur. Often these forms would have
occurred in the previous utterance which would be a question or
a negation, I do like it being the emphatic affirmative reply to
either Do you like it? or You don’t like it. But this is not necess-
arily so; the previous sentence might have been You like it? or
Perhaps you like it?

2.2.6 po

DO is a special type of auxiliary, in that it is used only under those
conditions where an auxiliary is obligatory. It occurs only, that
is to say, with negation or inversion or code or emphatic affir-
mation. It is thus the neutral or ‘empty’ auxiliary used only where
the grammatical rules of English require an auxiliary:

I don’t like it.

Do I like it?

I like it and so does Bill.
I do like it.

What does not occur is DO in a sentence such as:
*I do like it. (with do unstressed)

(This occurs, however, in some West Country dialects of English
instead of the simple form of the verb.)

Equally bpo does not occur where there is already another
auxiliary (which is thus available for negation, etc):

*He doesn’t can go.

*Does he will come?

*I may go and so does he.
*He doées be coming.

The only exception is in the imperative (3.1.1) where it may
occur with BE:
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Do be reading when I arrive.

These remarks do not apply to the full verbs BE and HAVE though
there are restrictions with them too (8.1.1, 8.2.1).

2.2.7 Non-assertion

Although negation and interrogation have been treated as two
of the NICE properties of the auxiliaries, they are usefully
handled along with some other features under the heading of
‘non-assertion’ (Quirk et al. 1972:53). An important distinguishing
feature of non-assertion is the choice of a whole set of non-
assertive words including any, much, long, far, which are used
instead of some, a lot of, a long way, a long time. This is simply
illustrated by comparing simple positive forms with negatives and
interrogatives:

He has some/a lot of money.

*He has any money.

?He has much money.

He doesn’t have any/much money.

Does he have any/much money?

He went a long way, stayed a long time.
He didn’t go far, stay long.

Did he go far, stay long?

(He went far, stayed long is less likely in normal speech, but not
impossible).

In addition to negation and interrogation, these non-assertive
forms also occur with ‘semi-negatives’. These include the adverbs
noted in 2.2.3, seldom, never, scarcely, nowhere, and no-one,
nobody, none, nothing:

He has scarcely any money.
No-one has much money.
They never stay long.

We seldom went far.

These do not count as negative, however, for the NICE properties,
as shown by:

He doesn’t go.
*He not goes.
He never goes.
He seldom goes.

There is, however, one other type of sentence for which the
semi-negative must be recognized — the sentence with the so-
called ‘tag-question’:
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John’s coming, isn’t he?
John isn’t coming, is he?

These are fairly complex in their variety, especially in terms of
intonation. It is enough to consider those that ask for confir-
mation of a suggestion (most probably, with a falling and then
a rising intonation). With these there is always a reversal of the
positive/negative polarity of the two clauses: if the statement is
positive the tag is negative and vice versa. For this purpose too
semi-negatives functions as negatives requiring positive tags:

No one saw you, did they?

He has never tried, has he?

He has scarcely time, has he?

They are nowhere around, are they?

There is one type of question that needs special notice — the
negative interrogative, eg:

Isn’t John coming?

This is not a question about the negative John isn’t coming, but
a particular type of question (‘one expecting the answer “Yes™’).
It is close to, but not identical with:

John is coming, isn’t he?

There is no direct way of questioning the negative or asking a
question expecting the answer ‘No’. The closest again uses a tag:

John isn’t coming, is he?

Negative interrogatives are still non-assertive.

Non-assertion is particularly important in the analysis of the
modals, especially when dealing with distinctions between MAY,
and caN, MUST and NEED (6.1.6). It is also relevant for the brief
discussion of NEED and DARE in the next section.

2.2.8 DARE and NEED
DARE and NEgD provide some difficulty because:

[i] in terms of the NICE properties some of their forms are
forms of auxiliaries, others of full verbs;
[ii] the distribution of the auxiliary forms is defective.

They are clearly shown to be auxiliary verbs in negation and
inversion:

He daren’t go.
You needn’t ask.



24 THE VERB PHRASE

Dare we come?
Need they look?

Moreover, not only are these verbs used here in negation and
inversion, but they also have the characteristic of modal auxili-
aries in not having an -s form. There are no forms *daresn’t or
*needsn’t; nor do we say *Dares he . . .? or *Needs he . . .?

At the same time the full verbs DARE and NEED occur in:

He doesn’t dare to go.
You don’t need to ask.
Do we dare to come?

Do they need to look?

That they are here full verbs and not auxiliaries is clear from the
presence of one of the forms of Do in the negative and inverted
form.

Another difference between the auxiliary and the full verb is
the structure with which it is associated. The auxiliary is associ-
ated with structure 1, being followed by the bare infinitive (see
2.1.1), while the full verb is associated with structure 2, being
followed by the fo-infinitive.

With inversion and negation, then, both the auxiliaries and the
full verbs may be used (the latter, of course, with po). In all
other cases only the full verb occurs. This is especially to be
noted for the positive non-inverted forms:

He dares to ask me that! You dare to come now!
He needs to have a wash. They need to get a new car.

The reasons for thinking that these are full verbs and not auxili-
aries are:

[i] the forms have a final -s for the third person singular;
[ii] the structure is 2 (to-infinitive), associated with the full verb,
and not 1 (bare infinitive), associated with the auxiliary.

These reasons would not in themselves be sufficient criteria for
excluding the forms from the auxiliaries since the primary auxili-
aries have -s forms and the modal ouGHT is associated with
structure 2, but since a distinction between full verb and auxiliary
is relevant here they are sufficient to link the forms to the full
verbs DARE and NEeD, rather than the auxiliaries whose charac-
teristics (no -s and structure 1) are shown in the negative and
inverted forms.

With code and emphatic affirmation the auxiliary forms do not
occur unless there is also negation or inversion:
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Dare I ask him? No, you daren’t.
I needn’t come and neither need you.

(There can be no *Yes you dare or *. . . and so need.you.) The
full verbs can, of course, occur with po.

The functions of the auxiliaries and the full verbs are shown
in the following table (using only NEED, though a similar state-
ment could be made for DARE):

AUXILIARY FULL VERB
positive He needs to come.
negative He needn’t come. He doesn’t need to come.
inverted Need he come? Does he need to come?
‘code’ He needs to come and so do
I

emphatic

affirmative He does need to come.

In fact the auxiliary forms of these verbs occur not only with
negation and inversion, but with any type of non-assertion:

No one need know.
He hardly dare ask.
He need never know.
Cf: John needs to know.
He even dares to ask.

They can also occur where the context is negative in meaning but
not in form:

All he need do is ask.
Cf:  All he needs to do is to ask.

This, of course, has the sense ‘He need do nothing more than
ask.’

There appears to be a mixture of the characteristics of full verb
and auxiliary DARE in negation and inversion when Do is used but
the bare infinitive (structure 1) also occurs:

I don’t dare ask. I don’t dare to ask.
Does he dare ask? Does he dare to ask?

The same is true of NEED, but much less commonly:
I don’t need ask.  (more commonly . . . to ask)
Does he need ask? (almost always . . . to ask)

2.2.9 Primary and modal auxiliaries
Although the discussion so far has been concerned with auxili-
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aries as a single class, there is an important distinction between
the primary auxiliaries, and the secondary or modal auxiliaries
(or simply the ‘modals’).

BE and HAVE plus Do in its special functions are primary auxili-
aries: WILL, SHALL, CAN, MAY, MUST, OUGHT, DARE and NEED are
the modals (the last two may also be full verbs).

There are several important formal differences.

[i] Only the primary auxiliaries have -s forms: is, has and does:
there are no modal forms *wills, *shalls, *cans, *mays,
*musts and *oughts. Dares and needs exist, but are forms
of the full verbs DARE and NEED and not the auxiliaries (see
2.2.8).

[ii] The modals have no non-finite forms; they therefore cannot
co-occur, and are restricted to initial position in the verb
phrase. There are no forms such as *can may go, *must can
go, etc. By contrast BE and HAVE (but not po) have finite
forms and so can co-occur and can occur other than in initial
position in the verb phrase: has been singing, has been hurt,
must be singing, must have sung. There are, however, strict
limitations on their co-occurrence, with a restriction to the
bare infinitives be and have (the to-infinitives after OUGHT),
the -ing form being and the -en form been.

On the basis of the distinction between primary and modal
auxiliary it is possible to set up two sets of paradigms. The first,
the primary paradigms, involve both the form with no auxiliary
and those with primary auxiliaries only the second, the modal
paradigm, is based upon the primary paradigms with the addition
of a modal verb in initial position in the verb phrase. These
paradigms are set out in full in 3.1.1 and 5.1.1.

There are basically, then, four types of verb for the purposes
of this book, two kinds of auxiliary, other verbs that combine in
a somewhat similar way (the catenatives, which are the subject
of Ch. 9) and the full verbs, which fit none of these categories:

1. Primary auxiliaries BE, HAVE, DO.

2. Secondary or modal auxiliaries WILL, SHALL, CAN, MAY, MUST,
OUGHT, DARE, NEED.

3. Catenatives KEEP, WANT, LIKE and SE and many others.

4. The remaining full verbs.

2.3 Types of verb phrase

There are two further issues that concern all the types of verb
phrase being discussed here.
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2.3.1 Simple and complex phrases

Sequences of verb forms such as has been running, may have run,
keeps wanting to run will all be referred to as ‘verb phrases’. But
the term ‘verb phrase’ could be restricted to phrases within a
single clause and it could have been argued that, in the last
example above, there is subordination involving three clauses
and, therefore, three verb phrases keeps, wanting and to run.

However, the use of ‘verb phrase’ to cover all these sequences
is very useful because of the close relationships between the
forms in the sequences. All will in fact be referred to, then, as
‘verb phrases’ but with a distinction between ‘simple’ and
‘complex’ phrases, the latter involving subordination and more
than one phrase in the other sense of that term. There are,
however, some problems with the distinction, no matter how it
is described. For the immediate discussion of the problem it is
easier to think in terms of one verb phrase versus several.

One way of treating a form such as has taken is to say that it
is the perfect form of the verb lexeme TAKE. That assigns to the
two-word sequence the same kind of grammatical status as that
of single words in another language (eg Latin amavi ‘I have
loved’). Yet at the same time taken is a form of the full verb
TAKE, and has is an auxiliary, and while the full verb indicates
the lexical meaning the auxiliary refers to the grammatical
category ‘perfect’ (or rather ‘phase’, see 3.1.3). But there is only
one verb phrase here, and that verb phrase contains only one full
verb (though it may also contain one or more auxiliaries). In
contrast, remembered coming is not a form of the lexeme CoOME,
but a sequence of forms of the lexemes REMEMBER and COME.
Moreover, there is some structural similarity between:

I remembered coming.
I remembered that I came.

In the second of these there is subordination. That involves two
clauses and therefore two verb phrases.

More problematic are forms such as may have run, which con-
tain modal auxiliaries. Although the idiosyncratic NICE prop-
erties link modal auxiliaries with primary auxiliaries, it could be
argued that syntactically, at least, they do not function like the
primary auxiliaries, but like the catenatives. If so there would be
two phrases here, not one.

There are, however, other criteria that may be used to estab-
lish whether there is a single verb phrase or a sequence of verb
phrases. First, it may be assumed that tense (and any other verb
category) will occur only once in a phrase. If tense is marked
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more than once there will be more than one phrase. Secondly,
the same may be true of negation; a single phrase will not be
negated more than once. Thirdly, a sentence with a single clause
can be passivized quite simply; passivization then identifies a
single clause and a single phrase. (See 2.3.2).

However, as suggested above, it is simpler to use the terms
‘simple’ and ‘complex’ phrase; sequence of phrases in the sense
just used are described as complex phrases. These criteria are
used, therefore, to distinguish simple and complex phrases. They
do not, however, provide an absolute distinction between simple
and complex phrases, but they are sufficient to confirm the
distinction between primary auxiliaries, modals and catenatives.
Phrases involving primary auxiliaries are fairly clearly simple,
while those with catenatives are complex (though not all pass all
the tests). Phrases with modals lie somewhere between the two,
sharing characteristics of both simple and complex phrases.

We need recognize no grammatical relations between the
elements of the verb phrase except subordination (and the ‘ident-
ity relations’ of 9.1.3). Indeed the notion of verb phrase allows
us to avoid many problems of a quite insoluble kind. Some
scholars have interpreted the later elements of the verb phrase
as being complements, objects, etc of the preceding element, so
that is swimming is likened to is happy, though not, one hopes,
so that has gone is likened to has a dog. Even Jespersen
(1909—49. Pt V: 171) argued that can takes the following form as
its object; thus swim is the object of can in can swim, in spite
of the fact that we cannot say *can cricket. There is no virtue in
this line of argument. Nothing is gained by talking of objects, etc;
everything that can be said is said in terms of the structure of the
verb phrase.

It is rather more tempting to see objects, etc in the complex
phrase where keeps talking looks like keeps quiet and likes swim-
ming looks like likes chocolate. But even here there are counter
arguments (see 9.3.3). The notion of the complex phrase remains
a useful one; both the semantics and the syntax of the forms can
be fully accounted for in terms of its structure.

2.3.2 Auxiliary and full verb

Although in this work and in most description of the English verb
the auxiliaries are distinguished from the other verbs, notably the
catenatives, it has been argued (eg Huddleston 1976:333) that the
distinction cannot be maintained and that all auxiliaries should
be treated as ‘full’ verbs (‘full’ verbs in this sense including the
catenatives). In effect this means that any sequence of auxiliary
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and another verbal form should be treated as a verb with a
subordinate clause and that there would be no difference, there-
fore, in the overall syntactic structure of any of the following:

John is coming.

John may come.

John wants to come.
John said that he came.

The arguments depend in part upon the linguistic model being
used, but also upon the fact that there is no clear line between
auxiliaries, catenatives and other verbs that may have subordi-
nate clauses.

The argument is not a very fruitful one, and not particularly
relevant to the purpose of this book, but it may be as well to look
briefly at the issues.

The first point concerns the status of the NICE properties.
These can clearly be used to identify the auxiliaries, but it is
argued that they are merely idiosyncratic features of a group of
verbs and not therefore good grounds for making an important
distinction. There is also the fact that BE and HAVE even when
they are full verbs and not auxiliaries (8.1.1, 8.2.1) still have the
NICE properties.

Against this three points may be made.

[i] The four NICE properties define almost exactly the same set
of verbs; this is hardly an unimportant characteristic.

[ii] The auxiliaries have much in common semantically: the
primary auxiliaries are the exponents of basic verbal cat-
egories and the modals the exponents of modality, which is
associated with the verb in many languages.

[ili] The properties themselves have something in common in
that they are largely concerned with basic discourse func-
tions of denying, questioning, answering and affirming.

These considerations suggest that they are important. The fact
that the full verbs BE and HAVE also have these properties is not,
perhaps, a strong counter-argument. Such verbs are often idio-
syncratic in languages and it would not be very strange if they
adopted the characteristics of the auxiliaries, when they them-
selves were lexically identical with them.

A second point concerns the paradigms and the possible
sequence of forms. Although has been talking is possible *is
having talked is not. Attempts have been made to provide a
semantic explanation for this, but the fact is that the latter
sequence is completely ruled out in the way that semantic anom-
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alies are not. There is also the point that modals may occur only
as the first form of the sequence — may be coming but not *is
maying come. The counter-argument that this results from the
fact that the modal verbs have no non-finite forms is hardly
convincing. It is more reasonable to suppose that, conversely,
they have no non-finite forms because they do not occur except
in initial position.

Thirdly, there are what have been called the TNP tests — those
of tense, negation and passivization. For tense the issue is that
where a full verb is used with another, both may be indepen-
dently marked for tense (or more strictly for time) eg:

John seems to have seen Mary yesterday.
John intended to come tomorrow.

Here there is a sequence of present-past and past-future. There
appears to be no possibility of double time marking in:

John has come.
John is coming.

However, it is possible to say:
John was coming tomorrow.
It is even possible to say:
Yesterday John was coming tomorrow.

This would appear to be an example of double time marking. But
if this is evidence for two full verbs it is difficult to see how the
forms started is explained in:

They had to leave early as they started work the next day.

There is double time marking here (started is both past and
future), but only one verb. Tense/time is not then a very clear
test, though, for the most part, there is no double time marking
when auxiliary verbs are used.

The argument for negation is similar. All of the following are
possible:

John prefers to come.

John doesn’t prefer to come.
John prefers not to come.

John doesn’t prefer not to come.

But there is only one negative with the primary auxiliaries:

John isn’t coming.
John hasn’t come.
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(*John isn’t not coming, *John hasn’t not come are, perhaps, just
possible, but only as deliberately unnatural forms.) Some of the
modals, however, appear to allow separate and double negation.
In this respect they are more like full verbs (see 6.1.3).

A final test is that of ‘voice neutrality’, ie whether, if the whole
verbal complex is treated as the verb phrase involved in the
passivization, the resultant passive form with its switched noun
phrases has not changed the meaning. The primary auxiliaries
certainly seem to be voice neutral:

John has seen Bill.

Bill has been seen by John.
John is writing a book.

A book is being written by John.

But there is no voice neutrality in:

John wants to meet Mary.
Mary wants to be met by John.
*Mary is wanted to meet by John.

In fact, the passivization test works fairly well. The modals are
on the whole voice netural:

John may have seen Mary.
Mary may have been seen by John.

Yet there is no voice neutrality if will is used in its volition sense
(7.1.2):

John won’t meet Mary.
Mary won’t be met by John.

The TNP tests are, then, rather inconclusive.

There is one final and quite important point. In general an
auxiliary is independent of the subject of the sentence in the
sense that there are usually no restrictions on the choice of
subject in terms of the auxiliary verb; what restrictions there are
depend on the first full verb. Thus:

The water runs down the street.

The water is running down the street.

The water may run down the street.

*The water intended to run down the street.

This suggests that it is the full verb that is the head or main verb
of the verb phrase and that auxiliaries are modifiers (and indeed
that is part of what may be meant by ‘auxiliary verb’).



Chapter 3

Tense and phase

This chapter and the next two are concerned with the categories
associated with the primary auxiliaries and the primary paradigm.
Tense and phase are discussed here, aspect in Chapter 4 and
voice in Chapter 5.

3.1 Characteristics of the primary auxiliaries

The first section of the chapter discusses the primary paradigms
and the categories involved.

3.1.1 The paradigms
The basic primary paradigm for the verb TAKE is:

(1) takes
(2) took
(3) is taking
(4) was taking

(5) has taken
(6) had taken
(7) has been  taking
(8) had been  taking

(9) is taken
(10) was taken
(11) is being  taken
(12) was being  taken
(13) has been taken
(14) had been taken

(15) has been  being  taken (?)
(16) had been  being  taken (?)
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The columning is deliberate; tense is marked in the first column,
while the second, third and fourth columns indicate partial
markers of phase, aspect and voice respectively.

There are two important characteristics of the forms that
justify their treatment in this paradigmatic fashion. First, they are
a closed class: these are the only sequences formed from BE and
HAVE followed by -en and -ing forms and containing only one full
verb. There are, however, other sequences involving BE and HAVE
with to-infinitives which are excluded from this paradigm:

He is to come tomorrow.
He has to come tomorrow.

These are more like modal verbs than primary auxiliaries and are
discussed in 6.6 and 8.1.2.

Secondly, each form in the paradigm is essentially a whole.
They cannot be analysed either formally or semantically in terms
of the individual (word) forms of which they are composed,
except in the morphological description of these (word) forms.
Analysis in terms of the syntactical structures with which they are
associated (ie that BE is followed by the -ing form and by the -en
form and that HAVE is followed by the -en form only) is insuf-
ficient, since this will not rule out the following, which are not
possible:

*is been taking

*is being been taken

*was had taken

*was having taken

*is being had been having taken etc

Moreover, the grammatical categories in terms of which the
forms of the paradigm are to be analysed (3.1.2) and the
semantic features associated with these categories cut right across
word division in these forms. The position is different from that
of sequences involving catenatives, where the analysis of, eg: He
kept asking her to help him get it finished may be handled entirely
in terms of the semantic and syntactic characteristics of the verbs
KEEP, ASK, HELP and GET.

Forms 15 and 16 are marked with a question mark; there is
some doubt if they are possible. They are marked in one
grammar (Palmer and Blandford 1939:131) as ‘wanting’, yet
another offers (Hill 1958:220)

John had been being scolded by Mary for a long time when the
neighbours came in.
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There is a place for them semantically, but they often seem to
be avoided, presumably because of their complexity.

The paradigm stated is one of several. Further paradigms may
be set up by taking into account:

[i] the different forms associated with number and person, the
paradigm here being for the third person singular (for the
first person singular replace takes by take, is by am, and
has by have, and for all other forms replace takes by take,
is by are, was by were, and has by have);

[ii] the forms used in negation, inversion, etc (replace takes by
does take or do take and took by did take).

The paradigms required for non-finite verbal forms (the infini-
tivals and participials) and for phrases containing imperatives
have fewer forms. The paradigm of infinitival forms contains
exactly half the number found in the basic paradigms, one form
corresponding to each consecutive pair (there being no tense
distinction — see 3.1.2). For the participials the number is further
reduced in that there are no forms containing two consecutive
-ing forms. The possibilities are, then:

INFINITIVALS PARTICIPIALS
(1/2)  to take taking
(3/4) to be taking (no *being taking)
(5/6) to have taken having taken
(7/8) to have been taking having been taking
(9/10) to be taken being taken
(11/12) to be being taken (no *being being taken)
(13/14) to have been taken having been taken
(15/16) to have been being having been being taken
taken (?) @)

Phrases containing imperatives are still further limited in
number in that there are none containing HAVE forms. Semanti-
cally there seems no reason to exclude *Have taken, * Have been
taking, etc, but these forms do not exist. But the four other forms
are to be found — Take, Be taking, Be taken and (possibly) Be
being taken. (It might, admittedly, be difficult to attest all the
forms with TAKE which is here chosen solely as a model, particu-
larly the last two, but there is nothing odd about Be dressed and
(with less certainty) Be being dressed.)

The infinitivals and participials may all be preceded by not;
these are the negative forms. But the negative and emphatic
forms of the phrases with imperatives require special treatment.
Neither BE nor HAVE provide any negative imperative forms;
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haven’t occurs, but not as an imperative, while *ben’t simply
does not occur (8.1.1). Don’t is the only negative form; all the
negative forms of the paradigms contain don’t — don’t take, don’t
be taking, don’t be taken, (?) don’t be being taken. In addition
there are the emphatic do take, do be taking, dé be taken, (?7)
doé be being taken. Apart from the first, which is regular, these
are unexpected since emphatic imperatives could simply be
marked by accenting be — and bé taking, bé taken, (?) bé being
taken are possible. Yet it is not surprising that the emphatic
forms here, as elsewhere, have the same characteristic (occur-
rence of DO) as the negatives. A set of examples to illustrate the
negative and emphatic forms is:

Don’t be reading when I come in!
Do be reading when I come in!
Be reading when I come in!

3.1.2 The four categories

The sixteen forms in the basic paradigm of the primary pattern
can be divided into two sets of eight in four different ways, each
division being in terms of a formal feature (which is later linked
to a semantic one). Each form is thus characterized in four
different ways, and distinguished from all the others in these
terms. If sixteen forms are admitted there are no gaps: all the
possibilities occur; but, as was seen, only fourteen of them can
be positively accepted.

First, the forms may be classified in terms of tense, past and
present. Present tense (phrase) forms are defined as those
containing present tense (word) forms. The word forms are, of
course, defined morphologically, takes, is and has being present
and took, was and had past. In the paradigm the odd-numbered
forms are present and the even-numbered ones past; the differ-
ence of tense is marked in the first column of the table (3.1.1).

Secondly, a distinction in terms of aspect, progressive and non-
progressive, may be made, progressive forms being those that
contain both a form of BE and an -ing form (occurring in column
three). Every second pair in the paradigm (beginning with 3 and
4) is progressive. The terms ‘continuous’ and ‘non-continuous’
are sometimes used. So too are ‘habitual’ and ‘non-habitual’
(habitual = non-progressive) but these are to be rejected as
misleading (see 4.2.2).

Thirdly, the forms are to be classified in terms of phase (see
Joos 1964:126, 138), perfect or non-perfect, the perfect forms
being those that contain a form of HAVE, which is always followed
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by an -en form (in column two). The first four and the third set
of four (9 to 12) are non-perfect, and the others perfect.

Finally, the traditional category of voice, active and passive,
distinguishes those forms that contain both a form of BE and an
-en form (passive) from those that do not (active). The first eight
are active and the last eight passive. There is some superficial
resemblance between the passive and the perfect since both are
defined in terms of one of the two auxiliaries plus an -en form.
But the place of the -en forms in the phrase is different, as is
shown by the columning of the paradigm. The form associated
with the perfect is always second while that associated with the
passive is always last (in column four), with in each case the
relevant form of the auxiliary preceding it. Structurally, then, the
two are quite different.

This analysis provides a basis, indeed the only satisfactory
basis, for more detailed analysis of the forms. In particular it
should be noted that there is no place for a ‘future tense’ (3.2.1).

3.1.3 Outline of uses

[i]] The progressive indicates action in progress, ie activity
continuing throughout a period of time. In this sense it can
be said to be durational. By contrast, the non-progressive
merely reports an action (rather than an activity), without
suggesting or indicating that it has duration. This is shown
by comparing:

He walked to the station.
He was walking to the station.

The first sentence simply gives the information that he
walked to the station; the second indicates that the walking
is continued through a period of time. There is no sugges-
tion that there are two kinds of activity, one without and
one with duration, but simply that attention is drawn in the
one case to its durational aspect. The reasons for drawing
attention to this are various; a common one is to show that
the period of time during which the activity took place
overlapped a briefer period or a point in time:

When I met him, he was walking to the station.
He was walking to the station at ten this morning.

[ii] Tense and phase are initially best handled together, in order
to make the point, not usually made, that both are essen-
tially concerned with time relations. The time features are
most simply illustrated by considering progressive forms,
which involve a period of time:
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I'm reading at the moment.

I've been reading since three o’clock.

I was reading when he came.

I'd been reading four an hour when he came.

The present non-perfect refers to a period of time in the
present, a vague period that includes both past and future
time but overlaps the present moment. The past non-
perfect refers to a similar time in the past, which may over-
lap an indicated point of time in the past; it does not ex-
tend to the present. The perfect forms indicate periods of
time that specifically began before and continued up to
(possibly overlapping) a point of time, the present moment
in the case of the present tense, and a point of time in the
past in the case of the past tense. The four possibilities
may be shown diagrammatically:

REMOTER PAST PAST PRESENT
present non-perfect b
past non-perfect SRS S
present perfect |  -----------q-
past perfect S ECET I
at the moment
when he came

With the perfect the initial point of the period may be
indicated, eg, by four an hour, or since Tuesday, as well as
the later point.

3.2 Tense

Tense appears to have three distinct functions, first to mark
purely temporal relations of past and present time, secondly in
the sequence of tenses that is mainly relevant for reported speech
and thirdly to mark ‘unreality’, particularly in conditional clauses
and wishes. But a clear distinction must first be drawn between
tense and time, and it will be necessary to consider whether the
three functions are really different.

3.2.1 Time and tense

The traditional statement of tense in terms of present, past and
future, exemplified by I take, I took and I shall take, has no place
in the analysis presented here. The basic reason for this is quite
simply that while I take and I took are comparable within the
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analysis, in that they exemplify the formal category of tense as
established in the primary paradigm, I shall take belongs to the
modal paradigm, and ought not to be handled together with the
other two.

There are other reasons to justify the decision not to make a
simple grammatical distinction between future and present/past.
One is that some forms of the primary paradigm may refer to the
future:

I'm giving a paper next Wednesday.
I give my paper next Wednesday.

Moreover, even in terms of future time reference, there is little
justification for the selection of wiLL and SHALL as the markers
of future tense, for there are four common constructions used to
refer to future time, the two already exemplified plus those illus-
trated by:

I’'m going to give a paper next Wednesday.
I shall give a paper next Wednesday.

Forms with BE GOING TO are very common in colloquial speech
(see 7.3).

A second difficulty about wiLL (though not sHALL) is that it
often does not refer to the future at all. It may, for instance,
indicate probability:

That'll be the postman.
or it may refer to characteristic habitual activity:
She’ll sit for hours watching television.

Even when it refers to the future it may suggest not mere futu-
rity, but willingness as in:

Will you come?

This is different from Are you coming? see 7.2.3. It is, moreover,
characteristic of the other modal auxiliaries that they may refer
to the future (though with additional reference to ability, prob-
ability, etc) as in:

I can/may/must/ought to come tomorrow.
There is clearly an overriding case for handling wiLL and SHALL
with the other modal auxiliaries and not together with the distinc-

tion of past and present tense that belongs to the primary
paradigm.
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3.2.2 Time relations
The most important function of tense is to indicate past and
present time. The distinction is very clear in:

He’s reading the paper at this moment.
He was reading the paper when I saw him this morning.

But there are three reservations to make.

[i] Present time must be understood to mean any period of
time that includes the present moment. It includes, there-
fore, ‘all time’ as in:

The sun rises in the east.
Water boils at 100° Centigrade.

Past time excludes the present moment. Past time may
seem to be the ‘marked member’ of the pair, in that it
specifically excludes the present moment. Present time is
any period of time, short, long or eternal that includes the
present moment.

[ii] There is one exception only to the statement in [i], the so-
called historic present. There are many examples of this in
literary English, but it is also to be found in speech, eg:

He just walks into the room and sits down in front of the
fire without saying a word to anyone.

The traditional explanation of this usage, that it recalls or
recounts the past as vividly as if it were present, is adequ-
ate. It seems highly probable that it is not specifically En-
glish but a characteristic of many, if not all, languages that
make time distinctions in the verb.

[ili] The use of tense is complicated by its relation to the
temporal characteristics of phase and by the habitual and
future uses of the forms (which are dealt with in later
sections).

The adverbials that are used with tense (present and past) are
of four kinds. First, there are those that may be used with past
tense only, last week, yesterday, last year, a long time ago.
Secondly, there are those that may be used with present tense
only; now, at this moment, at the present time. Thirdly, there are
those that may be used with either, though the period of time
to which they refer includes the present moment. These are
today, this week, this year etc, as in:
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He was working today.
He's working today.

When these are used with the past, the activity is shown as taking
place within the period indicated by the adverbial, but before the
present moment. Fourthly, there are adverbials that indicate past
or present time according to the time at which the utterance is
made, and for this reason may be used with past or present
forms. Examples are this morning, this afternoon and this
summer. This morning is present if it is still morning, but past
if the morning is over. In the afternoon this morning will occur
with past tense forms. To complicate matters, these adverbials
also function like the previous set. This morning, for instance,
can be used not only with present tense forms but also with past
tense forms, while it is still morning, to refer to an earlier event
that same morning.

3.2.3 Reported speech

Most commonly when someone reports what someone else has
said he does not simply repeat the actual words but uses what
is usually termed ‘indirect speech’. Thus there is a difference
between the first and second pair:

John said ‘I like chocolate’.

John said ‘I'm reading ‘“‘Vanity Fair’’.
John said he liked chocolate.

John said he was reading ‘Vanity Fair’.

It is a normal rule in English with indirect speech, that, if the
verb of reporting is in the past tense, any present tense form in
the original utterance will be reported in the past tense, as shown
by the examples above.

This is usually explained in terms of ‘sequence of tenses’. Yet
this rule is not automatic since it is possible in such circumstances
to retain the original, present tense, form, not to change to the
past:

John said he likes chocolate.
John said he’s reading ‘Vanity Fair’'.

To explain this, it is necessary to consider the fact that it is not
only tense that is involved in the change, but also adverbials of
time, adverbials of place and personal pronouns. This can be
illustrated by an utterance by Mary and its report by John:

(Mary) I’'m working here today.
(John) Mary said she was working there yesterday.
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The explanation lies in what may be called ‘deictic shift’. There
are, in most, perhaps all, languages, a number of deictic
expressions whose precise interpretation depends on who is
speaking and to whom, plus where and when the act of speaking
takes place. The most obvious deictic expressions are:

Time: now, today, present tense, then, yesterday, past
tense.

Place:  here, this, there, that.

Person: I, you, he, she, it, they.

The point about deictic shift is that the original speaker (here
Mary) uses the deictics appropriate to her, and the speaker who
reports what was said (here John) uses the deictics appropriate
to him. Instead of Mary’s I, present tense, here and today, John
uses the deictics she, past tense, there and yesterday (provided
he is speaking in a different place and on the following day).

In English, although there must be a change in the other deic-
tics, there is a choice for the second speaker between changing
to past tense or retaining the original present tense. This depends
on whether the statement being reported is still true for him. If
it is, he may (but is not required to) retain the present tense.
Thus in the examples above the retention of the present tense
would imply that the speaker believes that John still likes choc-
olate and that he is still reading ‘Vanity Fair’. It follows, of
course, that the present tense cannot be retained if the time
adverbials are changed to past:

*Mary said she’s working there yesterday.
(Mary said she’s working there today.)

Similarly consider:

I'm looking forward to the summer.
I'm looking forward to Christmas.

In November (after the summer, but before Christmas) only the
second could be reported with the present tense:

He said he was looking forward to the summer.
!He said he’s looking forward to the summer.
He said he was looking forward to Christmas.
He said he’s looking forward to Christmas.

Quite often the use of the present tense form indicates that
what is said is something that the speaker believes to be true (in
general rather than in time relations). Consider (Jespersen
1909—49, I1V:156):
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The ancients thought that the sun moved round the earth; they
did not know that it is the earth that moves round the sun.

The first sentence uses the past tense because the speaker does
not believe it to be true, but the second has the present tense
because the speaker (and others) accept it as true. Even with a
generally accepted truth like this, however, it is not obligatory
to use the present tense. There would be nothing strange about

.was ... moved . .. in the example given.

If there are two verbs in the original utterance one may involve
switch, the other not, depending on the speaker’s attitude. This
is even possible where one is in a subordinate clause:

I'll visit you when the weather is finer.

He said he would visit us when the weather was finer.
He said he will visit us when the weather is finer.

He said he would visit us when the weather is finer.

In the last example the speaker does not suggest that he believes
the visit will take place, but he foresees the weather being finer.

If the verb of the original statement is already in the past it
is normally reported in the same form:

I was reading when she came.
He said he was reading when she came.

But a past non-perfect tense form may also be reported by a past
perfect form which then functions as a ‘past-past’ (see also 3.3.3):

I saw him yesterday.
He said he had seen him the day before.

Although the events referred to can be seen as past-past because
they were already past for the original speaker speaking in the
past, they can equally be seen, from the second speaker’s point
of view, as simply past. He is free, that is to say, to see them as
simply past or as past-past. Unless he wishes to emphasize that
they are past-past, ie that they were past for the original speaker,
he would normally report them with the simple past, not using
deictic shift.

The past perfect also, of course, reports the present perfect,
and it is the only form available to report the past perfect:

I've already seen him.
I’d already seen him.
He said he’d already seen him.

There are, then, only two possible forms with deictic shift (the
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past and the past-past/past-perfect) corresponding to four poss-
ible forms in the original:

ORIGINAL REPORTED
I see
} he saw
I saw
I have seen he had seen
I had seen

3.2.4 Related issues
Deictic shift may also be used to explain what is sometimes called
‘future in the past’ as in:

John was coming tomorrow.

The essential point here is that it was said or believed in the past
that John would be coming tomorrow. Although there is no
actual verb of reporting, one can be ‘understood’, and the
sentence is then exactly like:

John said/believed that he was coming tomorrow.

This is commonest with the progressive form. It is less easy to
contextualize:

?(Yesterday) John came tomorrow.

However, this might be possible if the original belief or statement
was ‘John comes tomorrow’. A more natural example of a simple
past is:

At that time they didn’t come till next week.

However, where there is no verb of reporting, it is not only
past tense that may be used to indicate the temporal character-
istic of the statement. This is clear from sentences such as those
that relate to the proverbial boasting of the fishermen:

Yesterday the fish was four feet long.
It's always been four feet long.
It had always been four feet long.

Other verbs that express time relations may be similarly used
(WILL, BE GOING TO, USED TO):

Tomorrow the fish will be four feet long.
Tomorrow the fish is going to be four feet long.
The fish used to be four feet long.
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Nor is this confined to verbs that indicate time. Verbs of process
(9.2.5) may equally be involved:

When he grew old, the fish began to be four feet long.
When he grew old, the fish stopped being four feet long.

These are not all strictly examples of deictic shift. But they are
all concerned with the status of the proposition expressed from
the point of view of the speaker.

Rather different, perhaps, but still involving time/tense
relations and the speaker is what may be called ‘displaced’ time
marking as in (Lakoff 1970:839):

The animal you saw was my dog.
The man you’ll be talking to will be the Mayor.

The sentences are quite normal even if the animal still is my dog,
or the man already is the Mayor. Here we have not only past
tense, but also will for future time reference (7.2). BE GOING and
USED are not normally used in the same way, though they may
be possible if the time is not already marked in a relative clause:

The man next to me used to be the Mayor.
The man next to me is going to be the Mayor.

These are ambiguous. The most likely interpretation is that the
man who is or was next to me used to be or is going to be the
mayor, but they could also mean that it used to be or is going
to be the case that the man next to me is the mayor. The time
reference in the verbs may relate either to the man being the
mayor, or to my sitting next to him.

3.2.5 Unreality
The past tense is also used for what may be called ‘unreality’,
though there are three types:

[i] It is used to express a tentative or polite attitude in ques-
tions and requests:

I wanted to ask you about that.
Did you want to speak to me?

These are a little more tentative or polite than:

I want to ask you about that.
Do you want to speak to me?

This ‘tentative’ use of the past tense is not common with
primary paradigm forms, but is much more common with
the modals (6.1.1).
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(ii]

[iii]

It is always used in the if clause of ‘unreal’ conditions (7.4):
If he came, he would find out.

The ‘real’ condition is:
If he comes, he will find out.

Similar to this are clauses introduced by supposing and
some relative clauses that must be regarded as also being
part of ‘unreal’ conditions:

Supposing we asked him, what would he do?
Anyone who said that would be crazy.

Belonging to this pattern is the almost fossilized If I were
you. Only in this form is were used regularly with [ in
spoken English. If I was you might be regarded as
substandard English, but in other cases was or were are
both possible. There is a choice between:

If I were rich . . . If I were to ask him . . .
If I was rich . . . If I was to ask him . . .

It is only in unreal conditions that this form were occurs.
In past real (‘hypothetical’) conditions (see 7.4.2) only was
will occur with I, he, she, it and singular nouns:

If he was here, he was in the garden.
*If he were here, he was in the garden.

It is found in wishes and statements of the type It is time

I wish I knew.
It's time we went.

Sentences beginning If only are perhaps to be handled
here, though they might equally be treated as unreal con-
ditions:

If only I understood what you are saying.

It has been suggested (Joos 1964:121) that the use of unreality
and the past time use of the past tense are essentially the same,
that the past tense is the ‘remote’ tense, remote in time or in
reality. There is some attractiveness in this idea, for tense could
then be seen to have but a single use (for the sequence of tenses,
too, can be easily explained in terms of time and deictic shift).
Nevertheless there is a clear semantic difference between past
time and unreality, and, unless some answer can be given to the
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question why they are associated in a single form, nothing is
gained by the use of a single label.

Traditional grammarians would object that the unreality use
is essentially the subjunctive, but the notion of a subjunctive
mood is a simple transfer from Latin and has no place in English
grammar, since all the potential subjunctives turn out to be past
tense in form (or to be the simple uninflected form as in God save
the Queen). Even the formal If I were you does not prove the
existence of a subjunctive. For this ‘subjunctive’ were is a normal
past, like loved or took, in that it has just the one form: by
contrast the more common past tense of BE has two forms, was
and were, and in this respect it is unique. What requires expla-
nation, then, is not were, but was. Were is a morphologically
irregular, but otherwise normal, past tense form like loved, took,
etc. But was is completely anomalous because it is the only form
in English that marks singular past tense (indeed it is the only
verb form that wholly marks singular in any tense, since the -s
form of the verb applies only to third person). Talking about the
subjunctive fails to explain this.

The use of sequence of tenses or deictic shift, with past tense
verbs of reporting, has already been discussed but only when the
tense of the verb of reporting marks past time. Where a past
tense form is used for unreality, deictic shift appears to be
optional:

You might think he’d finished it.
I could say I was coming.

You might think he’s finished it.
I could say I'm coming.

Strictly, this is not deictic shift in that time relations are not
involved. But the same principle is involved: the actual speaker
is able to choose whether or not to associate himself formally
with the ‘unreality’ of what is being reported.

3.3 Phase

Phase is best seen as the marker of a complex set of time
relations. Though there are several possibilities, all of them share
the characteristic that what is involved is a period of time that
began before, but continued right up to, a point of time which
may itself be present or past according to the tense used.

3.3.1 Time relations
There is no problem with activity going on throughout the period
of time as in:
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I've been reading for an hour.
I'd been reading for an hour when he came.

With the first (present tense) the activity began an hour before,
and continued right up to, the present; in the second (past tense)
it began an hour before, and continued right up to, the past point
of time indicated by the adverbial clause.

The adverbials associated with tense are the same with the
perfect forms as with the non-perfect. That is to say last week,
yesterday occur with past (perfect) tense forms, now, at this
moment only with present (perfect) tense forms, today, this week
with either, while the use of this morning, this afternoon etc
depends upon the actual time of speaking. What is important
here is that the adverbials that are used only with past tense
forms are used only with the past perfect, but not with the
present perfect, even although the present perfect appears to
have reference to the past in that it refers to activity that began
in the past. It is not normal to say:

*I've been reading yesterday.

In addition to the adverbials used with tense, there are some
that are specifically associated with the perfect. These are the
adverbial clauses and phrases beginning with since (since
Tuesday, since we met). They indicate the starting point of the
period of time.

Adverbials beginning with since are used only with perfect
forms, except, rarely, with progressive forms used for limited
duration (4.3.2):

I've been reading since three o’clock.
I'd been reading since three o’clock.
*I'm reading since three o’clock.

*I was reading since three o’clock.

Adverbials beginning with for (for an hour, etc) are also often
used with perfect forms, but they are not restricted to them. The
restrictions on adverbials of this kind are to be stated in terms
of aspect.

3.3.2 ‘Results’

In spite of the simple picture set out in the previous section there
is a problem where it is clear that the activity does not continue
throughout the relevant period of time. This is likely with action
verbs, since their activity is without marked duration:

I've cut my finger.



48 TENSE AND PHASE

He's painted his house.
Have you seen him?

A common explanation of such examples is that the perfect is
used where the activity has results in the present. This is,
however, rather misleading unless results include nil results as
shown by:

I've hit it twice, but it’s still standing up.
I've written, but they haven’t replied.

A more accurate explanation is in terms of current relevance
(Twaddell 1965: 6), that in some way or other (not necessarily
in its results) the action is relevant to something observable at
the present. The past perfect may similarly be treated in terms
of activity occurring before, but relevant to, a point of time in
the past.

Examples such as these in no way refute the suggestion made
earlier that phase refers, like tense, to features of time, and that
the perfect indicates a period of time preceding but continuing
up to a later point of time (present or past). This can be illus-
trated from the present perfect, though similar considerations
hold for the past perfect too. Examples of present perfect (non-
progressive) forms are:

I've seen John this morning.
I've mended it three times today.
He's written the letter.

In all three cases, the activity took place in the past. The same
actions could have been reported by past tense forms:

I saw John this morning.
I mended it three times today.
He wrote the letter.

What this shows is that the periods of time indicated by the
present perfect and the past (non-perfect) overlap, and that an
action performed in the past may be included in either of them.
The interpretation in terms of time reference that accounts for
I've been reading equally accounts for the perfect forms exem-
plified here: the actions took place in a period of time that began
in the past and continued right up to the present.

The problem is to establish what determines the choice of the
present perfect rather than the past in these cases, but the ques-
tion is best asked in the form, ‘Why is the activity placed in the
period of time indicated by the present perfect rather than the
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period indicated by the simple past, since it occurred within them
both?” The answer is in terms of current relevance. A period of
time that includes the present is chosen precisely because there
are features of the present that directly link it to the past activity.
The temporal situation being envisaged by the speaker is one that
includes the present; the present perfect, is, therefore, used.
Examples are:

I've bought a new suit.
I've finished my homework.
They’ve left the district.

In all of these there are features of the present which form part
of the whole relevant situation set out in time. The new suit may
be displayed at the time of speaking, or the implication may be
‘I shan’t be untidy any more’. The child who says ‘I've finished
my homework’ is probably asking to be allowed to go out to play
now. The information ‘They’ve left the district’ tells us that we
shan’t find them, that it’s no use calling on them any more. Other
examples, with comments, are:

I've cut my finger. (It’s still bleeding)

He’s broken the window. (It hasn’t been mended)

I've told you already. (You are stupid or I won'’t tell you
again)

They’ve fallen in the river. (They need help or Their clothes
are wet)

You’ve had an accident. (I can see the bruises)

The insistence on the interpretation of phase in terms of
periods of time is partly justified by the fact that it makes possible
a single statement for all the perfect forms, and does not need
to handle current relevance as a special meaning of the perfect,
unrelated to its other uses. But it is wholly confirmed by a
consideration of the adverbials that are collocated with the
present perfect and past tense forms, for an adverbial that indi-
cates purely past time is not used with a present perfect. This
rules out *They’ve come last Monday, though an adverbial that
indicates a period that includes the present is possible — They’ve
come this week. An explanation simply in terms of results or
current relevance cannot account for this, for it would not
exclude *They’ve come last Monday with the meaning that they
came on Monday and are still here. English might be the richer
if this were possible, for as it is a single phrase cannot combine
the two pieces of information about (i) arrival at a specific time
in the past and (ii) the current relevance of this. It is because the
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present perfect indicates a period of time that includes the
present that it is not possible further to specify by an adverbial
a past time at which the activity took place.

Often it is the choice of the adverbial alone that determines
the choice between present perfect and past. There is no question
of current relevance, but only whether the period of time being
indicated includes the present moment or not. It is possible to
say I've seen him three times today, and I saw him three times
yesterday but not *I've seen him three times yesterday. Similarly
I've seen him this morning is possible only if it is still morning;
if the morning is over, the period of time indicated is wholly in
the past and a present perfect form cannot be used.

There is one fundamental difficulty about current relevance:
it is not easy to define what is and what is not relevant. British
speakers of English seem to use the perfect wherever there seems
to be any kind of relevance, but some American speakers, at
least, use it more sparingly. For a British speaker it would not
be normal to ask a child coming to the table:

Did you wash your hands?

But for many, if not most, Americans, this is quite acceptable.
There is no reason to suppose that the function of phase is
different in American speech, only that the interpretation of
relevance is stricter.

It is unusual to use the perfect when talking about the dead:

?Queen Victoria has visited Brighton.
?Shakespeare has written a lot of plays.

Yet there is nothing odd about the passive:

Brighton has been visited by Queen Victoria.
A lot of plays have been written by Shakespeare.

The reason is obvious. In the first set we are talking about people
who are dead, and there can be no current relevance. In the
second set we are talking about present-day Brighton or the pres-
ently extant quantity of plays. But subject position does not
necessarily indicate what we are talking about and so what may
be relevant. There would be nothing odd about:

Even Queen Victoria has visited Brighton.
Shakespeare has written most of the best plays we know.

Here we are not talking about Queen Victoria or Shakespeare
but about Brighton and the best plays, and the perfect is not at
all abnormal.
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What has been said in this subsection about present perfect
forms is equally valid for past perfect forms, though with current
relevance relating to a past point of time:

I'd cut my finger. (It was still bleeding)
He’d broken the window. (It hadn’t been mended)
I'd already told you. (I wouldn’t tell you again), etc

The perfect with the progressive has a similar interpretation, but
is discussed in detail in 4.5.

3.3.3 HAVE as past

In spite of the clear distinction of perfect and past noted in 3.3.1
HAVE marks past tense rather than perfect phase in two kinds of
structure.

[i] The formal past perfect is used also as a ‘past past’. This
is clearly shown in the contrast of:

I had already seen him when you arrived.
I had seen him an hour before you arrived.

The first is clearly past perfect — I saw him in a period of
time preceding but up to the time of arrival, and there is
current relevance. But the second merely places seeing
him before the arrival — previously to a past point of time,
ie ‘past past’. There is a clear contrast with present perfect
which cannot be interpreted as a past:

I've already seen him.
*I've seen him an hour ago.

There is a similar use in reported speech (3.2.3) and in
unreal past conditionals (7.4.1).

[ii] Non-finite forms of HAVE may mark tense or phase. This
is clear from the adverbials that are possible with the
infinitivals and participials:

To have finished already/yesterday.
Having finished already/yesterday.
(*I have finished yesterday.)

This is equally valid of HAVE used with modals (see 6.1.3):

He may have finished already/yesterday.
He ought to have finished by now/yesterday.

But these remarks in no way invalidate the very clear
distinction between phase and tense with the finite forms.
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3.3.4 Problem uses
There are three uses of the perfect that need some comment.

[i] Very recent activity is indicated by just with the perfect:

I've just seen him.
He’s just gone.
I've just been waving goodbye to him.

These are, presumably, current relevance perfect forms
since the activity does not continue up to the present
time. The use of just here can be accounted for if it is
seen as a present time adverbial, to indicate a brief
period of time preceding, but up to the present moment.
The adverb is, in fact, used unambiguously as a present
time marker in:

They’re just arriving.
But it is also used as a past time adverb:

I just saw him leave.
He just went out of the door.

The function of just is thus like that of today. Yet
semantically it is a little odd for there is little or no
current relevance in the examples first quoted: the
sentences are no different from:

I saw him a moment ago.
He went a moment ago.

Here the present perfect cannot be used. It is, then, to
some degree a formal fact that just is used with the
present perfect. In British English there is a much greater
tendency to use the present perfect than in American
English where the simple past is common. The problem
does not arise with the past perfect since this is both ‘past
perfect’ and ‘past past’ (3.3.3).

[ii] The perfect with accent on the auxiliary (and usually with

a fall-rise intonation) is used to refer to past experiences:

I have read Oliver Twist.
She has visited Paris.

The use of the perfect is to be explained on the grounds
that past experiences are part of a person’s present make-
up — that reading ‘Oliver Twist’ is included among the
experiences that make me what I am.
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[iii] The verb BE is used with a special meaning with the
perfect, and with the perfect alone occurs with to:

I've been to London.
He’d been to my house.

It is not possible to say:

*I am to London (or *I was to London).
*He was to my house.

With the perfect and followed by to the verb has the
meaning of having gone and returned. There is a differ-
ence, then, between:

He's gone to London.
He's been to London.

In the former he is still in London; in the latter, he has
returned. Quite commonly the verb occurs in the use
mentioned in [ii], to refer to past experiences:

I have been to London (but it was years ago).



Chapter 4

Aspect

Although it can be argued that there is a basic use of the
progressive, there are some problems with its use to refer to
habitual and future actions and with its occurrence with certain
(‘non-progressive’) verbs. There is also a need to discuss the
combination of aspect and phase.

4.1 Duration

It has already been suggested (3.1.3) that the progressive indi-
cates action in progress, ie activity continuing throughout a
period of time and that in that sense it is durational; in contrast,
the non-progressive merely reports the action.

4.1.1 Points of time
The simplest and clearest use of the progressive is when it is used
to indicate activity going on at a point of time, ie both before and
after it.

This explains its use in the present where the activity clearly
overlaps ‘now’:

Please be quiet, I'm reading.

The speaker has been reading and intends to continue. There is
a similar use in the past tense, but the point of time is then
usually indicated and there is, as a result, a clear contrast with
the non-progressive, which would usually indicate that the action
followed the time indicated, as in:

When I saw him, he was running away.
When I saw him, he ran away.
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In the second the act of running away was preceded by (and
probably an effect of) my seeing him. Simultaneity is possible,
however, as in:

As the clock struck ten, he died.
He died at ten o’clock.

The non-progressive specifically excludes overlap, as is shown
where a number of actions are reported:

When I arrived, he shouted three times.

All three shouts followed my arrival. In fact, English has no
simple way of showing that there were three shouts and that the
shouting both preceded and followed my arrival.

If the meaning of the lexical verb itself includes a sense of
duration, the non-progressive may be used even if there clearly
is some duration:

I read all morning.
I worked for a long time.
He slept all night.

Contrasted with these are:

I was reading at ten.
I was working when he arrived.
I was sleeping at the time.

Yet if there are two overlapping periods of time, rather than
one point of time and a period extending on both sides of it,
either the progressive or non-progressive may be used, especially
with verbs that normally indicate continuing activity:

John read, while Bill worked.

John read, while Bill was working.

John was reading, while Bill worked.
John was reading, while Bill was working.

4.1.2 Other durational uses

There are other conditions under which the progressive may be
used, all related to, but not identical with, the sense of duration
or activity in progress.

[i] The progressive often suggests that the activity was unfin-
ished, the non-progressive that it was completed:

I was painting the house this morning.
I painted the house this morning.
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This contrast is not, however, always maintained. The
second sentence might be used simply to report what had
been done, but could still elicit the reply:

What? The whole of it?

There would not normally be a similar distinction in the
present, partly because the non-progressive form is seldom
used to report (but see 4.3.1), partly because a point of
time (the present moment) is always implicit with the
progressive so that the activity overlaps it and is therefore
incomplete at the time of speaking.

The use of the progressive does not necessarily imply
unbroken activity, as shown by:

I’'m reading ‘The Mayor of Casterbridge’.

This may suggest either that I am at this moment sitting
with a book in front of me, or that I have read part of the
book and intend to read some more, but that at the
moment I am not actually reading it. We may similarly
compare:

I'm writing a letter.
I'm writing a book.

It is at least likely that the letter is actually being written
at the time of speaking, whereas the book has merely been
begun.

The progressive is used with such adverbials and adjectivals
as more and more, faster and faster:

It's getting bigger and bigger.
More and more people are buying television sets.
He's working less and less.

The adjectivals and adverbials indicate an increase or
decrease in the activity or some aspect of the activity, and
therefore imply duration. But perhaps this is ‘limited dur-
ation’ — see 4.3.2.

4.2 Future and habitual uses

Both non-progressive and progressive forms can be used to refer
to action at the time indicated, to action in the future or to
habitual (or repeated) action. But the precise conditions under
which they may have these uses are not entirely simple and have
created some confusion.
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4.2.1 Adverbial specification
There is a clear contrast between present, future and
habitual/repeated activity in:

He's giving a lecture at the moment.
He's giving a lecture tomorrow.
Whenever I want him, he’s giving a lecture.

In the absence of the adverbials, He’s giving a lecture would
normally be interpreted in its present sense, and for this reason
it has been suggested that the future and habitual senses are not
part of the meaning of the progressive, but are fully indicated by
the adverbials (Twaddell 1965:6). Yet this is misleading, as can
be seen from a comparison of:

He reads ‘The Times’.
He’s reading ‘The Times’.

The first of these would normally be taken to indicate habitual
activity, the second non-habitual (present) activity, but the
contrast is not indicated by any adverbial. The presence of always
would, however, make both habitual:

He always reads ‘The Times’.
He's always reading ‘The Times’.

What this shows is that some forms require adverbials in order
to specify certain meanings, while others do not. The simple
present does not normally need an averbial to have the habitual
sense, but the progressive does. This has been called ‘adverbial
specification’ (Crystal 1966).

No less important is the fact that the presence of an adverbial
may actually exclude the more usual sense of a form. Thus a
future adverbial will over-rule the durational sense of the
progressive:

He’s getting his reward tomorrow.
They’re arriving on Thursday next.

These simply refer to future events (getting the reward, arriving)
without an indication of duration or activity in progress.

There are, moreover, some specialized habitual uses of the
progressive that are not predictable from the adverbials — those
of ‘limited duration’ and ‘sporadic repetition’ (4.3.2, 4.3.3). For
reasons such as these, it is essential to look at the habitual and
future uses of the progressive forms, with and without adverbials.
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4.2.2 Non-habitual present

Because the simple (ie non-progressive, non-perfect) present
often seems to have a habitual use, it has been suggested that in
the present the simple/progressive contrast implies habitual/non-
habitual (Hill 1958:207-11). This is true in many cases, but is
misleading. In general, the simple form merely reports an
activity, while the progressive specifically indicates duration or
some feature closely associated with it.

There is, moreover, a reason why the simple present is so
commonly used in the habitual sense: the fact that it is only rarely
required for its ‘simple’, ‘reporting’, non-habitual sense. There
are two obvious reasons for this. First, we rarely need to report
a present activity, because, if the speaker can observe it (at the
present time), so too in most circumstances can the hearer. Past
activity, on the contrary, is often reported by a speaker who
observed it (or heard about it) to a hearer who did not. With the
past tense, therefore, unlike the present, non-habitual activity is
commonly referred to, as well as habitual activity:

I saw my mother yesterday.
I saw my mother every day.

A second point is that present activity is usually incomplete, and
therefore, even when there is no specific reference to the dur-
ation of the activity, its incompleteness implies the use of the
progressive. In, for instance, What are you doing? the speaker
avoids the suggestion that the activity is complete.

The progressive is, thus, the commoner form for reference to
present activity. Indeed it is the norm: unless there are obvious
reasons to the contrary the progressive is used. (With the ‘non-
progressive’ verbs, however, (4.6), the reverse is true.) But there
are a number of situations in which the non-progressive, the
simple present, is used.

[i] It is the form normally used in a commentary, especially
on the radio where the commentator is reporting something
that the listeners cannot see. This use is exactly parallel to
the use of the simple past to report past activity:

. . and he passes the ball to Smith, and Smith scores!
He bowls, and he just misses the wicket.
He hits him again, right on the jaw.

[ii] It is used in demonstrations, where the audience can see
what is happening, but the demonstrator reports it as well
to make sure there is no misunderstanding. Once again he
is merely reporting the activity and is not indicating its
duration; the simple present is the only appropriate form:
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(]

[iv]

(Conjuror) [ place the rabbit in the box and close the

lid.

(Cookery demonstration) [ take three eggs and beat

them in this basin.

Then I add sugar . . .
Another use is where the words themselves form part of
the activity they report. These are the so-called ‘perfor-
mative’ verb forms (Austin 1962:4). Again they merely
state the occurrence of the activity:

I name this ship . . .
I pronounce you man and wife.
I declare the meeting closed.

A rather similar use is of verbs of statement which are used
merely to reinforce the fact that the speaker makes his
statement:

I say he should go.
I call it an outrage.

’

These utterances imply not I am saying ...” or ‘I am
calling . . .” but ‘. . . that’s my opinion’ and ‘. . . that’s my
name for it.’
Less easy to explain are:

He talks like an expert.

Look at the way he walks!

Why do you say that?

The common characteristic of all these utterances is that
they contain an adverbial to indicate either the manner or
the cause of the activity. It is in the manner or cause that
the speaker is interested; the duration of the activity is not
in question. Again the simple present is appropriate. In
some cases it might be argued that there is habitual
activity:

Why do you cut it like that?

But it is equally clear that in many cases the activity is not
habitual, that the speaker is concerned only with a single
present activity. There can be contrast between a present
and a past activity, neither of them apparently habitual, as
in:

Yesterday he talked nonsense. Today he talks like an
expert.

He walked all the morning. Look at the way he walks
now.
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You said something different a few minutes ago. Why do
you say that now?

Similar considerations hold for:

John enters through the window. (Stage directions)
It says in the Bible . . .

The stage directions are similar to a commentary; the play
simulates present activity. The words in the Bible are
simply statements and there is no indication of any dura-
tion. It must be admitted that the present is timeless in
some cases, in that it extends without limit on both sides
of ‘now’. This may partly account for the use of the simple
present in stage directions and in the report of written state-
ments. More will be said on this point in dealing with the
habitual. But what has been shown here is that most of the
non-habitual uses of the simple present fit quite normally
into the pattern, and ought not to be treated as special uses
of the form. On the contrary, there is more plausibility in
treating habitual usage as secondary to the basic use, in
spite of its much greater frequency with this particular
form.

The simple present, causes difficulty to the teacher of
English if he tries to illustrate the verb forms situationally;
for in order to illustrate the use of the present progressive,
he is likely to perform actions and describe them:

Now I am opening the door.
Now I am writing on the blackboard.

The difficulty arises from the fact that in the situation the
teacher is demonstrating, and so would normally use the
simple forms:

Now I open the door.
Now I write on the blackboard.

But these forms would be unhelpful, or even misleading,
to learners of English. The difficulty can, in part, be over-
come by making such sentences replies to What am I doing?
But that may create a more artificial situation.

4.3 Habitual

Every one of the forms may be used in a habitual (as well as non-
habitual) sense. Examples of all of them (active only) are:
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(1) He bowls, and . . .
He always bowls well.
(2) He's writing a book.
He’s always writing a book.
(3) He went to work yesterday.
He always went by bus.
(4) He was reading, when I arrived.
He was reading, whenever I saw him.
(5) He has come to see me.
He has come to see me every day.
(6) He had called on them, when I saw him.
He had called on them every week, when they died.
(7) He’s been reading since three.
Whenever I've seen him, he’s been reading.
(8) He had been reading all day.
Whenever I saw him, he’d been playing golf.

As these examples show, the distinction made by progressive/non-
progressive is valid for the habitual use no less than the non-
habitual: the activity may or may not be durational.

4.3.1 The simple present

With all the progressive forms illustrated above the habitual
sense requires an adverbial. But this is not true of the present
simple (non-progressive) forms. Indeed with (1) it is the habitual
sense that requires no adverbial:

He bowls well.

By contrast, the non-habitual sense is established only by clearly
indicating the fact that it is part of a cricket commentary.

The simple present is not, however, simply used for habitual
(or repeated) actions, but is also used for inductive generaliz-
ations and what have been called ‘timeless truths’. Possible exam-
ples are (two of each):

I always take sugar in tea.
The milkman calls on Sundays.

Oil floats on water.
Water boils at 100°C.

The Severn flows into the Atlantic.
The sun rises in the East.

There is, however, no very clear distinction between these
three types. Certainly The sun rises in the East could be seen in
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terms of repeated habitual action (and can even be qualified by
an adverbial such as every day). Inductive generalizations are
slightly different in that they will not occur with such adverbials
and that they can also be expressed by will:

Oil will float on water.

(With the others will carries a different meaning, usually that of
futurity.)

What is important is to contrast these simple present forms
with the progressives. With progressive forms the sentences refer
to activity going on (with duration) at present:

I’m going to work.
The oil is floating on the water.
The Severn is flowing into the Atlantic. (I can see it moving)

With the past tense by contrast, the non-progressive form, like
the progressive, requires an adverbial if it is to be interpreted
(out of context) in a habitual sense:

He went to London.
He went to London every day.

The first simply reports the single action of going to London.
There are, however, some specialized functions of the

progressive in a habitual sense that are not directly predictable

from the adverbials, limited duration and sporadic repetition.

4.3.2 Limited duration
The progressive is used to indicate habitual activity in a limited
period of time (Twaddell 1960:8) in:

He’s going to work by bus.

We're eating a lot more meat now.
We’ve been getting up early this week.
I'd been visiting him every day.

The activity is habitual, but it is over a limited period. In the first
example the inference is probably that the man’s car has broken
down, and that he is now forced (temporarily) to take the bus.
If he always went by bus, the non-progressive would be normal:

He goes to work by bus.

The period of time is normally shown to be limited by adverbials,
especially these day or in those days. There are contrasts
between:
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We eat a lot of meat. (And always have)

We're eating a lot of meat these days.

I went to work by bus. (All my life)

I was going to work by bus in those days. (Now I have a car)

The present progressive often differs very little in its use from
the present perfect, and may even be used with since, in spite of
the fact that adverbials of this kind mark a period of time charac-
teristic of the perfect:

We're eating more meat since the war.
He’s going to work by bus since his car broke down.

In both cases a perfect would equally be possible — we've been
eating, he’s been going. With the perfect the period of time is,
of course, often limited; since marks the limitation. But one
important difference is that the present progressive implies the
continuance of the activity, even though for a limited period,
through present time into the future. The perfect does not. In
the case of the man whose car has broken down, if the car is now
back at his disposal. He’s been going will be used rather than He’s
going.

A special use that can, perhaps, be treated under the heading
of limited duration is that of showing increasing or decreasing
activity, or increase or decrease of some feature of the activity;
this has already been mentioned (4.1.2):

More and more people are buying television sets.
They are visiting us more and more often.

They were stealing more and more of his money.
I've been giving him less and less every week.

4.3.3 Sporadic repetition
The progressive is also used to indicate habitual activity that is
repeated and sporadic:

She’s always breaking things.
The car’s always breaking down.

What is happening happens very often, but it does not happen
at set times. If there is reference to repeated points of time,
indicating regularity, the non-progressive is used:

The car always breaks down when I start for home.

There is a contrast between:
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I always break the eggs first.
I'm always breaking the crockery.

The progressive often carries with it a hint of the speaker’s
disapproval, especially with adverbials such as for ever or ever-
lastingly. Some more examples of this use, which is quite
common, are:

I was continually falling ill.

They were for ever leaving the gate open.

He's always asking silly questions.

He's for ever losing his money.

They’re always getting in the way.

You’re continually making poor excuses.

She’s been dropping things recently.

He’d been continually stealing from his friends.

In most of these examples there is no suggestion that the activity
is continuous; the progressive is used because it is repeated and
sporadic. But the activity may be both continuous (at every
occasion) and repeated sporadically:

He's always grumbling.
She’s for ever writing letters.

Indication of the speaker’s disapproval of the activity may be
carried by the intonation, by eg, a high fall on the adverbial.

44 Future

Although future uses of both progressive and non-progressive
have normally to be marked by an adverbial, they differ in ways
that cannot be accounted for in terms of the adverbial itself.

4.4.1 Progressive
The progressive is commonly used to refer to future activity:

I'm reading a paper at the conference tomorrow.

This use of the progressive is particularly common with verbs that
indicate or imply motion:

I'm meeting him next week.

He's coming to see me soon.

They’re taking the children to the theatre this evening.
He’s joining the army next week.

But there is no restriction to such verbs:
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I'm watching the play on television this evening.
We're having turkey for lunch tomorrow.

Deictic shift (3.2.3) marking the time at which the statement was
valid, ie at which the event was envisaged as future, is very
common with the progressive, especially with past tense:

I was reading a paper to the conference tomorrow.
I was meeting him next week.
He was coming to see me soon.

The combination of past tense and a future adverbial makes
clear here the two different times, one of the validity of the state-
ment, the other of the proposed activity. Without the future time
adverbial the past validity meaning can be marked by accent and
the appropriate intonation, normally a fall-rise on the auxiliary:

I was reading a paper.
I wds meeting him.
He was coming to see me.

Similar sentences with the perfect (and here adverbial specifica-
tion seems necessary) are (4.2.1):

I've been coming to see you for ages.

He's been going abroad for years.

I'd been coming to see him the next day (but he died).
We'd been going to Paris for years (but never went).

The third sentence here is an example of the past perfect used
for past-past (3.3.3). But all the others have perfect time
marking; the time at which the activity is or was proposed is the
period of time preceding and continuing up to the present or to
a point of time in the past.

4.4.2 Non-progressive
The non-progressives are also used with future reference. The
simple present is exemplified in:

I start work tomorrow.
He goes to Paris next week.
Exams begin on Monday.

As was noted in 3.2.4, the past tense form can be similarly used,
with the past tense itself indicating the time at which the state-
ment was valid, but with future time (ie ‘future in the past’)
indicated by the adverbial:

At that time I didn’t see him until tomorrow.
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The progressive is used for ‘simple’ futurity to indicate a
prediction or in the case of activity by the speaker an intention.
The non-progressive, however, indicates that the activity is in
some way scheduled, that there is a fixed decision or plan. This
accounts for the difference between:

I’'m starting work tomorrow.
I start work tommorow.

The first suggests that the speaker now expects or intends to start
work; he may, perhaps, have been ill. The second indicates that
tomorrow is the time fixed for him to start, eg by his firm or by
the doctor. It is for such reasons that the first sentence below is
more likely than the second:

Examinations start tomorrow.
Examinations are starting tomorrow.

The non-progressive future use is common with verbs such as
START, BEGIN, FINISH, END, etc, simply because beginnings and
ends of activities are often scheduled.

Still within the same meaning is the notion of total commit-
ment by the speaker, refusal to accept any other possibility, a
firm threat to act, as in:

Either shé leaves or I leave.
If he does that again, he goes to prison.

The second sentence could be said under two different sets of
circumstances. It could be said where a prison sentence inevitably
followed from an action (eg where it constituted contempt of
court) or it could be said by a judge as a firm threat. These are
not two distinct meanings: the essential point about both of them
is the inevitability, the fixed nature of the course of events.

Not very different is the use of the simple present to confirm
future arrangements:

You meet us at the station this evening.

There is hardly a plan or schedule here, merely an agreed
arrangement. The present is also used to give directions:

You take the first on the left and then . . .

There is futurity, but not prediction. Rather there is just the one
possible inevitable course of action, if you want to arrive at your
destination.
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4.4.3 Future and habitual
There are two ways in which future and habitual uses may be
combined.

[i]

i]

The simple present is used with no habitual adverbial to
refer to a future event that is part of a habitual pattern:

You get tea at five tonight.
The baker calls on Saturday.

This use is not very different from the one already
considered except that there is reference not to a decision
but to a regular pattern. In the second example on Satur-
days (plural) would have indicated habitual activity. The
singular Saturday may be taken to indicate the application
of the habitual to a single future date.

The progressive may be used to refer to habitual intended
activity. Examples in the present non-perfect are:

He's always coming to see me (but never does).
She’s usually writing in a few days.
He's always taking them on holiday (but hasn’t yet).

The other progressive forms can be similarly used, though
this usage is not common and the following examples are
a little artificial:

Whenever I wanted to visit him, he was going away the
next day.

Whenever I've wanted to visit him, he’s been going away
the next day.

Whenever I'd wanted to visit him, he’d been going away
the next day.

With the first of these two kinds of habitual-futures the
adverbials used are of the type that refer to the future — The
baker calls tomorrow.

It is even possible to say:

I've always read my paper tomorrow.

This could be said at a conference where the speaker always
read a paper on a certain day that (at the time of speaking)
is ‘tomorrow’. With the second kind, the adverbials are
mainly of the type that indicates the habitual nature — He’s
always coming to see us, though adverbials that refer to the
future, such as the next day, are also possible.
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45 Progressive perfect

In the analysis of the perfect only non-progressive forms were
fully considered. Although in general the same account can be
given of the progressive perfect, there are some differences.

4.5.1 ‘Results’

The progressive perfect is often used for ‘results’ or more accu-
rately current relevance. However, except in the complex use of
it discussed in 4.5.2, it is not possible for the progressive to be
used to indicate activity going on at a specific point of time
(4.1.1) with the perfect. For that would create a conflict between
the time marking of the perfect and of the progressive. Consider
the present perfect progressive. The perfect indicates a period
beginning in the past continuing up to the present, but also
requires only present time adverbials. But a point of time within
that period would be past and so marked as past requiring such
impossible sentences as:

*I have been working ten minutes ago/at ten o’clock.

The perfect progressive is used, however, to indicate incomplete
action with current relevance:

Someone’s been moving my books.
Who’s been eating my porridge?

The implication here is that the books were not completely
moved away, and that the porridge was not completely eaten, but
that it is obvious that something has been done to the position
of the books and that the porridge has been partly eaten. (In fact
in the story from which this is taken, ‘Goldilocks and the Three
Bears’, Father Bear and Mother Bear merely say ‘Who’s been
eating my porridge?’, while Baby Bear says ‘Who’s been eating
my porridge and has eaten it all up?’. But that is intended to be
amusing: Baby Bear uses the same expression, but then realises
that his porridge has all gone.)

The progressive is also used to show that it is simply the
continuing, durational aspect of the activity that has the current
relevance:

You've been working too hard. (‘You need a rest’ — to
someone now in bed, certainly not still working)

You’ve been playing with fire. (I can smell it)

I've been drinking tea. (That’s why I'm late)

He's been talking about you. (I know something now)
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The same kind of remarks are valid for the past perfect:

You’d been working too hard.
He’d been talking about you. etc.

Clearly, in these examples it is not the nature of the activity itself
that is relevant, but the fact that it continued for some time.

4.5.2 A complex pattern
With more complex sentences phase marking becomes a little
obscure. Consider:

Every time I've seen them, they’ve been swimming.

This is most likely to be interpreted to mean that they were swim-
ming at the time at which I saw them — the perfect indicating that
the period of time that includes my series of visits and of their
swimming goes right up to the present time. But the sentence
might also mean that at the time of each of my visits they had
(previously) been swimming. The ambiguity arises from the fact
that the perfect may be used to refer either to the overall period
of time that we are talking about, or in addition about each
repeated period. The overall period of time is clearly shown by
Every time I've seen them to be one that began in the past and
continues up to the present moment. But the successive periods
of time that are to be related to the series of points of time — my
seeing them — may either be periods that simply overlap these
points of time (non-perfect type), or they may be periods that
began before and continued up to the points of time. This may
be shown diagrammatically:

OVERALL PERIOD now

Every time I've seen them
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The second interpretation is unlikely unless clearly marked.
But there are situations in which the distinction is very clear:

Whenever I've tried carpentry, I've cut my finger.
Whenever I've had to go to the doctor, I've cut my finger.

Clearly in the first the finger-cutting and carpentry are simul-
taneous, in the second the finger-cutting is previous to the visit
to the doctor (but related in terms of current relevance).

In the second interpretation the perfect form is ‘doubly’
perfect. We want to say the impossible:

*They have been having been swimming.
*I have been having cut my finger.

The past perfect is, also possible here (for this meaning only):

Whenever I've seen them, they’d been swimming.
Whenever I've had to go to the doctor, I'd cut my finger.

This is easily explained: each successive point of time in the past,
indicated by Whenever . . . is taken as the point to which the past
perfect relates, either in terms of activity going on throughout the
period or of current relevance.

Related to these complex uses of the perfect is what might be
called ‘deictic phase’ or ‘sequence of phase’ (see 3.2.4):

He's always said he’s been willing.

The actual speaker shows his acceptance of the statement ‘He’s
been willing’.

However, there are examples where the perfect seems redun-
dant as in:

I should have liked to have seen him.

Not surprisingly, this is regarded as ‘incorrect’, although it
certainly occurs in speech.

46 Non-progressive verbs

There are some verbs that are commonly not used in the
progressive form at all, even where they seem to indicate
duration:

I forget his name.
I see my brother over there.
It contains sugar.
They own a lot of property.
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These verbs differ from the other verbs of English in that they
usually, even in the present tense, occur with the non-
progressive. The non-progressive is, in fact, the norm, and
progressive forms are used only where there is specific reference
to duration or one of the special features indicated by the
progressive. This is illustrated by a sentence such as:

The man who’s coming up the street looks like a boxer.

These non-progressive verbs fall into several types, but the
most important distinction is between ‘private’ verbs and verbs
of ‘state’. It is possible to find reasons why these do not normally
occur with the progressive, but the reasons are different for each
type. Equally there are different explanations for more unusual
occurrences with the progressive.

4.6.1 Verbs of state

There are many verbs which refer not to an activity but to a state
or condition. The sense of duration is an integral part of the
lexical meaning of the verb, and there is for this reason no need
for a progressive form to indicate duration. Examples are:

CONTAIN [t contains sugar.

BELONG [t belongs to me.

MATTER It doesn’t matter.

DESERVE  He deserves something better than that.
CONSIST It consists of little but water and colouring.
PLEASE It pleases me no end.

DEPEND It depends on what you mean.

OWN I own my own house.

A special subgroup is that of the verbs which indicate the
quality of creating sensations, those that may be treated as the
intransitive forms of the verbs of sensation:

It smells sweet.
It tastes nice.
It feels soft.

The verbs of sensation SEE and HEAR have no similar intransitive
forms, but are discussed further in 4.6.2.

Another subgroup is that of verbs of ‘stance’ (Quirk e al.
1985:205—6), notably LIVE, STAND and LIE:

We live in London.
The statue stands in the middle of the square.
Los Angeles lies on the west coast of the United States.
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There are two notable uses of the verbs of state in the
progressive. The first is for limited duration (see 4.3.2):

He's looking better since his operation.
I’'m feeling quite well now.

With verbs of stance the distinction between progressive and non-
progressive is even more specific, the former indicating a tem-
porary, the latter a permanent, state:

We live in London.

We're living in London.

The statue stands in the middle of the square.
The boy is standing in the middle of the room.

With many of the verbs, however, the progressive is unlikely
unless a change of state is indicated:

He's looking more and more like his father.
It's mattering less and less now.
It's tasting nastier and nastier.

Conversely some potential verbs of state can be seen as a kind
of conditional habitual of a non-progressive verb:

The bucket leaks. (It has a hole)
The bucket is leaking.

The wood burns. (It is combustible)
The wood is burning.

Here the state meaning is predictable on certain conditions:
leaking takes place whenever water is poured in, combustion
ensues whenever there is ignition. This may even be a plausible
account of inductively known facts such as:

Oil floats on water.
(The oil is floating on the water.)

Clearly these are borderline cases that can either be handled
lexically in terms of polysemy or grammatically in terms of the
meanings of the simple and progressive forms.

4.6.2 Private verbs

Private verbs are those that refer to states or activities that the
speaker alone is aware of. These are of two kinds, those that
refer to mental activities and those that refer to sensations. Both
commonly occur with non-progressive forms.
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Examples of verbs referring to mental activities are:

THINK I think that's mine.

IMAGINE [ imagine he’ll be there.

HOPE I hope it’s true.

PLAN I plan to go to London tomorrow.

FORGET I forget what you said.
BELIEVE I believe that it’s true.

Examples of verbs referring to sensations are:

SEE I see my brother over there.
SMELL [ smell something burning.
HEAR I hear music.

TASTE [ taste salt in this.

FEEL [ feel something hard.

These verbs of sensation have two notable characteristics. First,
they form part of an idiosyncratic lexical system that is discussed
later in this section. Secondly, they often occur with caN with no
very obvious difference of meaning:

I can see my brother over there.
I can smell something burning.
I can hear music.

I can taste salt in this.

I can feel something hard.

In these examples cAN has no sense of ability. Indeed it is poss-
ible to contrast this use of caN with its ability use with a verb of
sensation:

I can see very small print.

This can mean either that I now see the small print or that I have
the general ability to do so.

All the examples given so far of both types of verb have I as
the subject. This is not only very common, but is, perhaps, the
most basic use and explains why the verbs are most commonly
found with the progressive. For, when these verbs are used, the
speaker is in exactly the same position as the commentator; he
is reporting something that is not perceived by the hearer. Just
as the radio commentator uses the non-progressive because his
main aim is merely to report, so too the person who reports on
his own mental activities or sensations is simply reporting and so
uses the non-progressive form. With most other verbs there is
seldom need to report in the present because what is observable
by the speaker is also observable by the hearer. But the private
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verbs have the special characteristic that they refer to activities
available for perception by the speaker only. He alone can report
them and in so doing uses the appropriate form, the non-
progressive.

These verbs can be used with second or third person subjects,
but only to ask about the activity, or to report it at second hand
or by inference:

Do you imagine he’ll be there?
Do you smell something burning?

She imagines he’ll be there.
She smells something burning.

But the question forms are clearly asking for a report, while the
others report at second either the information that has been given
or is inferred. In neither case is there any need to indicate
duration.

There are some verbs of bodily sensation that are used with
both progressives and non-progressives with little difference of
meaning, if any, eg ACHE and ITCH:

My foot achesfis aching.
My arm itchesfis itching.

The same appears to be true of FEEL in the sense of having a
physical sensation rather than merely a tactile sensation:

I feel/l'm feeling ill.

These, then, are optionally members of the class of private verbs.
SUFFER by contrast is not:

I'm suffering from a headache.

(I suffer from headaches would be interpreted as habitual.) The
reason may be that suffering is objectively observable in the way
that an ache or an itch is not, but there is also some arbitrariness
in the membership of the class.

The use of private verbs with the progressive is best seen in
three parts.

[i] In a few cases a private verb may occur in the progressive
where there is emphasis upon the duration:

I'm actually hearing your voice!

They also appear to be used in the progressive where there
are repetitions of the sensation, but usually only to imply
that these sensations are imaginary or hallucinatory:
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[ii]

[iii]

He's seeing stars.
She’s hearing voices.

In many cases, especially with verbs that refer to intellec-
tual states, the progressive indicates mental activity, or the
overt action that reflects it:

I plan to go tomorrow.
I’'m planning my holidays. (making arrangements)

I think he’ll come.
I'm thinking about it. (pondering)

I wish I were rich.
I'm wishing I were rich. (making a wish)

The difference in meaning here is such that it ought perhaps
to be treated lexically, ie as polysemy, but in other cases
the progressive may indicate mere duration or limited
duration:

I wonder whether he’ll come.
I'm just wondering whether he’ll come.

I remember what you said.
Now I'm rembering what you said.

There is obviously no clear line between what should be
treated lexically in terms of polysemy and grammatically in
terms of predictable meanings of the progressive.

It has already been seen that the verbs SMELL, FEEL and
TASTE have two different uses, the one transitive with the
sense of having the sensation, the other intransitive with the
sense of having the quality to produce the sensation. The
verbs are non-progressives in both their senses, but in one
sense they belong to the private verbs, in the other to the
verbs of state. There is yet a third use, with the meaning
‘to act to achieve the sensation’. In this sense the verbs are
not non-progressives. Examples of all three uses are:

I smell flowers.
The flowers smell lovely.
I'm smelling the flowers.

I taste salt in the soup.
The soup tastes salty.
The cook is tasting the soup.
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I feel something rough.
The cloth feels rough.
I'm feeling the cloth.

The verbs SEe and HEAR are not similarly used in three
senses. In comparable senses different verbs are used:

I see my brother.
(Look) He looks well.
(LOOK AT) I’'m looking at my brother.

I hear music.
(SOUND) It sounds beautiful.
(LISTEN T0)  I'm listening to the music.

Diagrammatically these can be displayed in three
columns:

(1 (@) (3)
SMELL SMELL SMELL
TASTE TASTE TASTE
FEEL FEEL FEEL

SEE LOOK LOOK AT
HEAR SOUND LISTEN TO

(1) Lists private verbs with the sense of ‘acquire the
sensation’, (2) verbs of state with the sense of ‘produce the
sensation’, and (3) verbs that are not non-progressive and
have the sense of ‘act to acquire the sensation’.

In view of the differences in these functions and
especially in view of the fact that SEE and HEAR are not used
in all three senses, it is as well to treat them as different
homonymous verbs rather than to account for them in
terms of grammatical function.



Chapter 5

Voice

A complete chapter is devoted to voice, mainly because it is
syntactically very different from the three other verbal categories.
The first section will deal with voice proper — with the passive.
The others consider some related structures that have close
semantic and syntactic relations with the passive.

5.1 The passive

At the most formal level the passive is defined in terms of the
last eight forms of the primary pattern. It should be recalled,
however (3.1.1), that perfect progressive forms in the passive are
rare and improbable. The form that corresponds to the active
perfect progressive is the passive perfect non-progressive,
progressive not being marked with this form.

The doctors have been examining him all morning.
He has been examined all morning by the doctors.
? He has been being examined all morning by the doctors.

§.1.I Active—passive correspondence
Active and passive sentences can, for the most part, be shown
to correspond as in:

A little boy played the piano.
The piano was played by a little boy.

Indeed, if the passive sentence is described as formed from the
active, what is involved is that the second noun phrase, the gram-
matical object of the verb, is placed in subject position, while the
first noun phrase, the subject, is placed after the verb with the
preposition by as an ‘agent’.



78 VOICE

This was a basic fact for earlier forms of transformational-
generative grammar with its notion of transformation (Chomsky
1957), permitting the simple formula:

NP] Vacl NP2 e d NPz Vpass by NP]

The switching of the two noun phrases makes voice quite
different from the categories of tense, phase and aspect. That
voice does indeed require this transformation is clearly shown not
only because of the meaning correspondence (voice neutrality —
see 2.3.2) of active and passive, but also by the fact that without
it the resultant sentence may be unacceptable:

*A little boy was played by the piano.

The active—passive relationship is unaffected by the presence
of tense, phase and aspect. Indeed, one of the arguments
concerning the status of the auxiliaries depends upon the issue
of voice neutrality with the primary auxiliaries:

A little boy has played the piano.

The piano has been played by a little boy.
A little boy was playing the piano.

The piano was being played by a little boy.

(But, as was noted above, there is possibly a restriction on the
passivization of A little boy has been playing the piano into ?The
piano has been being played by a little boy.)

Where modal auxiliaries are present it is not always the case
that there is similar voice neutrality (see 2.3.2 and 6.1.3). On the
other hand, voice neutrality is sometimes possible with caten-
atives (see 9.1.2).

§5.1.2 Agentless passives

Although the active—passive relationship sees the subject of the
active becoming the agent of the passive, passives often occur
with no agents:

The boy was killed.
The thieves were caught.

There can be no corresponding active forms for the very simple
reason that an English sentence always requires a grammatical
subject.

Agentless passives are for this reason often used where no
subject is available for the active sentence because the agent is
irrelevant or unknown:

He was killed.
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That work was soon completed.
The water was quickly boiled.

For this reason, it is very common in scientific writing, especially
in reports on research, for the work may be described imperson-
ally without indicating who did it (Svartvik 1966:70). Agentless
passives are a most useful device for not providing irrelevant or
undesirable information.

However, the agent may not be omitted if it provides an essen-
tial part of the information:

The ceremony was preceded by a minute’s silence.
*The ceremony was preceded.

5.1.3 Passive and transitivity
The sentences considered in the previous sections all had objects,
which were changed into subjects with passivization. This clearly
implies that passivization is possible only with transitive verbs,
ie those that have objects.

It is clear that not all noun phrases that follow the verb may
become the subject of the passive:

The baker comes every day.
*Every day is come by the baker.

The reason is obvious: every day is an adverbial, not the object
of comes. But there are other problems that are not so easily
explained.

[i]] A very common passive form is exemplified by:

The boy was given a present by the teacher.
We have been told lies.
The children were left a small fortune.

The corresponding active forms would be (with a blank
indicating what would have been the subject with agentless
passives):

The teacher gave the boy a present.
— told us lies.
— left the children a small fortune.

The transformational formula in terms of NP; and NP, is
still valid for all these sentences: the second NP takes initial
position when the sentence is passivized. But NP, (the boy,
us, the children) is in traditional terms the indirect object
while the third NP (a present, lies, a small fortune) is the
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direct object. This analysis seems to be supported by the
fact that this direct object can also be the subject of the
passive:

A present was given to the boy by the teacher.
Lies were told to us.
A small fortune was left to the children.

However, it can be argued that these are the passives of
different active sentences, containing fo:

The teacher gave a present to the boy.
— told lies to us.
— left a small fortune to the children.

It is not only to that may "be involved in this syntactic
pattern. For also occurs with the same type of sentence:

He bought John a book.
John was bought a book.

He bought a book for John.
A book was bought for John.

The simplest way of handling these sentences is to say that
GIVE, TELL, LEAVE, BRING are di-transitive verbs that take
two objects as well as a single object plus to/for and noun
phrase. With passivization an object still becomes the
subject of the passive, but it is the first object where there
are two. The two active constructions thus account for two
different passives.

There are many sequences of verb and preposition that may
be passivized even though the second NP is clearly not the
object of the verb but part of the prepositional phrase:

He looked after the old man.

The old man was looked after by him.
They had sat in the chair.

The chair had been sat in.

Many, but not all, of these are prepositional verbs, which
are discussed in detail in 10.3. There is a similar situation
with the phrasal prepositional verbs (10.4):

This noise cannot be put up with.
She was done away with.

It is true also of similar constructions of the type:

The matter was taken care of.
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[iii]

The house was set fire to.
The rubbish was soon got rid of.

In all these examples it is clear that the verb plus the
following element is treated, for the purposes of passiviz-
ation, as a single unit; there are semantic reasons for this
(see Ch. 10).

There are several catenatives which, when followed by a to-
infinitive, form a verbal sequence that is voice neutral, ie
can be passivized with no change of meaning. One is SEEM:

John seemed to understand the situation.
The situation seemed to be understood by John.

Others are APPEAR, HAPPEN, COME, CHANCE (9.2.9).

Other verbs such as BEGIN, START, STOP may also be voice
neutral, but only if there is no suggestion of agency by the
subject:

The rain began to spoil the flowers.
The flowers began to be spoilt by the rain.

But

John began to read the book.
*The book began to be read by John.

§.1.4 Restrictions on the passive

There are cases where the active—passive relationship is not
maintained. Most common are those where there is an active, but
passivization is not possible.

(i]

There are verbs that seem to be transitive and to have
objects that nevertheless never, or rarely, occur in the
passive, eg RESEMBLE, LACK:

John resembles his father.

*His father is resembled by John.
The car lacks a mirror.

*A mirror is lacked by the car.

With some verbs the passive is possible with one meaning
where there is activity, but not in another where there is
indication only of a state:

The jar holds oil.

*Oil is held by the jar.

The thief was held by the police.
The king possessed great wealth.
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*Great wealth was possessed by the king.
The city was soon possessed by the enemy.

Other such verbs are coNTAIN and HAVE (8.2.1). More idio-
syncratic are the different meanings of MARRY and EQUAL:

Jack married Jill.

*Jill was married by Jack.

They were married by the priest.
Two and two equals four.

*Four is equalled by two and two.
He is equalled in strength by no one.

There is a slight problem with noun phrases indicating quan-
tity (‘How much?’). These will not normally occur as the
subject of the passive, as illustrated by:

The book weighs a pound.

*A pound was weighed by the book.
The boy grew six inches.

*Six inches were grown by the boy.

These verbs are intransitive, though they can also be tran-
sitive. When transitive they passivize:

The greengrocer weighed the plums.

The plums were weighed by the greengrocer.
The gardener grew the beans.

The beans were grown by the gardener.

If this is the correct interpretation, a pound and six inches
are not the objects of the verb while the plums and the beans
are. Notice what? with WEIGH, but not with Grow (in the
first sense):

What did it weigh?
!What did he grow?

With verbs that explicitly indicate measurement, WEIGH,
MEASURE, TOTAL, COST, etc, what may be used; with others
a form that indicates the kind of measurement is needed:

What does it measure?
How long did the session take?
How far does it stretch?

Although what might seem to indicate that these are tran-
sitive verbs with objects (as opposed to how far which is
clearly adverbial), that does not correlate with the possi-
bility of passivization.
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Slightly different is the contrast illustrated by:

He ran a mile to work.

*A mile to work was run by him.

Bannister first ran a mile in four minutes.

A mile was first run in four minutes by Bannister.

Only in the sense of running on the race track is passiv-
ization possible, presumably because running a mile is a
specific sporting event and a mile or the mile refers to a
particular kind of race that can be run.

Conversely, there are some verbs that appear only in the
passive, eg RUMOUR:

It was rumoured that . . . .

There is no active form X rumoured that . . . .
Somewhat similarly, say and REPUTE are found only in the
passive when followed by the to- infinitive:

John is said to be rich.
He is reputed to be a good scholar.

A little less obvious is be drowned, where the agent is not
merely irrelevant or unknown, but non-existent when it
means ‘died by drowning’:

He fell into the river and was drowned.

5.1.5 The functions of the passive
One function of the passive has already been noted, that it allows
the agent to be omitted, if it is irrelevant or unknown (5.1.1).
Another, but more problematic, function is that of thematiz-
ation, ie the placing of a certain noun phrase in subject position
for the purpose of prominence. This is particularly useful in
narrative to retain the same subject in successive sentences (or
in a sentence with coordinate clauses):

John came in. He was immediately welcomed by the committee.
John came in and was immediately welcomed by the committee.

In many cases, however, it is difficult to establish unequivocally
why a certain noun phrase is placed in subject position, except
to say that it is treated as the theme, ie what is being talked
about.

There is some connection between theme, subjectivization and
animacy. It has already been noted (5.1.3) that a verb such as
BEGIN is voice neutral only when an animate agent is not present.



84 VOICE

A reasonable explanation of the unlikeliness of *The book began
to be read by John is that since an animate agent is present, it
must be in subject position. Similarly the rules for ‘case relations’
(below 5.4.1) require that if an (animate) agent is present it must
function as the grammatical subject. It is, for this reason, that
the first of the following pairs of sentences is rather more likely
to occur:

The birds have eaten all the strawberries.
All the strawberries have been eaten by the birds.

A child was killed by the runaway car.
The runaway car killed a child.

In terms purely of theme or what is being talked about the straw-
berries and the runaway car might seem to be the more likely
candidates for subjects, but the animates are chosen.

There appear to be other more formal explanations for the use
of the passive.

[i] It is rarer with the progressive than with the perfect or the
modals (and this may account for the near-impossibility of
the passive perfect progressive).

[ii] It is common where the agent is long (in terms of number
of words, and especially when the agent is coordinate (two
or more noun phrases joined by and)) (Svartvik 1966:71).
The passive is to some degree a device for placing long (and
‘weighty’) agents in final position.

It should be noted that although in general the meaning of
active and passive sentences is the same except in terms of
thematization, other factors may affect the meaning, notably the
presence of ‘logical’ words such as quantifiers and negatives, eg:

Every student read one book.
One book was read by every student.

The most natural interpretation of the first is that each student
read a book (not necessarily the same book) and of the second
that a particular book was read by all the students. But this is
a matter of the scope of the quantifiers. The sequence of every
and one indicates that the first says what is true of every student,
the second what is true of one book. There is a similar situation
with:

Many students didn’t read the book.
The book wasn’t read by many students.
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The first says that a lot of students failed to read the book, the
second that the book was read by only a few students.
More subtly, there is a difference between:

Beavers build dams.
Dams are built by beavers.

Sentences of this type are usually to be interpreted as having
generic subjects, ‘beavers in general’ or ‘beavers typically’.
Clearly if beavers typically build dams it does not follow that
dams are typically built by beavers.

Finally, it should be noted that there are other devices for
thematization, notably the use of HAVE (8.2.2).

5.2 Passive gradience

There are combinations of BE plus -en forms (the ‘past participle’)
that are clearly not true passives (Quirk et al. 1985:167, Granger
1983:104-15):

This problem is complicated.

I'm damned if I will.

He was interested in linguistics.

John was married but Bill was still single.

There are two respects in which these may differ from true

passives:

(i) the -en forms function in some or all respects like
adjectives;

(ii) there are no corresponding active sentences, and the -en
forms are lexically restricted.

These two features are somewhat independent of each other and

are also matters of degree rather than absolute criteria.

There are, therefore, potentially many different classes of
forms, but for simplicity, only three will be recognized here.

§.2.1 Pseudo-passives
The term ‘pseudo-passive’ is used here where (i) there is no plaus-
ible corresponding active, (ii) the -en forms seem to be wholly
adjectival, and are lexically restricted. (This use of the term
differs completely from the use found in Palmer 1974.)

The essential test of adjectival function is that they occur:
(a) in attributive position (in a noun phrase before a noun);
(b) in predicative position after verbs other than BE, eg SEEM,

BECOME;
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(c) with intensifiers such as very, rather and comparative/

superlative more/most;

(d) coordinated with a true adjective.

[i]

[ii]

Some of the -en forms are wholly adjectival as shown by:

A complicated problem.

The problem seems complicated.

The problem is very complicated.

The problem is difficult and complicated.
(A very complicated problem)

(The problem seems very complicated.)

Other examples are illustrated by:

The room is very crowded.
His resources seem limited.
She is a devoted mother.

She is young and sophisticated.

Other forms that function similarly are celebrated and
organized.

With all of these there are no obvious active forms. At
one extreme sophisticated would not be associated by most
people with the rather rare verb SOPHISTICATE; at the other,
complicated seems to be connected with the verb compLI-
CATE, but the problem was complicated cannot be extended
by by John and is not related to John complicated the problem.

Some forms do not occur attributively, but have the other
characteristics of adjectives:

John seems prepared to help.
He is very engrossed in his work.
They are closely connected with his family.

But it is obvious that with these examples the -en form is
closely associated with the following infinitive or pre-
positional phrase, and that this blocks attributive use.

Some forms show no adjectival function though there are
no corresponding actives:

The house was situated in the country.
This article is concerned with phonetics.
You aren’t supposed to do that.

There is no possibility of *very situated, *a situated house,
*The house seems situated. (Concerned by/at, in a rather
different sense, has adjectival features — see 5.2.2).



PASSIVE GRADIENCE 87

There are numerous dubious cases where a corresponding
active form might be thought possible:

The library is intended to be used.
Your trust was misplaced.

We are faced with great difficulties.
The wall was lined with books.

The first is probably best taken as an agentless passive, and
a similar analysis would be possible for forbidden,
permitted, etc, but not supposed (above), since there is no
active *X supposes you to . . . . The second is more difficult:
could it be argued that the trust was misplaced by you? The
third might be seen as the passive of Great difficulties face
us, but that is not wholly convincing. Similarly the fourth
might be seen as the passive of Books lined the wall.

§.2.2 Semi-passives
There are some -en forms that appear to have corresponding
actives, yet exhibit adjectival features:

He was embarrassed by her actions.

Her actions embarrassed him.

He was very embarrassed by her actions.

He seemed embarrassed by her actions.

He was embarrassed by and angry with her actions.

Other examples are:

I felt rather let down by his absence.
He was very elated by his success.
She was very concerned by her failure.

Other forms are encouraged, shocked.
Many such -en forms, however, can occur not only with by but
also with other prepositions:

They were all worried about the accident.
The accident worried them all.
They were all worried and nervous about the accident.

I was surprised at her behaviour.
Her behaviour surprised me.
I was very surprised at her behaviour.

They are satisfied with his actions.
His actions satisfy them.
A satisfied customer.
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He is disappointed in you.
You disappoint him.
He seems disappointed in you.

Other forms are impressed (with, by), concerned (at, by),
delighted (with, by). All relate to some kind of emotional
condition.

With interested only in (not by) is possible:

John is interested in linguistics.
Linguistics interests John.
John is very interested in linguistics.

Some of the forms even have derived negatives:

He was unconcerned by the events.
I was unimpressed with his friend.
John is uninterested in linguistics.

§.2.3 Statal passives
There is a distinction between the function of were married in:

They were married at the church.
They were married for many years.

The first is an example of a passive (but see 5.1.3). In the second
the form married has some adjectival functions:

A married man.
They are married and happy.

The -en forms that function in this way are essentially perfect
in meaning and refer to a resultant present state as shown by the
close similarity of:

The glass has been broken.
The glass is broken.

My bags have been packed.
My bags are packed.

They have been divorced.
They are divorced.

Moreover, they occur with already which normally requires the
perfect:

My bags are already packed.
They are already divorced.

*I pack my bags already.
*He divorces her already.
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I have already packed my bags.
He has already divorced her.

Although these appear to have something in common with the
pseudo-passives there is a big difference. The pseudo-passives are
lexically restricted, ie cannot be freely formed from any verb. But
there are no such restrictions on these (the ‘statal’ passives). Any
verb that has a passive may also have a statal passive:

The boy is hurt.

The trees are cut down.
The exams are finished.
The garden is dug.

Yet even with these statal passives there are degrees of ‘adjec-
tiveness’, as may be seen by comparing defeated with killed:

The troops were defeated and miserable.
The animals were killed and ready to sell.
The troops looked defeated.

?The animals looked killed.

The defeated troops.

?The killed animals.

But this is more a matter of difficulty in contextualizing these
forms than of any absolute grammatical restriction.

5.3 GET

GET is handled among the catenatives (9.2.2), but it also appears
to be used in a way similar to BE for the formation of the passive
as in:

The child got killed by a car.
The child was killed by a car.

However, GET cannot freely replace BE as shown by the unlike-
liness of:

*The lesson got read by a choirboy.
*The letter got written by a poet.
(The lesson was read by a choirboy.)
(The letter was written by a poet.)

The reason appears to be that GET carries with it the meaning
of ‘arrive at a resultant state’ and very often GET + -en forms can
be treated in terms of a statal passive:

The picture got broken.
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Yet GET can appear with an agent which indicates a corre-
sponding active, though this would not be possible with a statal
passive:

The picture got broken by the children.
The children got punished by the teacher.

It seems, then, that the function of GET is related to both the
ordinary passive and the statal passive. It is, however, more
common in colloquial than in formal language and sometimes
carries with it a hint of disapproval:

Why did the children get punished?
How did the plate get broken?

Many GET + -en forms, however, can be treated as pseudo-
passives since GET can also be used, like BECOME with adjectives:

He got/became angry.
He got/became confused.
He got/became angry and confused.

5.4 Lexical passive

There are several types of active sentences that are both seman-
tically and syntactically like the passive.

5.4.1 ‘Case’ relations
It has long been known that many verbs in English function
both as transitives and intransitives, eg RING and BREAK in:

He rang the bell.

The bell rang.

The wind broke the window.
The window broke.

The significant point is that the object of the transitive verb is
the subject of the intransitive. Syntactically, and to some degree
semantically, the intransitive is like the passive:

The bell rang.

The bell was rung.

The window broke.

The window was broken.

There is more than this, however. Consider OPEN:

The door opened.
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The boy opened the door.
The key opened the door.
The boy opened the door with the key.

The last sentence illustrates the maximum number of noun
phrases that appear to be directly associated with the verb. In
semantic (and fairly traditional) terms we may refer to the boy
as the ‘agent’ (or ‘actor’), the door as the ‘goal’ and the key as
the ‘instrument’, or describe them in terms of three ‘cases’, (Fill-
more 1968) ‘agentive’, ‘objective’ and ‘instrumental’. The
sentences considered show that agent, goal and instrument may
all function as the grammatical subject. But there are some
severe restrictions. First, the goal must always be present, it is
not possible to say:

*The key opened.
*The boy opened.

Secondly, priority for subject place is given to agent, instrument
and goal in that order ie (a) the goal can be subject only if the
other two are absent, (b) the instrument can be subject only if
the agent is absent as shown by the impossible:

*The door opened with a key.
*The door opened by the boy.
*The key opened the door by the boy.

(For The door opens with a key see 5.4.2). The goal can, of
course, occur as subject if the verb is passive:

The door was opened with a key.
The door was opened by the boy.

It is clear from this that the transitive/intransitive functions of
verbs like oPEN must be handled together with voice.

The semantic relations between the transitive and intransitive
are of a variety of kinds. The examples considered are close to
that of active and passive, the intransitive like the agentless
passive merely leaving the ‘agent’ unstated. But this is not
enough for:

The soldiers marched.
The sergeant marched the soldiers.

In the first the soldiers is the agent since marching is a voluntary
action. The sergeant semantically represents a further ‘causative’
element, the one who caused someone else to act. As a result
the passive is semantically very different from the intransitive:
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The soldiers were marched.
There is, however, little or no causation in:

He walked the children across the road.
I'll run you to the station.

Both have rather the same sense of accompaniment. The first
means ‘walked with the children’. The second is semantically
more complex; it relates presumably to running a car, ie to mean
‘run the car with you in it’. But the syntax is clear enough, and
it is syntactically that these intransitive/transitive forms resemble
voice.

5.4.2 ‘Adverbial’ passives
Many verbs can be used in a ‘passive’ sense in such sentences as:

These shirts wash well.
The meat cuts easily.

There is a clear distinction between these and the intransitives
that were discussed in the previous subsection. This is illustrated
by the ambiguity of:

The door doesn’t open in wet weather.

This can either mean that it stays shut or that it cannot be
opened. There is, however, no ambiguity in:

The door opens with a key.

This cannot be treated in the same way as The door opened; since
an instrument is mentioned, it must be placed in subject position
according to the ‘case’ rules, permitting only The key opens the
door. It must be interpreted, therefore, as an adverbial passive,
with the meaning ‘The door can be opened with a key’. These
uses of the active in the ‘passive’ sense are ‘adverbial’ in that they
normally occur with adverbs and indicate how the items are or
are being washed, cut, sold, etc. The shirts wash well means that
they can be or are washed successfully.
There is a little doubt about the status of SELL in:

Oranges are selling cheaply today.
A contrastive pair of sentences that has often been quoted is:

They're selling like experts.
They're selling like hot cakes.

The first means that they are selling something, the second that
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something is being sold. These are probably best treated in terms
of transitive and intransitive and of case relations, particularly
because the progressive indicates activity, not a quality or charac-
teristic, but it may be relevant that the intransitive form usually
requires some kind of adverbial expression. What is indicated is
not just an activity, but also a quality or characteristic.



Chapter 6

The modals of possibility and necessity

The discussion of the modal verbs is divided into two chapters.
The first begins with quite a long, but very necessary, discussion
of some general issues, and then deals individually with the
modals of possibility and necessity — MAY, CAN, MUST, NEED and
oUGHT TO. The second deals with wiLL and SHALL and the related
issues of future time reference and conditionals.

In these chapters there will also be an account of the ‘semi-
modals’, BE BOUND TO, BE ABLE TO, HAVE (GOT) TO, BE GOING TO
and BE WILLING TO. These are formally not even auxiliaries, let
alone modals (see 6.1.7), but are semantically related to the
modals and partially suppletive for them. They are most suitably
treated in these chapters. For a more detailed discussion see
Palmer 1979.

6.1 Characteristics of the modals

The modals share a number of syntactic and semantic features
in addition to the morphological features discussed in 2.2.9.

6.1.1 The paradigms
The paradigms of the modal system again (see 3.1.1) have sixteen
forms, as can be shown for wiLL:

(1) will take

(2) would  take

(3) will be taking
(4) would be taking
(5) will have  taken

(6) would  have taken
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(7) will have been taking
(8) would  have  been taking

(9) will be taken
(10) would  be taken
(11) will be being taken
(12) would  be being taken
(13) will have  been taken
(14) would  have  been taken
(15) will have  been being taken (?)

(16) would  have  been being taken (?)

This is essentially an extension of the primary paradigms, with
the addition of the forms of wiLL, will and would. The finite
forms of the primary auxiliaries are replaced by the corre-
sponding infinitive (second column). The infinitive does not, of
course, mark tense; this is marked instead by the forms of wiLL.
As with the primary paradigms, therefore, the first form is finite
and marks tense; all the other categories are marked in exactly
the same way as before.

There is only one paradigm for each modal; there are no
participials, infinitival or imperatival phrases, since the modals
have no participles, infinitives or imperatives.

SHALL, caN and MAY have a similar set of sixteen possible
forms. MUST, OUGHT, DARE and NEED make no distinction of tense
and, therefore, have paradigms of only eight which are in most
respects present rather than past tense. OUGHT is idiosyncratic in
that it alone of the modals is followed by the to-infinitive rather
than the bare infinitive. The close association of to with the
preceding auxiliary is shown by the fact that there is, in normal
speech, a single not a double [t]: [p:ta] rather than [p:t ta] (see
11.5).

Numbers 15 and 16 are again marked with a question mark.
They are even more unlikely to occur than the corresponding
forms of the primary paradigms. Numbers 11 and 12 are also
marginal and are marked as ‘wanting’ in one grammar (Palmer
and Blandford 1939:131). Where the meaning of duration might
seem to require such progressive forms, the corresponding non-
progressive forms are quite normal as in:

He'll be examined, while we are there.
It would not be impossible, but most unusual, to say:
?He'll be being examined, while we are there.

There are, however, some issues about the relationship
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between these morphologically distinct present and past tense
forms. First, all of them are found in the sequence of tenses or
deitic shift relations of reported speech:

I will come.

He said he would come.

You shall have it.

He said she should have it.

He can speak Japanese.

She said he could speak Japanese.
He may come tomorrow.

I said he might come tomorrow.

Secondly, and in contrast with the first point, not all of them are
regularly used to refer to past time: only could (6.3.1) and, less
commonly, would (7.1.3) have simple past time reference.
Thirdly would, could, and might often function as the tentative
(see 3.2.5) forms corresponding to will, can, may (7.1.2, 6.3.2):

Will you help me?

Would you help me?

I can do that for you.

I could do that for you.
He may come tomorrow.
He might come tomorrow.

But should is not the tentative form corresponding to shall.
Rather, it belongs with ouGHT TO being often very close in
meaning to it. In this function it is best treated simply as a
distinct modal verb and so shown in small capitals sHouLD. There
are, moreover, problems concerning the relation of SHOULD/OUGHT
1O to MUST. Fourthly, there is a major issue concerning the use
of the forms in conditional sentences (7.4.3).

Because there are considerable differences in the uses of the
past and present tense forms of the modals, some of the
discussion that follows will be in terms of the forms, rather than
the lexemes, of will and would, can and could rather than wiLL
and caN etc. Often, however, it will not matter much whether
reference is to form or lexeme, eg in the case of must/mMusT, since
there is only one form. In such cases reference will be to the
lexeme; where there is reference to the form, there is a clear
implication that other forms of the same lexeme are being
handled separately.

6.1.2 Types of modality
The modal verbs have three main functions, which will be called
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‘epistemic’, ‘deontic’ and ‘dynamic’. These can be illustrated with
may and can by:

John may be in his office. (Epistemic)
John may/can come in now. (Deontic)
John can run ten miles with ease. (Dynamic)

Roughly, the difference in meaning between these three is that
the first (epistemic) makes the judgment that it is possible that
John is in his office, the second (deontic) gives permission for
John to come in, the third (dynamic) states that John has the
ability to run ten miles with ease.

There is, however, another dimension along which the modal
verbs may be distinguished. The examples above with may and
can can be interpreted in terms of some kind of possibility,
whereas must seems to express some kind of necessity:

John must be in his office. (Epistemic)
John must come in now. (Deontic)

The first of these makes a judgment that John is bound to be in
his office, the second lays an obligation upon him to come in.
(Deontic must is more problematic — see 6.5.3.)

For this reason, a distinction will be made between ‘kinds’ of
modality (epistemic, deontic and dynamic) and ‘degrees’ of
modality (possibility and necessity).

In addition, however, to possibility and necessity, it is essential
to recognize a third degree of modality. For will as well as may
and must can make a judgment, and is thus also an epistemic
modal:

John will be in his office.

There are, therefore, (at least) three degrees of epistemic
modality. But will also provides a further degree of dynamic
modality in addition to that of can. It expresses the subject’s
willingness whereas can expresses his ability:

John will always help his friends.

Not surprisingly, can and will can easily be conjoined, if both are
dynamic:

John can and will help his friends.

Further, shall is used to give an undertaking on the part of the
speaker to make a promise or a threat:

You shall have your reward tomorrow.
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Although this is rather different from the uses of deontic may/can

and must, it is to be treated as deontic because giving an under-

taking, like giving permission and laying an obligation, involves the

speaker in some kind of active relationship with others (sce below).
There would seem to be a basic pattern:

Epistemic Deontic Dynamic
Possibility may may/can can
Necessity must must
? will shall will

(There are, however, other modal verbs to be considered.)

The three kinds of modality can be distinguished in terms of
both form and meaning. The most obvious formal point relates
to the distribution of may and can: only may is epistemic, only
can is dynamic, though both may be deontic, though with stylistic
differences. (It is obviously convenient to talk about may ‘being
epistemic’, can ‘being dynamic’, etc, and to refer to ‘epistemic,
deontic and dynamic modals’ rather than, more accurately, to
‘modals with epistemic, deontic and dynamic functions’.) Further
formal criteria will be discussed later (6.1.3).

The semantic differences are no less clear. An epistemic modal
is used to express a judgment by the speaker about the truth of
the proposition he is presenting (‘what he is talking about’). A
deontic modal actually does something; it is performative (see
Austin 1962:4) in that the speaker gives permission, lays an
obligation or in some way influences or directs the behaviour of
his addressee (or, with shall, of himself). This was called
‘discourse oriented’ in the previous edition of this book (Palmer
1974). A dynamic modal predicates something (‘says something
about’) the subject of the sentence. This was called ‘subject
oriented’ in the previous edition. Although ‘discourse oriented’
and ‘subject oriented’ are no longer used to identify the two
kinds of modality, they will often be referred to to emphasize
their essential characteristics.

6.1.3 Tense, negation, voice

In the discussion of auxiliary and full verb (2.3.2) it was
suggested that the TNP (Tense Negation Passive) test could be
used to decide whether, in fact, auxiliaries could be treated as
if they were full verbs. The argument becomes more crucial for
the modals, because it is convenient to draw a semantic and
partly formal distinction between the ‘modality’ and the ‘prop-
osition’ (see above). In general, it can be said that the modality
is what is expressed by the modal verb and the proposition what
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is expressed by all that follows, including the main verb. It must
be admitted, however, that the term ‘proposition’ is less appro-
priate for deontic and dynamic modality than for epistemic; with
the latter there is indeed a judgment on what is said, but with
the others the modality relates to some kind of activity or events
that can, must, etc, be performed. But a single term is convenient
and ‘proposition’ will be used.

It is important to add that the modality/proposition distinction
is not wholly in a one-to-one relationship with the distinction
between the modal auxiliary and the main verb. This is especially
true where there is negation, as exemplified by:

You mustn’t come.

Here it is the modal verb that is negated by the ending -n’t, but
semantically it is the proposition, not the modality, that is
negated, since this means ‘It is necessary for you not to come’,
ie “You must-n’t come’ not ‘It is not necessary for you to come’.

With this distinction of modality and proposition it is now poss-
ible to consider the issues of tense, negation and voice, though
attention will, for simplicity, be confined here to the possibility
and necessity modals.

Tense
With epistemic modals only the proposition may be marked for
past time, by the use of have:

John may/must have been in his office yesterday.

The modality, however, cannot normally be marked as past and
there is a simple reason for this: by using an epistemic modal the
speaker actually makes a (performative and so present time)
judgment. As was noted in 3.3.3, non-finite have, including have
with modals as here, can be interpreted as past as well as perfect
(although this is not possible for finite forms of HAVE). In fact,
it can, with a modal, also be interpreted as ‘past-past’ as well as
past perfect (with a pattern similar to that of the reported speech
forms of 3.2.3). This can be shown by a comparison of modal
forms with corresponding simple declaratives:

(past) John was in his office yesterday.
John may have been in his office yesterday.
(present perfect) John has already been in his office.
John may already have been in his office.
(‘past past’) John had been in his office before she came.
John may have been in his office before she
came.
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(past perfect) John had been in his office for two hours.
John may have been in his office for two
hours.

With deontic modals, neither modality nor proposition can be
marked for past time. There is again a simple reason: a deontic
modal is performative — it gives permission, for example, at the
time of utterance and, obviously, cannot give permission for
actions that have already taken place.

With dynamic modals only the modality can be marked for past
tense/time:

John could run ten miles with ease (when he was younger).

All that has been said so far concerns the use of tense to mark
past time. But, as was noted in 6.1.1, the past tense forms of the
modals are also used to mark unreality or tentativeness. Since the
epistemic and deontic modals have no past tense forms used for
past time (except in reported speech), it follows that their past
tense forms can only be unreal or tentative (epistemic and
deontic might, epistemic would, deontic could). But the past
tense forms of the dynamic modals (could and would) can be
either past time markers or unreal/tentative. Further ambiguity
can arise with all types of modality in reported speech, where
might, could and would are used to report not only may, can and
will, but also might, could and would:

May I come in?

Might I come in?

I asked if I might come in.

John can speak French.

John could speak French.

He said John could speak French.
John will be there now.

John would be there now.

He said John would be there now.

Negation
There are two problems in an analysis of the negative forms. The
first is that different modals may be used for the same kind of
modality. The second is that not all theoretically possible nega-
tive forms exist, though alternative and semantically close forms
are often available.

With epistemic modality either the modality or the proposition
may be negated:
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John can’t be in his office.
John may not be in his office.

The first indicates ‘not possible that’, ie it negates the modality.
Here the modal verb is changed — can’t is used instead of may.
The second negates the proposition and indicates ‘possible that

. not’. Paraphrases are ‘It is not possible that he is in his
office’ and ‘It is possible that he is not in his office’. There are,
however, no forms of the necessity modals that are used for the
negation of either the modality or the proposition (see 6.5.1).

With deontic modals only the modality is normally negated for
possibility, but both are negated for necessity:

John can’t/may not come in now.
John needn’t leave now.
John mustn’t leave now.

The first of these denies permission and so can be seen as indi-
cating no possibility, ie as negating the modality. (There is no
obvious way of negating the proposition — see 6.2.2.) The second
denies obligation and so indicates no necessity, ie it negates the
modality. Once again the modal form is changed — needn’t for
must. The third asserts obligation not to act and so indicates
‘necessity not’, negating the proposition.
With dynamic modality, only the modality may be negated:

John can’t run ten miles with ease.

This indicates lack of ability, ie it negates the modality, not the
proposition. Presumably we seldom, if ever, need to state that
someone has the ability not to perform an action.

Voice

The epistemic and deontic modals are voice neutral. Not surpris-
ingly, perhaps, if someone makes a judgment about, or indicates
a deontic attitude towards, a proposition expressed in the active,
he makes the same judgment, indicates the same attitude, if the
same proposition is expressed in the passive:

John may meet Mary on the train.

Mary may be met by John on the train.

John may/can meet Mary, (I don’t mind).
Mary may/can be met by John, (I don’t mind).

With dynamic modality, however, there is no voice neutrality,
since the modality relates to the subject (is ‘subject oriented’)
and that is changed with passivization:
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John can speak French.
!French can be spoken by John.

(But the situation is a little more complex than this — see 6.2.3).
In diagram form the overall position is, then:

Modality Proposition
Epistemic  tense No Yes
negation Yes Yes
voice Yes
Deontic tense No No
negation Yes Yes
voice Yes
Dynamic tense Yes No
negation Yes No
voice No

Two conclusions can be drawn from this discussion. First, it
confirms on formal grounds the distinction of epistemic, deontic
and dynamic modality. Secondly, in some respects the modals are
like main verbs, in that they do not pass the TNP tests as success-
fully as the primary auxiliaries. Nevertheless, there are still
restriction upon them in terms of TNP and they are fully auxili-
aries in terms of the NICE properties and of the paradigm.

6.1.4 Neutral modality

A problem arises from the fact that can and must may be used
to express possibility and necessity that is ‘neutral’ or ‘circum-
stantial’ in that it does not emanate from the speaker and so is
not strictly deontic (yet is not epistemic or dynamic either). This
is clearly illustrated where the modality depends only on a stated
condition:

If you want a screwdriver, you can get it at Woolworths.
If you want a screwdriver, you must go to an ironmonger’s.

There are three possible ways of accounting for this. One is
to say that there is a fourth type of modality, ‘neutral’ modality.
However, this potential fourth type is often difficult to
distinguish. Can seems to be indeterminately dynamic and
neutral; indeed in the example given it might seem to refer to
the subject’s ability. Must seems often indeterminately deontic
and neutral; it is often unclear whether the speaker imposes the
obligation or simply says that it exists.

A second solution is to say that there are only two types of
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modality, epistemic, which is formally and semantically quite
distinct, and ‘root’ modality, which comprises all the rest. (This
distinction is widely used, but appears to have originated in
Hofmann 1976.) This is too drastic; the distinction between
deontic and dynamic modality is quite clearly shown in the
distribution of may and can and in the TNP tests, especially in
the fact that deontic modals cannot have past tense forms.

A third solution is to recognize that there is neutral modality,
but to acknowledge that it is not wholly distinct from one of the
others, ie that there is indeterminacy. Thus neutral can shades
into dynamic can and neutral must into deontic must.

In practice, there is no justification for treating neutral
modality separately from the other kinds. Neutral possibility will
be considered with dynamic and neutral necessity with deontic.
But the distinction between neutral and deontic necessity
becomes of some importance when MusT is compared with HAVE
Got T10. For HAVE GOT TO quite specifically excludes the involve-
ment of the speaker: the necessity does not come from his laying
of an obligation. But must sometimes seems equivalent to HAVE
GOT TO, sometimes in contrast with it. It is thus possible to
distinguish the deontic uses of Must when it contrasts and the
neutral use when it does not (see 6.6.2).

6.1.5 Possibility/necessity and negation
Although they will be discussed in detail later, it may be
convenient to set out here, in summary form, the modal verbs
that are used in terms of (i) kind of modality (epistemic and
deontic only), (ii) negation of either modality or proposition,
(iii) possibility and necessity.

For possibility the basic table is:

Positive Neg. modality  Neg. proposition
Epistemic  may can’t may not
Deontic may/can may not/can’t —

For necessity the basic table is:

Positive Neg. modality  Neg. proposition
Epistemic  must — —
Deontic must needn’t mustn’t

Two points are obvious from these tables. The first is that in
two places different verbs are used for negation of the modality.
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The second is that there are gaps. However, most of these gaps
can be filled by making use of the relations between possibility
and necessity in terms of negation. The point is that ‘not possible’
is equivalent to ‘necessary . . . not’ and ‘not necessary’ to ‘poss-
ible . . . not’, and vice versa. If, for instance, it is not necessary
to do something, it is possible not to do it. These equivalences
can be shown as:

Not possible
Not necessary

Necessary not
Possible not

It follows from this that the missing negative forms of must can
be supplied by those of may/can, though in the reverse order:
may not for negation of the modality and can’t for negation of
the proposition. Similarly, instead of negating the proposition for
deontic may/can it is possible to negate the modality of deontic
must — needn’t. The amended table is, then:

Positive Neg. modality  Neg. proposition
Epistemic  may can’t may not
Deontic may/can may not/can’t  (needn’t)
Epistemic  must (may not) (can’t)
Deontic must needn’t mustn’t

It should not, however, be assumed that the alternative forms
are wholly identical in meaning or in distribution, particularly in
the case of must and need.

6.1.6 Non-assertion
As was noted in 2.2.7, negation and interrogation can be handled
along with other features under the single heading of non-
assertion.

The relevance of this to the modals is that the forms used with
negation are also used with other types of non-assertion, eg with
a semi-negative:

John may be in his office.
John can’t be in his office.
John can hardly be in his office.

The same point is true, though less obviously, for:

All you need do is go to London.
All you must do is go to London.

All you must do here provides a non-assertive context, for that
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alone would explain the occurrence of need in the first sentence.
The difference between need and must is that the modality is
non-assertive with the first, the proposition with the second, as
the paraphrases show:

There is no necessity to do anything but go to London.
There is necessity not to do anything but go to London.

There are some specific points concerning the modals and
interrogation. First, it is obvious that epistemic and deontic
modality are not strictly performative when used with interro-
gation. No judgment is made by an epistemic modal, no per-
mission given or obligation laid by a deontic modal. Rather, and
quite naturally, the speaker asks the addressee whether he makes
the judgment, gives permission or lays obligation. Secondly, and
as a corollary, only the modality is questioned - it is not possible
to question the proposition.

The forms used for negation are, quite naturally, also used for
interrogation:

John can’t be in his office.
Can John be in his office?
John needn’t go now.
Need John go now?

The situation is, however, complicated by the fact that there
is no absolute requirement to use the non-assertive forms in
interrogation:

Does he have some money? (any)
Must John go now? (need)
May John be in his office? (can)

Here the speaker expresses a rather more positive attitude
towards the statement being questioned (see below for details).
Of particular importance in this respect is the pattern formed
with tag questions. With a positive sentence a negative tag is
normally required and vice versa:

He's coming, isn’t he?
He’s not coming, is he?

With modals the form of the modal does not change with tag
questions:

He must come, mustn’t he?
*He must come, needn’t he?
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He mustn’t come, must he?
*He mustn’t come, need he?

Negative interrogatives (see 2.2.7) raise particular problems for
the modals. They are best dealt with in the appropriate sections.

6.1.7 Other forms

For the most part this section has been discussing just the present
tense forms may, can, must and will, though the past tense forms
might, could and would have been mentioned. These past tense
forms are closely related to the present tense forms, but there
are sufficient problems with might and could to justify a separate
section (6.3), though would will be handled with will (7.1, 7.2).

NEED is discussed with MuUST as a necessity modal, but there is
no obvious place for DARE. It has to be handled here because it
is clearly a modal in some of its functions, and, in particular, is
very like NEED. But it does not easily fit into the general scheme
(see 6.8).

OUGHT TO and near synonymous SHOULD also raise problems,
but clearly have some kind of relationship with Must and are
dealt with soon after the sub-section on must.

Of considerable relevance to the study of modality are the
semi-modals, BE BOUND TO, BE ABLE TO, HAVE TO/HAVE GOT TO, BE
GOING TO and BE WILLING To. These are clearly not modals. In
particular they do not pass the paradigm test, but may actually
co-occur, as can be seen by the contrast of:

He’s going to have to come.
*He'll must come.

Yet they appear to have the NICE properties because they are
composed of BE or HAVE plus a following verb. They are closely
related to the modals, moreover, sometimes seeming to have the
same meanings, sometimes indicating specific contrasts. They
will, therefore, be handled in the same chapters as the modals
to which they are related.

There is one final point on the arrangement of the next two
chapters. Since there are two dimensions along which the modals
may be classified, there are two ways of organising the discussion.
In Modality and the English modals (Palmer 1979) the chapter
divisions were based upon kinds of modality, beginning with a
chapter on epistemic modality. In this more practical book it
seems more sensible to proceed, as far as possible, along the
other dimension, which allows for individual forms (or closely
related pairs) to be discussed separately, beginning with may and
can.
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6.2 May and can

It is essential to handle can and may in a single section (and simi-
larly could and might — in 6.3), not only because both indicate
possibility, but also because there are important syntactic
relations between them, though these differ according to the kind
of modality involved.

6.2.1 Epistemic

May alone expresses epistemic modality, except with non-
assertion (see below). It can be paraphrased ‘possible that
.. .", but with the suggestion that the speaker makes a judgment
about what ‘may’ be. It can occur with various types of prop-
osition, eg those indicating actions (simple form), activities
(progressive form) or states. There is thus a correspondence
between the following trios:

John goes to London.
John is working.

John is there.

John may go to London.
John may be working.
John may be there.

All of the modal examples given above can be interpreted in
terms of habitual or future time reference and so may be collo-
cated with eg every day or tomorrow. But only the last two of
them may refer to a simple present action and so be collocated
with eg at this moment. That would not be possible with the
example John may go to London. That is, however, not surprising
since it is also unlikely that the non-modal form John goes to
London could be interpreted in that way (but see 4.2.2). More-
over, even when the reference is to future time, the progressive
is often used in preference to the simple form even though no
duration is involved:

John may be coming tomorrow.

The reason appears to be the ambiguity of may with the simple
form: it is possible for it to be interpreted as deontic, as giving
permission:

John may come tomorrow.

(There is a similar situation with must (6.5.1) and will (7.1.1)).
May often occurs with adverbs. With perhaps and possibly the
adverb does little more than reinforce the notion of possibility.
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But well considerably strengthens the possibility, and implies
something close to probability:

He may well be surprised by your suggestion.
He may well have gone by now.

There is one slightly different use of may. It is often used to
indicate simply that the speaker entertains a proposition: he
merely accepts it for consideration. This is the so-called ‘con-
cessive’ use as in:

Whatever he may think, he’ll still come.
We may not like it, but we’ll come.

Typically, may occurs here with whatever or a following but. It
seems reasonable to treat this as a variety of epistemic possibility.

Non-assertion

With negation, either the modality or the proposition may be
negated. The modality is negated by can’t (‘It is not possible
that . . ."), the proposition by may not (‘It is possible that . . .
not . .."):

John can’t go to London.
John may not go to London.
John can’t be working.

John may not be working.
John can’t be there.

John may not be there.

Examples with have (see below) are:

You can’t have met her.
You may not have met her.

Can is also used with a semi-negative or in other non-assertive
contexts:

John can hardly be still in his office.

With interrogation, only the modality can, of course, be ques-
tioned and again can is used:

Can John be in his office?
But may is possible too, thought might (6.3.2) is more likely:
May (might) John be in his office?

Similarly, both can’t and may not are possible with negative
interrogation, though again might not is more likely:
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Can’t/may not/might not John be in his office?

This would mean ‘Isn’t it possible that John is in his office?’. The
same meaning would be possible with not after the subject:

Can/may John not be in his office?

This could, however, also be taken to be a question about the
negative proposition, especially with stress on not (‘Is it the case
that John may not be in his office?’;, ‘John may not be in his
office, may he?’). But there is no way, except with a tag, of
expressing questions about the negation of the modality (‘Is the
case that John can’t be in his office?’, ‘John can’t be in his office,
can he?’).

As with assertive may, so with non-assertive can, the
progressive is used to refer to simple future events (and is,
indeed, the normal form):

John can’t be coming tomorrow.
Can John be coming tomorrow?

The reason is similar. A simple form would be interpreted as
either deontic or dynamic (permission or ability):

John can’t come tomorrow.
Can John come tomorrow?

Tense

Like all epistemic modals, may and its related forms mark the
proposition as past with have:

John may/may not/can’t have been here yesterday.

Voice
Like all epistemic modals, may is voice neutral:

John may have seen Mary.
Mary may have been seen by John.

6.2.2 Deontic

Both may and can are used for deontic possibility (giving
permission) but may is mostly literary, formal or old-fashioned.
In speech can is more common (see Palmer 1979:60, Ehrmann
1966:12):

You may be seated — the meeting will commence.
You can come in now — we’re ready.

The first might be uttered by the president of a society, the
second by participants in a guessing game.
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May and can are also used in somewhat stylized utterances as:

You can (may) take it from us.
You can (may) rest assured.

Here the speaker wishes to reassure the addressee of the truth
of what has been said or the satisfactory nature of the situation.
This can easily be interpreted as an extension of the notion of
permission. The speaker allows the addressee to be reassured by
his own participation in saying that matters are all right.

Can, however (and to a lesser extent may), is also used where
it seems rather to give an instruction often of a brusque or
impolite kind:

You can leave me out of your plans.
You can forget all about that.

Here the speaker signals that he wishes to be left out, that the
addressee should forget the issue. Yet can is by no means equiv-
alent, or even similar, to must here. It would be possible to treat
this as another degree of deontic modality, but the simplest
solution is to treat it as deontic possibility, the giving of per-
mission being sarcastically to be interpreted as an expectation. The
speaker assumes the authority to permit, and implies that what
he permits will be done.

Very similar to this is the idiomatic:
You can say that again.

This is a colloquial expression to agree with what has been said.

Non-assertion
Either the modality or the proposition may be negated, but the
forms are not identical with those used for epistemic modality.
There is, moreover, some curious idiosyncrasy in that may not
and cannot negate the modality (refuse permission) although
mustn’t and shan’t negate the proposition (lay an obligation, give
a guarantee that the event will not take place — see 6.5.3, 7.1.4).
For possibility, the modality is negated by may not and cannot:

You may not leave now.
You cannot leave now.

There is no regular way of negating the proposition; this is best
expressed by using the logically equivalent form of necessity
expressed by needn’t (It is possible . .. not ... = It is not
necessary . . .):

You needn’t leave now.
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However, if the context makes it clear, and particularly if there
is a contrast, the accent on not, with may nét or cannét, can be
used to give permission not to act:

You can (may) come, or you can (may) nét come, as you wish.

Here the context would imply that the proposition was negated,
that there was permission not to come. But in other contexts the
emphatic not would be interpreted as an emphatic negation of
the modality, as an emphatic denial of permission:

You can (may) nét come: you must stay here.

May and can are quite often used in interrogation to convey
a polite request:

May I get you a drink?
Can I phone you back?

In this context may is quite common; the reason is, perhaps,
obvious. The speaker asks permission because he wishes to be
polite, and, if he wishes to be polite, he will also use a formal
expression. May then becomes appropriate.

With negative interrogation the position is similar (but not
quite identical) to that of epistemic may/can. The usual interpret-
ation is ‘Isn’t it permissible . . .? or ‘I can/may . . . can’t [/may
I not?’:

May not I get you a drink?
Can’t I phone you back?
It is also possible to place not after the subject:

May I not phone you back?
Can I not phone you back?

This can also be interpreted in the same way, but in the right
context and with stress on not could negate the proposition (‘Do
I have permission not to phone you back?’). But again there is
no way, except with a tag, of expressing an interrogative with the
modality negated:

I can’t phone you back, can I?
May is also commonly used in the expression if I may:

I'll come tomorrow, if I may.
That is foolish, if I may say so.

The reason is the same as that for interrogative may. In the first
example the speaker is actually asking for permission. If I may
has the same function as May I? In the second he is being apolo-



112 THE MODALS OF POSSIBILITY AND NECESSITY

getic for what he is saying — and the apology takes the form of
a polite request, ie ‘please allow me to say so’.

Tense
There are no past tense forms: deontic modals cannot be marked
for tense in either modality or proposition (6.1.3).

Voice
There is some degree of voice neutrality:

John can/may help Henry.
Henry can/may be helped by John.

Here the speaker may be giving permission for John to help
Henry or Henry to be helped by John, but often permission is
clearly given to the person indicated by the subject of the verb.
If the speaker specifically gives John permission, the passive loses
that particular sense. It may be significant that very commonly,
where there is a passive, it is agentless:

This proposal can/may be accepted.

The permission is not overtly granted to anyone in particular.

6.2.3 Dynamic
All the clear cases of dynamic possibility, which predicate the
possibility to the subject of the sentence and are thus subject-
oriented, have can, never may.
[i] Can is often used to indicate ability on the part of the
subject:

John can run three miles with ease.
They can speak French.
My destiny’s in my control — I can make or break my life.

In this sense can is very close to BE ABLE TO and often
interchangeable with it. But there are important differences
(see 6.4, but compare also 6.3.1).

‘Ability’ is, however, too narrow a description of dy-
namic can. For it is often used to indicate what inanimate
objects ‘can’ achieve, eg (Ehrmann 1966:13):

Religion can summate, epitomize, relate and conserve the
highest ideals and values.

[ii] Can often seems to have a neutral sense, to say that some-
thing is possible without suggesting that this depends on
anyone’s ability. Or, perhaps, it is ‘circumstantial’ in that
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[iii]

[iv]

the circumstances make it possible. This is particularly true
where there is a passive:

It can easily be rubbed out.
I'll see what can be done.

Often, though, the circumstances are indicated:

You can get the job only if you don’t want it.
The only way you can succeed is to work hard.

It is, however, often very difficult to distinguish this from
the ability sense. It may be that the circumstances include,
in part, the subject’s own characteristics, as these examples
show.

Can is also used to indicate characteristic behaviour of
people, often in a derogatory sense:

He can tell awful lies.
She can be very unkind at times.

This is clearly dynamic in that it is subject-oriented, but
may have something in common with the existential use
discussed in 6.2.4[ii]. But one important difference
between this and the ability use is that here can cannot be
replaced by BE ABLE TO.

Can is very commonly used with private verbs, especially
verbs of sensation:

I can smell something burning.
I can see the moon.

Here there is very little sense of ability, but this use of can
is subject-oriented in that the subject alone is involved. But
it indicates that he does, in fact, experience the sensation
rather than that he is able to experience it. But can may
equally still have the ability sense with a private verb:

He has marvellous eyes — he can see the tiniest detail.

There is then potential, but rarely actual, ambiguity. Can
is also used with other types of private verbs, eg those of
a conceptual kind, REMEMBER, UNDERSTAND, with minimal
sense of ability:

I can’t remember a thing.
I can’t understand what he is saying.

These differ little, if at all, from:
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I don’t remember a thing.
I don’t understand what he is saying.

Can also occurs with a number of verbs in a semi-idiomatic
sense but only in non-assertive contexts with AFFORD, BEAR,
BE BOTHERED, STAND:

I can’t afford a new car.
He can’t be bothered to help.
Can you stand all that noise?

There is some sense of ability here, but in none of the cases
considered is can replaceable by BE ABLE TO.

Can is often used to make suggestions, ie to suggest what
is dynamically possible and so to imply that it might or
should be done:

I can do that for you.

We can send you a map if you wish.

You can say you won’t go.

If you get the sack, you can always work for me.

With first person pronouns the speaker makes an offer.
With other persons he invites action; often can occurs with
always in this sense, even though only one occasion is
envisaged:

You can always say ‘No’ to the proposal.

It might be thought that this is a deontic use of can similar
to that of You can forget about that (6.2.2). But may is
quite impossible here and certainly never occurs in this
sense with always. The conclusion must be that this is
dynamic.

Non-assertion

The negative form can’t is used with all the different senses of
can to negate the modality only. But with this negative form the
ability and neutral senses are even more difficult to distinguish.
After all, if there is no possibility it makes little difference
whether that possibility depends on the subject or the circum-
stances, eg:

The people who cannot very easily raise their wages.

On the other hand, the following example indicates (negative)
ability:

They can’t speak a word of English.
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Can and can’t are used in interrogations with all the senses,
but there is one special use of can in polite requests such as:

Can you pass the salt?
Can you remind me what you said?

This is best seen in terms of can being used for suggestion ([v]
above), the interrogative form being required for politeness. You
can pass the salt would be far too peremptory in most circum-
stances. Similarly the negative interrogative is used as a plea, a
very earnest request:

Can’t you let me have it?
Can’t you help him?

BE ABLE TO would not be appropriate with these requests and
pleas. Are you able to pass the salt? would be interpreted as a
very sarcastic remark, implying ‘What’s the matter with you?
Can’t you perform a simple service?’

Tense

With dynamic modality only the modality can be past. For this,
could is available (discussed in 6.3.1), though there are some
restrictions on past tense/past time.

Voice
The issue of passivation is far from clear and simple. Where there
is neutral possibility, there is voice neutrality:

Hard work can cure depression.
Depression can be cured by hard work.

Indeed the possibility of the passive usually suggests neutral
possibility as in:

It can’t be done.

If, however, can is clearly subject-oriented, to indicate either
ability or characteristic, that subject orientation would not be
maintained in the passive, and there would be no voice
neutrality:

They can speak French.

!French can be spoken by them.
She can waste money.

!Money can be wasted by her.

However, a person’s ability to do something often depends on
the characteristics of other persons and things as in:
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Really strong men can lift cars.
It is equally possible to say:
Cars can be lifted by really strong men.

It is debatable whether there is voice neutrality here. Does the
second sentence refer to the ability of strong men? Or does it
merely follow that, if the one sentence is true, so is the other,
because of the dependence of the ability on the characteristics
of both subject and object.

6.2.4 Problem types
[i] Itis a little difficult to account for may (and more commonly
might — see 6.3.1) with as well:

We may as well go.

This is a rather reluctant suggestion. It says ‘There is no
point in staying, it would be just as sensible to go’.
Although at first this might seem deontic in that it suggests
action, it is significant that only may, not can, is used. This
rather suggests that it is epistemic with the paraphrase ‘It
may be the best thing to do in the circumstances’. May
have is possible but less likely than might have:

We may as well have gone.

[ii] There is a use of can to express ‘some’ or ‘sometimes’. This
may be called the ‘existential’ use:

Lions can be dangerous.

This may mean that some lions are dangerous or that lions
are sometimes dangerous. Other examples with distinct
‘some’ and ‘sometimes’ meanings are:

Speech days can be revealing. (some)
This can mean, but it doesn’t always
mean that . . . (sometimes)

In written and especially in scientific language may is also
used (Huddleston 1971:297-8):

The lamellae may arise de novo from the middle of the cell
and migrate to the periphery.

However, where there is a clear sense of characteristic, may
is unlikely to be used, especially in speech. There is a
contrast between (Leech 1969:223):



MIGHT AND COULD 117

Lions can be dangerous.
Lions may be dangerous.

The latter would almost certainly be interpreted epistemi-
cally (‘It may be that lions are . . .”). But here can has much
in common with the characteristic use discussed in 6.2.3]iii]

6.3 Might and could

Formally might and could are the past tense forms of may and
can and a great deal that can be said about them could
conveniently have been said earlier.But there are some differ-
ences and some problems.

6.3.1 Past tense

[i]

[ii]

Might and could are found in reported speech, where there
is deictic shift, to report may and can. This is true of all
kinds of modality:

John may be in his office. (Epistemic)
John may/can come in. (Deontic)
John can run ten miles with ease. (Dynamic)

She said John might be in his office.
John might/could come in.
John could run ten miles with ease.

Their functions exactly mirror those of may and can and it
is through this relationship that they can be formally ident-
ified as their past tense forms.

Where reported speech is not involved, there can be no past
tense for the modality with epistemic or deontic modals (see
6.1.3, 6.2.1, 6.2.2) — possible counter-examples might seem
to be:

For all I knew, he might have done it.

It might seem that this means ‘It was possible that . . .’ ie
past time epistemic modality. But the context clearly shows
that the speaker is indicating what he thought or believed
at the time. This then still involves deictic shift of ‘He may
have done it’ (see 3.2.4 for similar examples).

With dynamic possibility, however, could is regularly used
to indicate past time:

He could run ten miles with ease, when he was younger.

There is, however, an important restriction. In the ability
sense the positive form could is not used if there is an



118

THE MODALS OF POSSIBILITY AND NECESSITY

that the relevant event took place. This contrasts with the
negative couldn’t, which has no such restriction:

*I ran fast, and could catch the bus.
I ran fast, but couldn’t catch the bus.

The alternative form for the first uses BE ABLE TO (see 6.4):
I ran fast and was able to catch the bus.

However, this is not simply a matter of the actual forms
could and couldn’t but more generally of assertion and non-
assertion. In a non-assertive environment could (as well as
couldn’t) is possible:

All he could think of was this child.

He was laughing so much he could hardly speak.
There was little they could think of.

No-one could get a mortgage.

Could is also possible if there is an implication of success,
but limited success, or success with difficulty:

I could almost reach the branch.
I could just reach the branch.

There is (see above) no restriction if the reference is to
general ability in the past. Nor is there any if there is
reference to a sequence of action or a habitual action:

I could get up and go to the kitchen whenever I wanted
to.

My father could usually get what he wanted.

This restriction does not apply to the characteristic use of
could, because that does not imply the actuality of any single
action:

She could be very unkind at times.

More surprisingly, it does not apply to the use of could
with private verbs, even though there might seem to be
actuality:

I could see the moon.
I could understand all he was saying.

These imply that I did see the moon and that I did
understand.

There is no use of could to correspond to the ‘suggestion’
use of can. The reason is that although this was treated as
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dynamic, it has what is essentially a deontic sense: the
suggestion is made or implied by the utterance itself.

6.3.2 Tentative

Might and could are used as tentative forms of epistemic may in
all its possible environments, to express a lower degree of
possibility:

John might/could go to London.
John might/could be working.
John might/could be there.

Similarly the non-assertive forms might(n’t) and could(n’t) occur
in the same kinds of environment as may(not) and can(’t):

John mightn’t be there.
Could John be in his office?

However, as was noted in 6.2.1, might and mightn’t are more
natural than may and may not in interrogation, and could is,
perhaps, a little more likely than can.

Surprisingly, perhaps, although might is the tentative form of
may, when it is used with well it strengthens the possibility, so
that might well is stronger than may:

He might well be in his office.

Conversely with just the possibility is weakened:
He might just agree to your suggestion.

Might is also used in the concessive sense:

Whatever he might say, he’ll come.
We might not agree, but we’ll come.

Might and could are less commonly used deontically as the
counterparts of may and can. They are, in fact, almost entirely
restricted to the use of the interrogative for a polite request:

Might I ask you a question?
Could I get you another drink?

Here, like may and can, both forms are used, but might is more
formal.

With dynamic modality a tentative use of could is used for
suggestions and requests:

I could do that for you.
You could always say ‘No’ to his suggestion.
Could you pass the salt?
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These again are merely more polite than corresponding sentences
with can.

6.3.3 Problem types
There are three problem types of might and could.

[i] Might is used like may (see 6.2.4) with as well:
We might as well go.
Might have is also used:
We might as well have gone.

However, this is not to be interpreted as ‘It might be the
best thing in the circumstances if we went’ with have indi-
cating past time for the proposition. Rather it means ‘It
would have been the best thing if we had gone’. This raises
the rather complex issue of unreal conditionals and the
modals (see 7.4.3[iii]).

[ii] Might is also used to make a suggestion:

You might try the Abbey National.
We might go and visit your mother.

Might have is used as a reproach:
You might have told me.

In both cases could can be used, with little change of
meaning:

You could try the Abbey National.
You could have told me.

There is no problem here with the interpretation of could.
It can be seen as dynamic like the dynamic use of can for
a suggestion (6.2.3[v]), stating what is tentatively possible
and so implying that it should be done. That, however,
leaves might unexplained, for may is never dynamic, but
alternates with can only in the deontic sense. It is probably
not worth while to argue that, since might and could are
both used here, they must be deontic. For they are
different. Like may, might would not be used with always:

You can (*may) always say ‘No’.
You could (*might) always say ‘No’.

Moreover, could have is open to the interpretation ‘would
have been possible’, but might have is not. Might and might
have are therefore different from could and could have and
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are best seen as having idiosyncratic idiomatic uses here.
[ili] Might is also used, though mostly in literary contexts, to
refer to habitual activity:

In those days we might go for a walk in the woods.

Again could is possible here, and is to be explained as the
habitual past tense/past time form of can: ‘we were able to
(and did)’. But again this would suggest a special dynamic
use of might, unless it can in some way be interpreted in
terms of existential ‘sometimes’ (6.2.4[ii]).

6.4 BE ABLE TO

The main problem with BE ABLE TO is to explain how it differs
from caN (can and could).

It certainly often expresses ability, as might be expected from
its form, as in:

You are able to look at the future in this very objective way.

Just as can is sometimes found co-ordinated with will, so BE ABLE
1O is linked with BE WILLING TO:

. . . hard and long thought, which few of us are able or willing

to give.
But again ability must be taken to include the ‘ability’ of inani-
mate objects:

These small rooms aren’t able to contain all who wish to come.
BE ABLE TO also sometimes appears to express neutral possibility:

By applying these disciplines they are able to become better
communicators.

There are, however, a number of conditions under which BE
ABLE TO and CAN are not interchangeable.

[i] BE ABLE TO is used only in the ability and neutral senses of
CAN, not in any of its other senses, eg to indicate charac-
teristics, with private verbs or to make suggestions.

[ii] Because it is not a modal, BE ABLE 10, unlike CAN, may co-
occur with other modals or other verbs:

He might be able to come.
He wants to be able to speak French.

[ili] The past tense forms of BE ABLE TO are available where
could is not because actuality is indicated (see 6.3.1[ii]).
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*I ran fast, and could catch the bus.
I ran fast, and was able to catch the bus.

[iv] There is a preference for BE ABLE TO rather than can if there
is actuality even in the present:

By this means they are able to cut their prices.

This means ‘can and do cut their prices’. Can, however, is
not ruled out here.

[v] BE ABLE 1O is rather more formal than can. It is found
especially in written texts:

You may make arrangements elsewhere if you are able to.

cAaN would be more usual here in speech.

Since BE ABLE TO is not a modal, there are no problems about
negation or tense. The modality can be negated or made past by
the regular processes (isn’t able to, was able to, etc). But it seems
less voice neutral than can:

This can’t be done.
?This isn’t able to be done.

6.5 must and NEeD

MusT is the modal used for necessity (though with some suppletion
from need and possibly ought — see 6.7).

6.5.1 Epistemic
Although may as the marker of epistemic possibility may be
paraphrased as ‘It is possible that . . ., it is not strictly possible
to parapharase must, the marker of epistemic necessity, as ‘It is
necessary that . . .’. This, however, results only from the fact that
the word possible, but not the word necessary, can itself be used
in an epistemic sense. That does not, however, invalidate the
technical distinction between epistemic possibility and necessity.
The best paraphrase is ‘The only conclusion is that . . .’ (with
may being similarly paraphrased ‘A possible conclusion is that
..."). The notion of conclusion is important. Must cannot be
paraphrased ‘It is certain that . . .’, which merely indicates the
strength of the speaker’s belief. It essentially makes a conclusive
judgment, usually from evidence of some kind. Nor is it sensible
to debate whether must is stronger or weaker than a factual state-
ment (which is normally assumed to be true). For it does not
simply present a proposition as true; it specifically indicates a
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judgment by the speaker. In that sense it is clearly epistemic and
modal.

Like may, must may refer to various types of proposition, eg
to those relating to single actions, to activities (with the
progressive) or to states (see 6.2.1):

John must go to London.
John must be working.
John must be there.

However, as with may, the simple form (John must go to
London) would almost always be interpreted as deontic, if it
refers to a single action. Similarly, where there is reference to
a future action, the progressive is used, although no duration is
involved:

John must be coming tomorrow.

There is, however, an alternative way of avoiding this ambi-
guity (or misinterpretation), by the use of BE BOUND T10. This is
almost always to be interpreted epistemically:

John is bound to come tomorrow.

There is also some danger of ambiguity where there is refer-
ence to future states as in:

John must be there tomorrow.

This might well be interpreted as deontic, but there is no ambi-
guity with:

John is bound to be there tomorrow.

Non-assertion

There are no forms of the epistemic necessity modals that are
rcgularly used for non-assertion. Although the negative forms
must’t and needn’t are used for deontic necessity, they are rarely
used for epistemic necessity. Instead, equivalent forms of the
possibility modals are used:

John must be in his office.
John can’t be in his office.
John may not be in his office.

This is possible because of the logical equivalences (see 6.1.5):

Not possible = Necessary not
Possible not = Not necessary
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Mustn’t, however, is used epistemically in interrogation, in tag
questions and with negative interrogatives:

He must be there, mustn’t he?
Mustn’t he be there?

It is also possible if there is specific contrast with (eg denial of)
must:

A. He must be there.
B. No he mustn’t!

The fact that the can and may forms are usually used supple-
tively supports the suggestion by Lyons (1977:801) that for epis-
temic modality in English possibility is more basic than necessity.

Tense

With epistemic modals past tense can be marked only in reported
speech, where there would appear to be deictic shift. However,
must has no corresponding past tense form (as may has might);
as a result the same form can be used even where deictic shift
is expected:

He must be in his office.
She said he must be in his office.

Have is again used to mark the proposition as past:

John must have been in his office.
He must have been flying too low.

Voice
Like may, epistemic must is voice neutral:

John must have noticed Mary.
Mary must have been noticed by John.

6.5.2 BE BOUND TO

It was noted in the last section that because of potential ambi-
guity must is seldom used epistemically with future time refer-
ence. Instead the semi-modal BE BOUND TO is used:

John is bound to be there tomorrow.
John is bound to come tomorrow.

These are unambiguously epistemic (at least in colloquial
English). BE BOUND TO is not, however, restricted to future
reference. It could be used instead of must elsewhere:
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John’s bound to be there. (now)
John’s bound to be working. (now, tomorrow)
John’s bound to go to London. (every day)

However, BE BOUND TO is not wholly equivalent to musrt. It
expresses greater certainty with less implication of conclusion. It
can be modified by almost, whereas must cannot:

John’s almost bound to be in his office.
*John almost must be in his office.

It sometimes has the sense of inevitability in a combined deontic
(neutral) and epistemic sense as in:

The government is bound to act.

Here the speaker both concludes that the government will act
and sees it as incumbent on it to do so.

6.5.3 Deontic

MusT is very commonly used for deontic necessity, though in
many cases it seems to be quite neutral in its involvement of the
speaker, or indeterminate. Nevertheless there are many examples
of must being used by a speaker to impose the necessity:

You must go now.
You must get a permanent job.

One very striking use of MUST is in issuing invitations or making
offers in a host/guest situation:

You must come and visit us sometime.
You must have another piece of cake.

Here clearly the speaker is not laying an obligation in the sense
that he is trying to force the addressee to act. Rather it appears
at first that he is merely giving permission (and this would seem
to reverse the situation with can discussed in the last section).
But in the situation it is polite for the speaker to insist, because
the addressee might be hesitant. To give explicit permission (with
MAY Or CAN) might, in fact, be quite rude. Although then this use
of must is associated with a social convention, it can still be
treated as deontic necessity.

A rather more idiomatic use of must is with the first person
I as in:

I must say . . .
I must confess . . .
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I must admit . . .
I must agree . . . etc.

Here the speaker actually says, confesses, admits, agrees, etc; the
utterances are performative in a rather different sense. But they
can best be seen as rather specialized uses of deontic necessity:
the speaker imposes upon himself the necessity to say, confess,
admit, agree, etc.

However, is must be noted that there are plenty of examples
of must that do not seem to involve the speaker, and as such are
not strictly deontic, but neutral:

If you want to be rich, you must work hard.

Here the obligation to work hard does not emanate from the
speaker, but is dependent on the condition that the addressee
wants to be rich. But although there is no clear line between
strictly deontic and non-deontic MusT, the distinction remains
important for the status of HAVE (GoT) TO and its relationship with
MmusT. This is discussed in the next section (6.6).

Non-assertion
With negation the situation is quite simply that mustn’t negates
the proposition, but needn’t the modality:

You mustn’t go now.
You needn’t go now.

The first says that you must not-go, ie that you must stay, the
second that there is no obligation to go.

It would be unwise, however, to see NEED and MUST as seman-
tically equivalent. This becomes clear in the interrogative forms
where there are two possibilities:

Must I go?
Need I go?

It is not enough to say that NEED supplies the non-assertive
form for must. It is, rather, that MusT expresses obligation,
usually (though not always) associated with the speaker, but
NEED expresses a need or requirement. Needn’t becomes avail-
able as the negative because the absence of requirement excludes
obligation, including obligation imposed by the speaker. But in
the interrogative there is a potential contrast between ‘Do you
oblige me to go?’ and ‘Is there any need for me to go? and this
is essentially the contrast made by Must I? and Need I?

There are also negative interrogative forms:
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Mustn’t I go?
Needn’t I go?

The most obvious interpretation of mustn’t is in terms of a
negative interrogative, the counterpart of a positive assertion of
the obligation — ‘Isn’t it the case that I must go?’. Although
native speaker intuition is uncertain here, it seems that Mustn’t
I go? could also mean ‘Is it the case that I mustn’t go?’ and that
Needn’t I go is to be interpreted as a positive question about
negated modality ‘Is it the case that I needn’t go?’. (See Palmer
1979:97.)

There is, however, an important point about NEep. The modal
forms are available only with the NICE properties that are as-
sociated with non-assertion, negation and interrogation. In all
other cases the full verb NEED is used. The modal and the full
verb are clearly distinguished in that the modal has no -s form
and is followed by the bare infinitive. In addition, of course, the
full verb requires po with negation and interrogation (see 2.2.8):

*He need to come. He needs to come.
He needn’t come. He doesn’t need to come.
Need he come? Does he need to come?

Tense

Once again (see 6.5.1) there is no way of marking the modality
as past. For strictly deontic MusT, this follows from the perfor-
mative nature of the modality, but where Musrt is not strictly
deontic, that explanation is not valid. There is no semantic
reason why we cannot say:

*If you wanted to be rich, you must(ed) work hard.

But MusT has no past tense form, and this is, therefore, imposs-
ible. Equally, however, English has no need of such a form,
since when MUST is not strictly deontic, it can be replaced by HAVE
(Got) 1O (see 6.6. for further discussion):

If you wanted to be rich, you have to work hard.

However, as with epistemic must, deontic must can appear in
reported speech where there is deictic shift:

He must come tomorrow.
She said he must come the next day.

Although there is no past tense form for MusT, there is a form
for NEED — needn’t have:
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I needn’t have gone.

This means simply that there was no need or necessity for me to
go. This suggests quite strongly that NEED, unlike MuUsT, is never
strictly deontic. It just indicates ‘necessity’ (or ‘need’) without
in any way suggesting that it implies obligation imposed by the
speaker. For strictly deontic modals have, by definition, no past
tense forms.

6.6 HavVE (GoT) TO

Although HAVE (GoT) TO is not a modal, it is treated here because
of its close relationship with Must and NeeD. Indeed there will
be some further discussion here of these two modals.

It is necessary to anticipate a discussion found in 8.2.1
concerning the full verb HAVE and its auxiliary-like qualities. The
point is that even as a full verb HAVE may have the NICE prop-
erties and does not require po for negation, inversion, etc. This
is equally true of the semi-modal HAVE TO:

He has to go.

He hasn’t to go yet.

Has he to go?

He has to go and so has she.
He hds to go.

However, forms with po are also possible and preferable in
negation and inversion:

He doesn’t have to go.

Does he have to go?

He has to go and so does she.
He doés have to go.

Forms of HAVE GOT TO are also available (but they cannot occur
with po, because they are formally perfect forms of GET):

He hasn’t got to go.
Has he got to go?

This does not suggest that, after all, HAVE To is a modal. It is
merely a reflection of the fact that the full verbs BE and HAVE
share these features with the auxiliaries (as discussed in 8.1 and
8.2).

It should also be noted that HAVE TO is often phonetically
[heef ta/tu:] with devoicing of the consonant. This would not be
possible with have in other uses (eg have two, which must be
[haev tu:]).
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6.6.1 Epistemic

HAVE TO and HAVE GOT TO are rarely used epistemically in British
English, although they are more common in American speech
especially in such expressions as:

You’ve got to be joking.

This is now found in Britain, but the more likely form is:
You must be joking.

Moreover, an epistemic/neutral contrast can be seen in:

You must be mad to risk your life like that.
You've got to be mad to risk your life like that.

There is a very curious use of HAVE TO in sentences such as:
The book had to be there — I'd looked everywhere else.

This indicates that the speaker was, after all, right in his
conclusion and is roughly equivalent to ‘“The only place it could
possibly have been was there and it was there!” What is curious
is that this appears to be epistemic (to relate to a conclusion that
was, after all, correct), but is clearly in the past. For it was
suggested earlier that epistemic judgments are always in the
present. However, the verb being used is not the modal MusT,
but the semi-modal, and semi-modals do not have the same
restrictions. It is, therefore, possible to argue that this is,
unusually, an objective epistemic judgment in the past, ie ‘It was
necessary to conclude . . .” (but without the implication that it
is the speaker who is drawing the conclusion).

6.6.2 Neutral

By far the commonest use of HAVE (GOT) To is to express obli-
gation that is independent of the speaker (with HAVE GOT TO more
usual colloquially):

He's got to go to hospital.
I've got to be at the airport at four.
If you want to succeed, you have to work hard.

In many cases, however, MUST can be used instead of HAVE
(cort) 10. This is certainly true of two of the examples above:

I have to go into hospital next week.
I must be at the airport at four.
If you want to succeed you must work hard.

It is less likely in the first example, almost certainly because the
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speaker wants to make it clear that he does not approve of the
obligation to go into hospital, whereas he is not against going to
the airport or getting his addressee to work hard. HAVE (GoT) TO
can thus quite specifically deny the speaker’s involvement in the
obligation.

Two very good attested examples (Palmer 1979:93) show that
MUST and HAVE (GOT) TO are often completely synonymous:

I must have an immigrant’s visa. Otherwise they’re liable to
kick me out.

I've really got to know when completion date is likely. Other-
wise I might well find myself on the streets.

In both cases the fact that there is only one alternative (shown
by otherwise) indicates the reason for the necessity.
By contrast musT could not be used in:

It's a slow walk. He’s got to fight his way through the crowds.

The necessity here is not imposed on the subject (a boxer trying
to get to the ring) by the speaker. Moreover, it seems that MUsT
is not used to refer to actions already taking place: we do not
oblige people to do things they are already doing. By contrast
HAVE (GoT) TO is used even if action is taking place, ie like BE ABLE
TO (6.4), it is used where there is actuality.

As a semi-modal HAVE TO (but not HAVE Gor TO, Which is
formally the perfect of GET) may be preceded by other verbs as
in:

He's going to have to come tomorrow.
MUST is impossible here because it is a modal.
Non-assertion

In general, the negative forms of HAVE (GOT) TO negate the verb
itself (ie the modality):

I haven’t got (don’t have) to go to the airport.
If you don’t want to succeed, you haven’t got (don’t have) to
work hard.

Needn’t would also be possible here, but with a slightly different
meaning, denying a need rather than an obligation.
Less commonly the negative forms negate the proposition:

You haven’t got (don’t have) to play around in here.

This might well mean ‘you mustn’t’ rather than ‘you needn’t’.
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Tense

Since HAVE (GoT) TO is not a modal, it has normal past tense
forms. But past tense had to is more common than present tense
have/has to:

I have (got) to go now.
I had to go yesterday.
He said he had to go.

It is rarely, if ever, used with past tentative forms, but that is
generally true of all verbs except modals.

If MusT is so often not different in meaning from HAVE (GoT)
T10, why does it not equally have past tense forms? The answer
must be that this ‘neutral’ use is peripheral. In its basic function
it is deontic (when it is not epistemic) and as such in contrast with
HAVE (GOT) TO; in that function (where HAVE (GOT) TO cannot be
used) it has no past tense form, because it does not need one.
Even when it appears to be neutral, then, musT is still formally
a deontic modal. (This in itself is a good reason for not being too
concerned with whether there is a distinct neutral kind of
modality: ‘neutral’ MUST is just a variation of deontic MUST.)

Voice
HAVE (GoT) TO seems generally to be voice neutral, but not
common in the passive (Palmer 1979:77):

John’s got to meet Mary.
Mary’s got to be met by John.

6.7 ouGHT TO0 and sHouLD

OUGHT To and sHoOuLD are handled together in this section
because in their most important function (deontic) there is little
difference between them. But should is formally the past tense
of sHALL and can function as such, though only in reported
speech (see 7.1.4, 7.2.3[iii]). There are, moreover, two other
functions of should (epistemic and ‘evaluative’) that must be
considered.

6.7.1 Deontic
There is very little difference in meaning, if any, between OoUGHT
T10 and sHOULD when used deontically:

You ought to come tomorrow.
You should come tomorrow.
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They are even interchangeable in tag questions:
He ought to come tomorrow, shouldn’t he?

SHOULD, however, is more common in colloquial speech (and the
above sentence would be must less natural with the forms
switched).

There are, however, problems with their status and interpret-
ation. In Palmer 1974 (120-2) it was suggested that musrt is
always discourse oriented and sHOULD and OUGHT always subject
oriented. I now would argue that they are alike in being deontic
or neutral.

One difference between MusT and SHOULD/OUGHT TO is that
MuUST does not allow that the event will not take place:

*He must come, but he won'’t.
He ought to come, but he won’t.

MUST seems to lay an absolute obligation, not envisaging non-
compliance. SHOULD and OUGHT TO express less absolute obli-
gation and do not exclude non-compliance. Indeed, often they
imply that the event will not take place:

I ought to be ashamed, but I'm not.
You should read more — you don’t read enough.

However, there is no necessary implication that the event does
not or will not take place. In the following sentence what is
‘necessary’, is also true:

It ought to be nice, at that price!

A simple treatment of SHOULD/OUGHT TO (or should/ought to)
is to see them as the tentative or unreal form of must, related
to must rather as could and might are related to can and may
(see 6.3.2). Compare:

You could ask him.
You should ask him.

Both suggest action, one by saying that it is tentatively possible,
the other that it is tentatively necessary. However, if these forms
are treated as the tentative forms of must, it must be said that
they do not have the other functions of past tense forms of a
modal (such as could for can) — to refer to past time or in
reported speech. Moreover, it is possible to interpret could in the
example above as a conditional form of can (‘You would be able
to, if you wanted to’), but should/ought to cannot similarly be
shown to be conditional forms of must. The tentative relationship
between them and must is, then, purely semantic and not formal.
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Non-assertion

Like mustn’t, the negative forms shouldn’t and oughtn’t to negate
the proposition, not the modality. There is a tentative obligation
not to act:

You shouldn’t/oughtn’t to come tomorrow.
He shouldn’t/oughtn’t to have done it.

By contrast (but also like must), the interrogative forms question
the modality:

Should I come?
Ought he to know?

These ask whether there is a tentative obligation.

There is no way of negating the modality with should and
ought. But there is no need to negate tentative obligation. The
absence of tentative obligation is covered by the absence of
obligation in general and needn’t is therefore available:

You needn’t come tomorrow.
He needn’t have done it.

Tense
Past time is indicated by should/ought to followed by have:

You should/ought to have come.
I should/ought to have been ashamed.

Even more than the present tense forms, these usually imply that
the event did not take place. Yet it is not impossible to say:

He should have been there — and he was.

These forms require two comments. First, if they are the past
time forms, then sHouLp and OuGHT TO cannot be deontic,
though they could be neutral (and are not strictly parallel to
must). The same point was made of needn’t have (6.5.3).
Secondly, they are even more closely parallel to could have in:

I could have done it.
I ought to have done it.

One seems to imply failure to commit a possible action, the other
failure to commit a necessary one, because they refer to what
would have been possible and what would have been necessary.
However (see above), while could have can be treated as a
conditional form of can, should/ought to have are not conditional
forms of must. Yet the two sets of forms are very similar in their
use (see 7.4.3).
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Voice
OUGHT TO and SHOULD appear to be voice neutral:

John ought to/should meet Mary.
Mary ought to/should be met by John.

6.7.2 Epistemic
SHOULD can be used epistemically:

You should be meeting him this afternoon.
They should be on holiday now.

The meaning of sHouLD here is roughly ‘It is likely or probable
that . . .".

Epistemic SHOULD shares with deontic sHOULD the feature that
it allows for the non-event. It too, therefore, can be treated as
conditionally or tentatively necessary, and thus related to epis-
temic MusT. It is quite certainly not equivalent to epistemic wiLL
which expresses a fairly confident expectation (see 7.1.1).

Often it is not easy, or even possible, to distinguish epistemic
and deontic SHOULD, eg:

The work should take about three days.
The books should fit on to that shelf.

There is little real difference, in effect, between an epistemic and
a deontic sense here. The tentative necessity may be seen as
belonging either to the speaker’s judgment or to the actual
situation.

It is theoretically possible to imagine ouGHT TO being used
epistemically but that seems very rarely to occur. In general
OUGHT TO is interpreted deontically (see Palmer 1979:49).

6.7.3 ‘Evaluative’ should
Should is often used in subordinate clauses after expressions of
surprise and similar feelings:

It is surprising that he should say that.
It is ridiculous that 1 should not be allowed to work.
I am sorry that you should have been disturbed.

Here there is no sense of necessity and in all cases a simple, non-
modal, form of the verb could have been used, eg It is surprising
that he said that.

The sense of surprise can be carried by should even without
a verb or other expression of the emotion:

That he should do such a thing to me!

This is not easy to explain, though it may seem to have something
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in common with the use of the subjunctive in other languages,
particularly Romance, in similar circumstances.
Quite often should occurs after the word reason:

There is no reason why it should be surprising.
I see no reason why that should be so.

Here, however, it could be argued that the use of should is
epistemic because reason suggests that a judgment is being made.
However, the notion of a reasonable judgment is more naturally
expressed by will; it is probably more satisfactory to see this too
as a use of this ‘evaluative’ should.

6.8 DARE

The formal status of DARE has already been considered (2.2.8).
DARE does not fit easily into the semantic framework of the
modals. It has roughly the meaning ‘have the courage to . . .”:

I daren’t ask him to come.
Dare I ask him?

But the modal verb (as opposed to the full verb DARE with TO)
has some characteristics of the modals. It is often (as in the first
example), conditional or tentative with a sense of ‘would(n’t)
dare to’.

On the other hand even modal DARE can be used with past time
reference though it cannot have any past tense marking:

I wanted to go, but I daren’t.
There is also a past tense form with have:
I daren’t have gone, although I wanted to.

However, this is not normally to be treated as a simple past,
equivalent to didn’t dare, but as conditional, like wouldn’t have
dared. (For the conditional uses of DARE see 7.4.3[i].)

Surprisingly, DARE can be voice neutral. Two examples are to
be found in works on the modals:

These two aspects of death cannot be successfully separated, but
they dare not be confused or identified.

Inflation is a problem that dare not be neglected.

(Ehrman 1966:71; Pullum and Wilson 1977:785).

This is curious because the sense of DARE suggests that it is
subject oriented, and subject oriented modals are not expected
to be voice neutral (see 6.1.3 and will in 7.1.2).



Chapter 7

The modals wiLL and sHALL

This chapter is mainly concerned with wiLL and SHALL in both
their modal and their future uses. It will also deal with the related
issue of future time marking by other forms and with con-
ditionals, in which the modals play an important role.

7.1 Modal wiL and sHALL

In their purely modal functions wiLL and SHALL are unrelated:
WwILL can be epistemic or dynamic, SHALL deontic only.

7.1.1. Epistemic wiLL
Will can be used epistemically in a way similar to may and must:

John’ll be there now.
John’ll be working.

There are even greater restrictions on reference to the future
than with epistemic may and must (6.2.1, 6.5.1). In general, will
is used epistemically only with reference to present states and
activities, as in the examples above. Where there is future time
reference it is difficult, if not impossible, to identify an epistemic
use as distinct from a simple future use of will (and, indeed, it
has been argued that the future use of will is essentially part of
its epistemic use):

John’ll be there tomorrow.
John’ll come tomorrow.

With reference to habitual actions, will is likely to be interpreted
not as future, but as dynamic (6.1.2), in a habitual sense:

John'll go to London every day.
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This would normally be taken to refer to the customary, charac-
teristic action of John. However, with the progressive an epis-
temic sense with reference to the future is again (see 6.2.1, 6.5.1)
possible:

John’ll be going to London tomorrow.

It is tempting to refer to the meaning of will as probability,
alongside possibility and necessity for may and must. But the
word ‘probable’ does not provide a good paraphrase. A better
paraphrase is again in terms of conclusion: ‘A reasonable
conclusion is that . . .”. Other examples are:

The French’ll be on holiday this week.
No doubt, you’ll remember John.

Unlike must, will does not draw its inference from evidence.
There is a contrast between:

John will be in his office.
John must be in his office.

A possible reason for uttering the first sentence might be that he
usually is there or that he is there when he is not at home. A
reason for the second might be that the lights are on in the office
or that he cannot be found anywhere else.

Non-assertion
Won’t appears to negate the proposition:

He won’t be in his office.

This seems to mean ‘It is reasonable to infer that he is not in his
office’. However, that does not differ very much in its meaning
from ‘It is not reasonable to infer that he is in his office’, which
negates the modality. Possibly no distinction can be drawn
between negation of the modality and negation of the prop-
osition. But only the modality can be questioned:

Will he be in his office?

Tense

With epistemic modals, only the proposition can be past, marked
with have:

They’ll have been on holiday all last week.
However, would is used as the tentative form:
They’d be on holiday this week.
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Would may also be used in reported speech to report will (or
would):

He said they’d be on holiday this week.
(They'll be on holiday this week.
They’d be on holiday this week.)

Voice
All epistemic modals are voice neutral.

7.1.2 Dynamic wiLL

[i]

i

Will is used to express volition or willingness on the part
of the subject. It is thus clearly ‘subject-oriented’ and
dynamic, eg:

We can’t find a publisher who will take it.
John will help you to find a job.

This volition use, however, always carries with it the
meaning of futurity (or actuality — see 6.3.1) as can be seen
by comparing:

John’s willing to do it, but he’s not going to.
*John’ll do it, but he’s not going to.

The second sentence is distinctly odd, because will not only
expresses willingness, but also indicates the action will take
place. As a result, it is often very difficult to distinguish this
will of volition from the will of futurity, though the distinc-
tion is necessary (see especially on conditionals — 7.4.2[iv]).

The distinction is, moreover, much clearer if will is
accented or negated (won’t) where there is a meaning of
insistence or refusal:

If you will play with fire, you’'ll get burnt.
She loves him, so she won’t leave him.

Like the can of ‘ability’, the will of ‘volition’ can apply
to inanimate objects. This Jespersen (1909—49 1v.239)
distinguishes as ‘power’, eg:

Some drugs will improve the condition.
The books will easily fit into this corner.

This use explains what I earlier (Palmer 1974:112) called
the ‘inference’ use of will:

Oil will float on water.

Very close to this use (and again like can) will is often used
to make suggestions:
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I'll do that for you.

We'll do anything you ask.
We'll keep in touch, then.
Perhaps you’ll let me know.

The meaning varies according to the subject. In the first the
speaker offers to act, and similarly in the second, though
in cooperation with someone else. In the third he is
agreeing with his addressee; we here means ‘you and I'. In
the fourth sentence he is suggesting, ie politely reqesting
action by his addressee.

[iii] Will is also used for what Jespersen calls ‘habit’:

She’ll sit for hours watching television.
So one kid will say to another . . . .

This indicates typical as well as habitual behaviour. It may
be compared with the ‘characteristic’ use of can, which
indicates potential rather than habitual behaviour.

Non-assertion

The negative form won’t negates the modality only. As an

example above shows this often carries the sense of refusal.
The interrogative is (again like can) used to make requests:

Will you pass the salt?
Will you make sure the water’s hot?

This is, obviously, close to the use of will to make suggestions.
The negative, again, is more of a plea, though more direct than
can’t:

Won’t you help me please?

Alternatively, it is used as a very polite suggestion especially
where it is the addressee rather than the speaker who benefits:

Won’t you come in?
Won’t you have some more coffee?

Tense

Would is used as a past tense form of will for volition, not only
in reported speech, but also for past time reference. As with
could, however, there is a restriction on its use if there is an
implication of actuality (see 6.3.1 [ii]):

*I invited him to the party and he would come.

But there is no objection to the negative (or any other non-
assertive):
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I invited him to the party, but he wouldn’t come.
All he would do, was say he was sorry.
Would he help us, do you think?

Similarly, would is possible if there is reference to habitual
actions:

He would come to the party whenever he was invited.

(This last use however is difficult to distinguish from a purely
habitual use, corresponding to the habitual will.)

Would is used as the tentative form of will when used for
suggestions, and in the interrogative form is used for requests:

I would do that for you.
Perhaps you’d let me know.
Would you pass the salt?

Would is also used, though in a formal style, to indicate
habitual activity in the past, and is then almost equivalent to used

to (8.4):

We would go for long walks in the park.
We used to go for long walks in the park.

There is no exactly parallel form of will. The nearest is obviously
that of habit, but would does not necessarily suggest, as will does,
that the habitual activity is typical of the speaker.

Voice
Dynamic wiLL is not voice neutral since it always indicates some
characteristic of the subject. There is a clear difference between:

John won’t meet Mary.
Mary won’t be met by John.

If these are interpreted in terms of refusal it is John who refuses
in the first, Mary in the second.

7.1.3 BE WILLING TO
It is convenient to deal with BE WILLING TO here, because its chief
interest is its contrast with the will of volition.

The basic difference is that it simply indicates willingness with
no indication of actuality (see 6.3.1). It is for this reason that we
may contrast:

John’s willing to come, but he’s not going to.
*John will come, but he’s not going to.
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I invited him to the party and he was willing to come.
*I invited him to the party and he would come.

In addition, of course, BE WILLING TO can occur with other
verbs where will cannot:

He would be willing to come.
He may be willing to come.
He seems to be willing to come.

7.1.4 Deontic SHALL
With shall the speaker gives an undertaking, guarantees that an
action will take place. It can thus be described as making a
promise or a threat:

You shall have it tomorrow.
He shall be told.

With first person subjects, however, it is not always easy to
decide whether the speaker undertakes to act or merely indicates
that he will do so in the future. Indeed, it could always be argued
that if a speaker indicates that he will (in the futurity sense) do
something, he is often giving an undertaking that he will, eg:

I shall apologize for my rudeness.
We shall take care of the poor.

Shall is, however, different from deontic may and must in that
it does not permit or oblige someone else, usually the addressee,
to act, but guarantees that the speaker will act. But it is deontic
in the essential characteristic that it influences or directs behav-
iour and that it is performative.

Shall is used in archaic and formal style for commands as in
Thou shalt . . . of the Ten Commandments, and is often found
in legal language which imposes a law or regulation:

The 1947 law shall have effect . . . .

It is also commonly used, in fairly formal language, after verbs
of insisting, etc., where the speaker’s involvement is made quite
explicit:

I intend to see that . . . the maximum penalty shall be imposed.

Non- assertion
The negative shan’t negates the proposition — it guarantees that
the action will not take place:

You shan’t have it.
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He shan’t be told.

There is no way of negating the modality (‘I don’t guarantee’).
The interrogative with the first person is used to make a
suggestion or offer:

Shall I open a window?
Shall we go now?

This is not entirely predictable from the use of assertive shall: it
does not ask if the addressee guarantees the action will take
place, but only if he wants it to take place. But it is still clearly
deontic and, like all interrogatives, questions the modality.

Tense
The form should is used as an analogue of shall only in reported
speech:

You shall have it tomorrow.
He said I should have it tomorrow.

In other cases should is close to OUGHT TO (6.7): it is too different
in meaning to be interpreted as the tentative form of SHALL.

Voice
Like other deontic modals shall is normally voice neutral.

7.2 Future wiLL/SHALL

There is a traditional view of will and shall as markers of the
future tense in English, shall being used with first person forms
(I, we) and will with all others. There is no doubt that there is
a use of will (and much less commonly of shall) to refer to the
future, but the claim that will and shall alternate with person has
long been known to be false (see Fries 1925, 1927). Even in the
future use, will often occurs with I and we, while shall (with /
and we only) is restricted to a formal style, and is not used at all
in some dialects, especially in Scotland and the USA (Wekker
1976:47). In what follows the discussion will be almost entirely
about will, but it should be remembered that shall may also occur
(with I and we).

Whether English has a future tense has been a matter of some
debate and will be discussed later (7.2.3).

7.2.1 Conditionality

Will (and less commonly shall) is the verb that is commonly used
in the apodosis (the main clause) of conditional sentences refer-
ring to the future (see 7.4.1):
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If John comes, Mary will leave.
If John comes, I'll/I shall leave.

This pattern provides a quite neutral or unmarked conditional:
if one event occurs, the other will. The use of any form other
than will would carry with it some further meaning, eg:

If John comes, Mary is going to leave.

This might suggest, perhaps, that Mary had already stated what
she intends to do.

Will may also occur where there is clearly a condition implied
in a previous sentence or where it is introduced by a temporal
conjunction:

You put it under your pillow and a fairy will come.

When the demand for labour exceeds its supply, wages will rise.
The trade gap will not improve until something is done about
inflation.

In other cases, however, there is a sense of conditionality, with
no very clear condition either stated or implied:

That will give us time to acclimatize.
Bridget will tell you she was at the lecture.
The nurseryman will sell you the right seeds.

In none of these examples does will simply indicate a future
event, but merely that something will turn out to be true under
certain conditions (eg ‘if we stay a few weeks’, ‘if you ask her’,
‘if you go to the shop’). In a very large number of cases, will has
this conditional sense and may be contrasted with BE GOING TO

(7.3.2).

7.2.2 ‘Modal’ future

Will is often used to refer to the future where there is clear
reference to a future that is envisaged, planned, etc, and not
simply in future time. In this sense there is a modal rather than
a real (tense) future. At least five types of examples may be
noted:

[i] The future events are envisaged and a relevant verb used
to indicate that:

Is it ever envisaged that the College will hive itself off
from the University?
I suspect the Abbey National will say ‘No’.
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[ii] The future event is hoped or prayed for:

We pray that God will look upon the hearty desires of his
humble servants.
I hope the students will be interested in this.

[iii] The future scene is already set by some other future
markers (eg BE GOING TO, IS TO):

There’s going to be a National Enterprise Board which
will be expected to do things in Scotland.

The TUC is to launch a publicity campaign . . . posters
will go up all over the country.

[iv] The event is part of a plan, as in the Queen’s Speech to
Parliament:

My Government will make it their duty to protect the
freedom of the individual.

[v] Will is used to give instructions or guidance:

Mrs Dodgson will walk on my right.
Private Jones will report at 0800 hours.

As with conditional will, none of these examples indicates
events that are simply future in time at the moment of speaking.

7.2.3 Future tense

The traditional idea that will and shall are auxiliaries for future
tense is still held by some scholars. The issue is not a particularly
important one, but it is well worth while to consider the ways in
which forms with future will and shall function rather like tense
forms and the way in which they do not.

[i] wiLL and sHALL are modal verbs. Formally they belong
quite clearly to the modal system, not the tense system of
English.

[ii] In spite of the talk of future tense, forms with will/shall
rarely seem to refer to a plain future, but carry conno-
tations of conditionality, envisaging, etc. On the whole BE
GOING TO is semantically closer to future tense, though it too
has other connotations. Admittedly, there are occasions
where will/shall is used to refer simply to the future:

The year two thousand and fifteen when I shall be ninety.
Most areas will have rain or thundery showers.

However, the first example is explained by the total inap-
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propriateness, in the context, of BE GOING TO (see 7.3.2).
The second comes from a weather forecast and is to be
explained as being formal and part of a semi-technical
language. It is also true that BE GOING TO is far more
common in speech than in writing. At most a better case
for will/shall as markers of future tense could be made for
written language than for speech (see 7.3).

[iii] In terms of negation and voice, the forms are indeed like
tense markers. For there is no independent semantic
marking of auxiliary and main verb in terms of negation
and all forms are voice neutral.

The situation with tense is more complex. To begin with,
would is sometimes used, though mostly in formal, written
English to indicate events that are future in the past (Leech
1971:48):

Twenty years later Dick Whittington would be the richest man
in London.

Unlike was going to (see 7.3.2) would necessarily implies
that he did in fact become the richest man. But such forms are
rare and literary.

However, would/should regularly occur in reported speech:

It will be dark soon.

He said it would be dark soon.

I shall be better tomorrow.

He said he would be better tomorrow.

In the second pair of examples, there is an alternation of
WILL/SHALL: would is used to report shall, because should, like
shall, it not used with other than first person.

There is also the fact that will/shall, like other modals, occurs
with have:

I shall have finished it soon.
You’ll have seen him when I arrive.

These are usually called ‘future perfects’, though semantically
they may be either perfect or past in the future.

These facts do not strongly argue against the notion of future
tense, since there are other quite complex tense/time relations
(especially that of ‘past-past’). But equally they lend no support
to it. (But see Wekker 1976.)

There is one final factual point. The progressive form is often
used to avoid ambiguity with the will of volition:
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John won’t be coming tomorrow.
(John won’t come tomorrow)
Will you be coming to the party?
(Will you come to the party?)

In each case the second sentence is likely to be interpreted in
terms of the wiLL of volition (‘John refuses’, ‘Would you like to
come?’). This is especially characteristic of non-assertive forms,
but not confined to them.

There were similar examples of the progressive with epistemic
modals (6.2.1, 6.5.1). Indeed, it has been argued, though not
entirely convincingly, that future will is essentially epistemic (see
Palmer 1979:118-19).

7.3 BE GOING TO

BE GOING TO is important because it too relates to the future and
is often either in contrast or in free variation with wiLL. It is, of
course, one of the semi-modals. It is not identical in form with
the progressive form of Go (although it is clearly historically
related to it and still contains a sense of going — see below). This
is clear if the following are compared:

I'm going to tell you a story.
I'm going to London tomorrow.

In slow formal speech there will be no difference, but in a more
rapid conversational style the semi-modal, like many auxiliaries,
has weak forms. It may be reduced to no more than [gons], but
this cannot be used as the progressive form of Go.

7.3.1 Current orientation

In most cases BE GOING TO can be interpreted in terms of current
orientation (see McIntosh 1966:105 who speaks of ‘present
orientation’) in that it relates to the future from the standpoint
of the present or, if the verb is past, of the past. It is thus a
‘future in the present’ or a ‘future in the past’, and similar in
some ways to the perfect with its current relevance (which indi-
cates, so to speak, ‘past in the present’ or ‘past in the past’).
Three types of example may be noted.

[i] There clearly is current activity that is leading to an event
in the future:

Free kick given Scullion’s way; its going to be taken by
Trevor Hockey.
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This is taken from a commentary: the commentator can
actually see the player moving to take the kick. He is ‘going
to’ a future event.

[ii] There is a decision or intention:

At the moment they’re decorating their house and they’re
going to alter parts of it.

At the moment here provides the time indicated for both
verbs. Not only is the action of decorating present; so too
in that of ‘going to’ make alterations.

[ili] There is reference to the immediate future:

I'm going to play that same chord as loudly as possible.
I'm just going to tell him all about it.

This is like (though in reverse) the use of the perfect with
just. The future is so close to the present that it can almost
be seen as part of it.

[iv] There is a sense of inevitability:

Concorde is going to be a gigantic financial disaster.
Inevitably, the Government is going to look silly.

In all these cases the futurc cvent can be scen as coming from
the present, or alternatively events in the present can be secn as
proceeding (‘going’) towards thc future.

7.3.2 Contrast with WILL/SHALL

Obviously, the best way of showing the difference between
WILL/SHALL and BE GOING TO is to consider examples where they
are, or could be, in contrast.

[i] The use of BE GOING TO explicitly shows that there is no
conditionality:

I'm buying an awful lot of books here. It's going to cost
me a fortune to get them home.

Here it is clear that the speaker intends to take the books
home. The use of will would merely say that it would cost
him a fortune if he took them home.

There is a contrast then between:

The paint’ll be dry in an hour.
The paint is going to be dry in an hour.

The first is conditional (‘if you leave it’, ‘if you are patient’);
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the second indicates what will inevitably happen (and could
be a warning to act before it does). Similarly consider:

I'll be at home all day.

This is more appropriate than a form with BE GOING TO when
there is an implication of ‘if you need me’.

[ii] By contrast BE GOING TO will not be used if there can be no
sense of current orientation, no reference at all to the
present. Will/shall therefore occurs where only the future is

involved:
My babe-in-arms will be fifty nine on my eighty ninth
birthday . .. the year two thousand when I shall be
ninety.

This may seem to be a clear case of will/shall used for pure
futurity. But the relevant prior is that BE GOING TO would
be quite inappropriate, and will/shall is the only form avail-
able.

Inevitably, there are plenty of contexts in which either
will/shall or BE GOING TO is equally appropriate. In such contexts
it may just be possible to suggest that there is a sense of condi-
tionality or of inevitability, but it must not be assumed that the
choice of one form or the other can always be explained. It is
easy enough to determine the situations in which will/shall is
appropriate and BE GOING TO inappropriate, and vice versa, and
to distinguish them in terms of ‘conditional’ or ‘modal’ future
contrasted with a future with current orientation. But although
they may be seen to be semantically different, it does not follow
that there are no situations in which either is equally appropriate,
so that in a particular context there is no explanation why one
is used rather than the other.

Finally there are, of course, syntactic differences between the
semi-modal and the modal. Most obviously the semi-modal may
be used after other verbs:

He seems to be going to make a statement.
*He seem to will make a statement.

Non-assertion

With negation, rather strikingly, won’t is more common than the
negative forms of BE GOING TO. It appears to be the case that if
the occurrence of the event is denied, the distinctions between
will and BE GOING TO are irrelevant. (If there is no event there
is often no current orientation.) The distinction is largely
neutralized and won’t is the preferred form, eg:
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I won’t be back tonight.
He won'’t leave until October.

However, BE GOING TO is often used not to contrast with futurity
WILL, but to avoid a possible interpretation in terms of volition:

He’s not going to come.
He won’t come.

The first, unlike the second, cannot be interpreted as ‘he refuses
to come’. Another example of a device to avoid the ambiguity
was noted in 7.2.3.

Tense

BE GOING TO has regular past tense forms to refer to future in the
past, often to imply that, although there was ‘past orientation’,
ie intention, the future event may not have materialized:

He was going to come the next day.

Here the speaker suggests that he does not know whether in fact
he came or not. In the rare occasions where would is used for
future in the past (7.2.3), the implication is that the event took
place.

Voice
BE GOING TO is voice neutral. A clear example was given in
7.3.1[i].

7.4 Conditionals

Conditionals are dealt with in this chapter because they involve
certain specific functions of wiLL and SHALL.

7.4.1 The basic pattern
The grammar of conditional sentences in English is, in reality,
very simple, though dependent on several quite specific rules.
Unfortunately, accounts of it often confuse the basic pattern by
introducing distinctions that are not independent parameters, but
are simple consequences of characteristics, especially those of
tense, of the conditionals themselves (see below).

A conditional sentence consists of two parts, the if-clause or
protasis and the main clause or apodosis. Its function is to indi-
cate that the truth of one proposition is dependent upon another.
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All conditional sentences (except where there is ellipsis, ‘some-
thing left out’, see below) are of the semantic form ‘If p, then, ¢’.

There is no restriction on the kind of proposition that may be
represented in the two parts of a conditional sentence. In
particular, there is no restriction on the tense, though relations
between the tenses will determine how the conditional is to be
interpreted (see below). Thus, although the first sentence below
may seem far more natural and common than the second, both
are possible and both indicate that the one proposition is
dependent upon the other:

If John comes, Mary will leave.
If John comes, Mary left.

In both cases Mary’s leaving is seen as dependent upon John’s
coming, but whereas in the first the speaker predicts that one
event will follow the other, in the second he infers that, if the
one event takes place, the other must have taken place too.

There are, however, in English and many other languages two
kinds of conditional, real and unreal. In real conditionals the
speaker merely presents the propositions that are linked, without
indicating any views about them. In unreal conditionals he indi-
cates that he has doubts about the propositions, or, in particular
about the proposition expressed in the protasis. Unreality is
expressed, as elsewhere in English (see 3.2.5), by the use of the
past tense. It is that that distinguishes the real and unreal
conditionals:

If John comes, Mary will leave.
If John came, Mary would leave.

The real/unreal distinction is indicated by the contrast
comes/came, will/would.

These two sentences represent an important and common class
of conditionals that may be called predictive or causal. They
suggest that one event will or would follow another event. The
two events are thus related in time (the event in the protasis
precedes the event in the apodosis) and have some kind of causal
link between them. Moreover, both events are in the future and,
as such, both hypothetical.

There is, however, another important kind of predictive/causal
conditional relating to the past as in:

If John had come, Mary would have left.

Very often, but not always, these are counter-factual in that they
relate two propositions that are contrary to the factual situation.
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With this example there would generally be an implication that
John did not come. However, this is not necessarily so. It would
be possible to continue:

. and since John came, Mary must have left.

Formally, this conditional is unreal. For unreality is again
expressed by tense marking, but in a more complex way. Since
it is both past and unreal, tense needs to be marked twice: a
‘past-past’ form is required. In the protasis the form had come
is used. This is found elsewhere in English to express past-past
(see 3.3.3): had come is the ‘past-past’ of past came, present
come. In the apodosis there is again double marking, once with
would, and once with have. This follows from the fact that there
can be no form such as *had will, because of the rules about the
modal paradigm, but the marking of the (second) tense with a
following have is exactly like that of needn’t have (6.5.3), ought
to have (6.7.1) and daren’t have (6.8).

Predictive conditionals in the past are generally unreal (but see
7.4.2). There is a simple reason for this. The past, unlike the
future, is known and any such conditional in the past must at
least suspend judgment on the facts, or indicate some degree of
doubt or disbelicf. There are then three important types, all
predictive. A further set of examples is:

If it rains, the match will be cancelled. (real)
If it rained, the match would be cancelled. (unreal)
If it had rained, the match would have been (unreal)
cancelled.

Apart from these rules concerning tense marking for unreality,
there are two other rules for conditionals. First, for conditionals
referring to the future, wiLL (or SHALL) is not used in the
protasis. This is true of both real and unreal conditionals. It is
not possible in English to say (except with a quite different
meaning — see 7.4.3):

NIf John will come, Mary will leave.
Hf John would come, Mary would leave.

The plain future conditionals require comes and came here.

Secondly, the apodosis in unreal conditions must contain a
modal verb (in its past tense form). Thus the first of each pair
below may be unreal, but the second must be real:

If John came, Mary would leave.
If John came, Mary left.
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If John had come, Mary would have left.
If John had come, Mary had left.

The second of each pair have to be interpreted as ‘If John came,
it follows that Mary left’, and ‘If John had come, it follows that
Mary had left’. The past tense form of the apodosis alone cannot
indicate unreality, but only time. (For the interpretation of these
see 7.4.2.)

The absolute need for a modal in the apodosis is shown by
considering:

If John comes, Mary is going to leave.
If John came, Mary was going to leave.

Here BE GOING TO is used instead of will; this is less common but
possible. The first example can still be regarded as predictive and
is a real conditional, but the second cannot be treated as its
unreal counterpart. It must be treated as real and past, in
contrast with a sentence containing would which would be unreal
and future.

Although wiLL is the modal most associated with conditionals
other modals can be used. But they involve both semantic and
formal problems and will be discussed in detail later (7.4.3).

Finally in this section, it is to be noted that there are con-
ditionals in which the condition is not explicitly stated. The
remaining sentence is, then, essentially an apodosis with no
protasis. The rules are the same. The conditional nature of will
has already been discussed, but there are also plenty of examples
of (unreal) would and would have. There are various possibilities,

eg:
[i] The condition is implicit in the linguistic context (but not
marked with if):

You would be unwise to do that.
No one would want to publish a book as difficult as that.
[ii] The condition is simply contained in a pronoun such as it
or that meaning ‘if it were so’, ‘if you did that’, etc:
That wouldn’t be sensible.
It would be very nice.
[ili] There is an implied ‘if I were you’ (giving advice):

I shouldn’t be in too much of a hurry.
I wouldn’t risk it.
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[iv] The implicit condition is vague, but simply relates to a
possible or different state of affairs:

I would encourage people not to smoke.
You wouldn’t want to harm him, would you?

7.4.2 Other types

The conclusion of the last section was that all conditional
sentences are basically the same, but that there are three
common types that generally indicate some kind of causal
connection between two possible events. But there are other
possibilities.

[i] If seems to have the sense of ‘whenever’ in:

If John comes, Mary leaves.
If it rained, I went by car.

This interpretation is possible, of course, only because the
simple forms of the verb are treated as habitual; the ‘when-
ever’ sense is not, then, strictly a feature of if, but of the
verb.

These can be seen, however, as real conditionals with a
causal implication, and, if so, provide examples of real
conditionals in the past. But they are restricted to habitual
actions, and, provided there is no modal in the apodosis,
distinct from unreal future conditionals.

[ii] There is no causal connection in:

If John came, Mary left.
If John comes tomorrow, Mary left yesterday.

Indeed, a causal connection is impossible in the second
example, because the events referred to in the protasis are
subsequent to those referred to in the apodosis. In both
cases the interpretation is in terms of the speaker’s infer-
ence. He infers that the one event took place because of
the evidence of the other. But although there can be no
causal connection between the events, the two propositions
are conditionally linked, the truth of one implying the truth
of the other.

Within this type of conditional may be included such
sentences as:

If he’s Prime Minister, I'm a Dutchman.

The conditional relation between the two propositions here
is wholly in accordance with the rules of formal logic!
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Sentences of this type are sometimes described as ‘hypo-
theticals’, rather than conditionals (eg. Dudman 1983:3ff).
But they are not truly very different. The absence of a
causal connection and, therefore, the implication of infer-
ence is a result of the time relation between the two prop-
ositions. The general pattern of ‘If p then ¢’ still holds. In
fact drawing a distinction between hypotheticals and
conditionals creates a problem concerning the status of
conditionals involving simultaneity of the propositions as in:

If John’s here, Mary is too.
If John’s working, he’s happy.

Because these propositions do not refer to momentary
actions, but to continuous states, these can be seen in terms
of cause and effect, or equally in terms of inference. It is,
therefore, open to debate whether they are ‘hypotheticals’,
or ‘true conditionals’ (and whether the true conditionals can
be present as well as past or future).

There are unreal counterparts to these, but the rule that
a modal must be present applics, and would has to be
supplied:

If John were here, Mary would be too.
If John was working, he would be happy.

These, however, are indistinguishable in form from future
conditions. The distinction of hypothetical and conditional
seems then to create more problems than it solves.

There is some kind of ellipsis (‘something left out’) in
sentences such as:

If you want to know, I haven’t seen him.
If you’re going out, it’s raining.

These have to be interpreted as something like:

If you want to know, I'll tell you that I haven’t seen him.
If you’re going out, you ought to know that it’s raining.

In other words, it is the giving of the information or the
relevance of the information, not the proposition, that is
dependent on the proposition in the protasis.

This is not a phenomenon confined to conditionals. There
is something similar in:

He works hard, because he wants to be rich.
He works hard, because he’s at the office every morning
at nine.
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The first gives a reason for what is stated in the main
clause (‘he works hard’), the second gives a reason for
stating it.

7.4.3 Conditionals and modals
There are some problems concerning the use of modal verbs
within conditional sentences.

[i] As was stated in the last section, an unreal conditional must
contain a modal. This does not necessarily have to be would
and would have; could and could have are equally possible:

If John came, Mary could leave.
If John had come, Mary could have left.

Some modal verbs, however, do not have the appropriate
past tense form. There is thus no unreal conditional corre-
sponding to:

If John comes, Mary must leave.

MmusT has no past tense forms; the nearest equivalent are
forms of HAVE TO:

If John came, Mary would have to leave.
If John had come, Mary would have had to leave.

However, ought to/should may function as past (unreal
forms) and permit the trio:

If John comes, Mary ought to/should leave.
If John came, Mary ought to/should leave.
If John had come, Mary ought to/should have left.

With NEeD (needn’t) similar forms are possible, though
the full verb is also available:

If John comes, Mary needn’t leave.

If John came, Mary needn’t leave/wouldn’t need to leave.
If John had come, Mary needn’t have left/wouldn’t have
needed to leave.

The same is true of DARE, although the full verb forms may
be more common:

If John comes, Mary daren’t leave.

If John came, Mary daren’t leave/wouldn’t dare to leave.
If John had come, Mary daren’t have left/wouldn’t have
dared to leave.

[ii] Purely conditional would has a very different function from
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other conditional forms, particularly could and volitional
would. For would carries no meaning of its own other than
to indicate conditionality. But could seems to have the
sense of ‘would be able to’ or ‘*would can’, and volitional
would the sense of ‘would be willing to’ or “*would will’.
With could and volitional would, therefore, it would seem
that it is the modality, the ability or volition, that is unreal,
whereas with conditional would it is the event itself. But,
in fact, with could and volitional would semantically either
the modality or the event can be conditional. Compare:

If he worked hard, he could pass the exam.
If he so desired, he could pass the exam.

In the first it is the ability to pass the exam that is
dependent on working hard, but in the second there is no
question of the ability — it is the passing of the exam that
is dependent on the desire to do so. The first is paraphrase-
able ‘would be able to’, the second ‘can and would’.
Consider similarly:

There is just one thing I would say . . . .
No one could have guessed that it would take so long.

These do not mean ‘I would be willing’ ‘No one would have
been able to guess’, but I am willing and would (if you
permit) say’, and ‘No one was able to and would have
guessed’.

Where there is a deontic or epistemic modal in the apod-
osis, it is best interpreted as ‘outside’ the whole sentence.
It relates to both parts, not just to the apodosis. Consider:

If John comes, I might leave.
If John comes, you must leave.

These are best seen as ‘It is possible that if John comes I
shall leave’, ‘I oblige you to leave if John comes’. The judg-
ment, and the laying of obligation do not depend on John
coming. It is leaving that depends on John’s coming, and
the judgment or obligation relates to the whole sentence.
This type of interpretation is clearly necessary for a
sentence such as:

I might have walked out.

This (an implicit condition) does not mean ‘It would be
possible that I walked out’ but ‘It is possible that I would
have walked out’. Even more striking is:
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[iv]

If he had stayed in the army, he must/might have become
a colonel.

The meaning of this is ‘It must/might be that if he had
stayed in the army he would have become a colonel’. In all
these cases there is nothing conditional about the epistemic
modality, but only about the proposition on which it makes
a judgment. (See Huddleston 1977, Palmer 1978.)

There is nothing to prevent a modal from occurring in the
protasis, though an epistemic modal may often be difficult
to interpret, eg:

If John may come tomorrow, Mary will leave.

This probably means that Mary will leave (now), if there
is a possibility that John will come tomorrow.

There is, however, a particular problem with will/shall.
It was noted earlier that future will/shall are not used in
simple predictive (causal) future conditionals. This does
not, however, apply to volitional will. There is, therefore,
a contrast between:

If John comes, Mary will leave.
If John’ll come, Mary will leave.

The second has to be interpreted ‘If John is willing to
come’. Similary consider:

If medicine will save him, he’ll be safe.

This is clearly the ‘power’ use of will (7.1.2[i]).
However will/shall can occur in a future sense in protases
in sentences such as:

If the play will be cancelled, let's not go.
If he’ll be left destitute, I'll change my will.

The essential characteristic of such sentences is that the
events in the protasis are subsequent to those of the apod-
osis. The meanings are °‘If, if we go, the play will be
cancelled (when we arrive) let’s not go’ and ‘If, if I change
my will, he’ll be left destitute, I'll change my will’. The
futurity of will is not simple futurity as seen from the time
of speaking, but futurity from the time of the conditional
event, and this is marked by will/shall. (See Palmer 1983.)



Chapter 8

Marginal verbs

There are several verbs that are marginally auxiliaries, particu-
larly the non-auxiliary forms of BE, HAVE and Do.

8.1 BE

BE is used in English as a full verb, though with the formal
characteristics of an auxiliary (the NICE properties), and in 1s
TO.

8.1.1 Full verb
BE is a full verb in:

He is very sad.
He was in the garden.

In function the verbal forms are exactly paralleled by the forms
in:

He seems very sad.
He sat in the garden.

Unless there is a completely new definition of ‘auxiliary’, BE is

a full verb in these sentences. It is not followed by any other

verb, and has no place at all in the tables that have already been

set up. The full verb has the following characteristics of an
auxiliary:

(a) it has all the finite and non-finite positive forms — am, is, are,
was, were, been and being, all with the same function with
regard to number and person as the auxiliary BE (11.1.1);

(b) it has all the weak forms (11.1.3):
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I'm sad. [aim szd]
He's sad. [hi:zz szd]
We were sad. [wi: wa s&d] etc

(c) it occurs in negation, inversion, code and emphatic affir-
mation without po:

He isn’t sad.

Is he sad?

I am sad and so is he.
He is sad.

Not only do these forms occur without po, but, with certain
exceptions (see below), they cannot occur with po:

*He doesn’t be sad.
*Does he be sad?

*I am sad and so does he.
*He does be sad.

It is because of these characteristics of BE, even when a full
verb, that Palmer and Blandford (1939:122) talk of the
‘anomalous finites’, to include these as well as the auxiliary
verbs proper.

Like the auxiliaries, then, full verb BE does not usually occur
with po. However, Do may occur with auxiliary BE in the impera-
tive form, and is obligatory in the negative imperative, because
there is no form *ben’t (3.1.2):

Do be reading when I come in!
Don’t be reading when I come in!
(Be reading when I come in!)

The same is true of the full verb:

Do be at home when I arrive!
Don’t be at home when I arrive!
(Be at home when I arrive!)

However, the full verb also occurs with po where the auxiliary
cannot:

Why don’t you be more careful?

(*Why don’t you be reading?)

If you don’t be good, I shall punish you.

(*If you don’t be reading, I shall punish you.)

Here the forms with Do suggest single occasions (perhaps to
complain about a careless action, to rebuke a naughty child). By
contrast, the forms without po might refer to a permanent
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characteristic (though they could also be used in the other sense
too):

Why aren’t you more careful?
If you aren’t good, you’ll never succeed.

Do seems a little less likely if there is no negation:

Why do you be so foolish?
(Why are you so foolish?)

But it could be argued that these forms with Do involve a
formally different verb BE, which has only one finite form be
(instead of am, is, are) in view of:

?2If you be good, I'll reward you.

This verb also occurs (I have attested it in children’s speech at
least) with the meaning ‘act the part of’:

If you be the Queen, I can be the King.

8.1.2 1S TO
There is a set of forms am to, is to, are to, was to and were to,
which functions rather like modal verbs:

He’s to come tomorrow.
You’'re to be congratulated.

The set does not, however, contain any non-finite forms: there
is no *be to, *being to or *been to. It is, therefore, inappropriate
to refer to the verb BE T0; instead it will be referred to as 1s T0.
It has all the characteristics of an auxiliary (as indeed do all forms
involving BE), but in addition, like the modals, has no finite forms
and cannot be preceded by any other verb. But unlike the
modals, it has different forms for number and person.

There are four basic uses, the first two essentially temporal,
the other two modal in character:

[i] Present tense forms refer to future events that are planned
or part of an arrangement:

Certain colleges are to be designated for special
development.
There’s to be a new leader.

Futurity can be indicated by an infinitive form of a verb
‘with to, but no is, am or are”

The batsmen still to come are . . . .

[ii] Past tense forms usually refer simply to events that, in the
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event, took place later than the time being referred to; they
mark a future in the past:

Worse was to follow.
He was to make amends later.

But they may also be used to refer to planned events, as
in [i], which may or may not have taken place:

The cocktail party which was to precede the dinner party
was a disaster/did not take place.

[ili] Past and present forms refer to what is reasonable, or
possible:

I cannot see how this is to be avoided.
Mistakes were to be expected, if not condoned.

[iv] The present tense forms are used to give or relay a
command or instruction:

You are to come tomorrow.
He is to work here all day.

Tense has already been discussed with the examples above.
Negation is a little more complex. With the first two uses, the
future event is simply denied. With the two modal uses, however,
there is a difference. In the ‘reasonable’ sense, it seems to be the
modality that is negated to mean ‘it cannot reasonably be’:

Genuine progress is not to be found in all those twentieth-
century inventions.

This means ‘It cannot be found’, ‘It is not reasonable to suppose
that it will be found’. By contrast, in the command/instruction
use it is the proposition that is negated. There is a requirement
not to act:

You are not to come tomorrow.
He is not to work here all day.

There are idiomatic forms closely related to these:

John is to blame.
The house is to let.

These have to be interpreted in the passive: ‘John is to be
blamed’, ‘The house is to be let’ (the first in a modal, the second
in a temporal sense). But this is not a freely formed construction.
There are no similar sentences:

*John is to praise.
*The house is to sell.
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8.2 HAVE

HAVE is a most versatile verb with at least six different uses. (It
is preferable to talk of one verb with different uses than of six
different homonymous verbs, since the dividing line between
them is not clear and they have, in varying degrees, semantic and
formal features in common.)

Two of the uses, those of the marker of perfect in phase (3.3)
and of the semi-modal (6.6), have already been discussed. It is
also used as a full verb in both a stative and a dynamic use (8.2.1)
and in a set of constructions which indicate ‘affected’ subject
(8.2.2).

8.2.1 Full verb
Like BE, HAVE is a full verb. There is a close formal (and
semantic) similarity in the pairs:

He has three houses.

He owns three houses.

We had great difficulty.

We experienced great difficulty.

It is necessary, however, to distinguish two uses here, one
‘stative’ and indicating possession in the general sense, the other
‘dynamic’ and indicating experience, achievement, etc. Semanti-
cally the difference can be seen in the two possible interpret-
ations of each of the following:

We had sandwiches.
She had a son.

In the stative use these mean ‘We took sandwiches with us’ and
‘She was the mother of a boy’. In the dynamic use they mean
‘We ate sandwiches’ and ‘She gave birth to a son’.

There are at least four formal distinctions between the two
uses:

[i] In the stative use, HAVE commonly has the weak form found
in the auxiliary:

He's no friends. ([hizz])
They’d plenty of money. ([Oerd])
I've plenty of time. ([arv])

However, the use of weak forms is not as regular here as
with the auxiliary in colloquial speech.

[ii] Stative HAVE is often replaced in colloquial speech by HAVE
Got, which is morphologically, but not semantically, the
perfect of GET:
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[iii]

[iv]
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I have three pounds.
I've got three pounds.
She has four brothers.
She’s got four brothers.
Mary had a pretty face.
Mary’d got a pretty face.

The HAVE forms of HAVE GOT almost always occur as weak
forms (apostrophe -’ve, -’s, ’-d in writing).
Stative HAVE commonly occurs with the NICE properties:

I haven’t any money.

Have you a pencil?

I have a pencil and so has he.
He hds some money.

Yet forms with po also occur:

I don’t have any money.

Do you have a pencil?

I have a pencil and so does he.
He doées have some money.

These are often associated with American speech, but they
are by no means confined to it. It must also be allowed that
in colloquial British speech the HAVE GoTt forms are more
likely than the forms of HAVE without DoO.

Stative HAVE never occurs in the passive. It is not possible
to say:

*Three pounds are had by me.
*A pretty face was had by Mary.

But passives are rare with the dynamic use (see below).

As can be seen from the examples, the stative use of HAVE has
the notion of possession in the wide sense, to include ownership,
family and social relationships, whole/part relations, etc. In all
cases there is some sense of existence combined with some close
‘having’ relationship with the subject.

Dynamic HAVE occurs in a variety of senses, referring to experi-

ence,

achievement, recciving, plus some types of action:

Have a holiday.
Have a good time.

Have a child. (‘give birth’)
Have sandwiches. (‘eat’)
Have difficulty. (‘experience’)

Have a walk. (‘go for a walk’)
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Have a sleep.
Have a breakfast.

There is some idiomatic restriction on the possible objects, since
one can have a drink but not *have an eat (Wierzbicka 1982).
Dynamic HAVE does not usually occur in the weak forms. It would
be very curious to say:

We've a walk every day.
We'd a good holiday.

More strikingly, dynamic HAVE does not normally occur with
the NICE properties:

*We hadn’t a holiday.

*Had you a good time?

*We had a walk and so had you.
*We had breakfast.

In all cases a form with Do is required.

One interesting contrast is provided by the fact that HAVE may
be used in the sense of ‘stock’ for a shop. There can therefore
be a distinction between:

The supermarket hasn’t any icecream
The supermarket doesn’t have icecream.

The first can only mean that there is none there, the second that
it doesn’t stock it (though this is also indicated by the absence
and presence of any). There is nothing odd therefore about:

The supermarket hasn’t any icecream, but it does have
icecream.

A. Does the supermarket have icecream?
B. Yes, but it doesn’t have any now.

In a very few cases, a passive is possible:

A good time was had by all.
Breakfast can be had at eight.

But it is not possible to say:

*A sleep was had by me.
*A child was had by the woman.

8.2.2 ‘Affected’ subject
There is potentially triple ambiguity in (Chomsky 1965:21-2):
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I had a book stolen.
This is shown by glossing:

(a) from my car when I stupidly left the window open;
(b) from his library by a professional thief who I hired to do the
job;
(c) almost . . . but they caught me leaving the library with it.
Only the first type will be discussed in detail here. The second
type represents a causative use of HAVE which is dealt with in the
chapter on catenatives (9.2.2). The third type is a little prob-
lematic and will be briefly considered at the end of the section.
The function of the first type is, essentially, to place in subject
position the noun phrase that represents the person (or item)
indirectly affected by the action. Thus in the example given the
subject suffered the loss of a book. In this respect it is somewhat
similar to the passive in which, in relation to the active, a noun
phrase is moved into subject position. This is shown in the
comparison between:

I had a watch given to me.
A watch was given to me.

In the active a watch is the object and me the prepositional
object:

X gave a watch to me.

If compared with an active sentence the passive can be seen to
place a watch in subject position and the HAVE construction to
place me (I) in that position.

In fact, it is also possible to use the passive to place me (I) in
subject position:

I was given a watch.
This, however, is best seen as the passive of (5.1.3):
X gave me a watch.

This is not, therefore, directly relevant to the issue.
The HAVE construction is best seen as derived not directly from
the active, but from the passive:

(X stole a book from me)
A book was stolen from me.
I had a book stolen from me.

In the most easily explained form of the construction the
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subject of the sentence has a coreferential pronoun later in the
sentence either after a preposition or in the possessive form. This
is shown by:

She had the child taken from her.
I had my house burgled last night.

In theory the passive and the HAVE construction taken together
can move into subject position any noun phrase in the active
sentence. This is illustrated in the artificial paradigm:

Arthur took Bill’s book from Claude to Dennis.

Bill's book was taken from Claude to Dennis (by
Arthur). [Passive]

Bill had his book taken from Claude to Dennis (by Arthur)
Claude had Bill’s book taken from him to Dennis (by Arthur).
Dennis had Bill's book taken from Claude to him (by Arthur).

However, in the example considered at the beginning of the
section there is no coreferential pronoun; it has a book, not my
book, and does not include from me. In this sentence the indefi-
nite article can be interpreted to mean ‘one of my’, and indeed
it is possible to say I had one of my books stolen. The reason for
this appears to be as follows. English does not distinguish
between an indefinite (‘a my’) and a definite (‘the my’) use of my
and the other possessive pronouns. A possessive pronoun in this
construction is always to be interpreted as definite. An indefinite
article will however be interpreted here as indicating possession
by the subject, because the use of the construction itself indicates
that the subject is directly affected by the action. It would follow
that if I was affected by the theft of a book, it is likely that the
book was mine.

There is a parallel structure with an -ing form instead of an
-en form in the complement of HAVE:

John has men working for him.
He had his wife working in the shop.

These are essentially the active counterparts of the basically
passive forms that have just been discussed. They can be derived
from the active:

Men work for him.
His wife works in the shop.

Once again there is a coreferential pronoun either after the prep-
osition or in the possessive form.
Rather different, however, is a sentence such as:
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He has a sister living in Bristol.

This does not mean that he is affected by the fact that his sister
lives in Bristol, but rather that he has a sister and that she lives
in Bristol. There is even a potential formal difference in that the
weak form is much more natural here than in the previous
examples:

He's a sister living in Bristol.

This supports the suggestion that this is the stative HAVE of
possession, not the HAVE of affected subject.
There are also sentences such as:

He has twenty men under him.
Bill has his arm in a sling.

The nearest sentence without HAVE would be:

Twenty men are under him. (or There are twenty men under
him.)
Bill’s arm is in a sling.

This Quirk et al. (1985:1411) call ‘have existential’, but it clearly
has the same function of indicating the affected subject.
Once again there is a different sense in:

He has a brother in the army.

This means ‘He has a brother, and he is in the army’. It would,
for that reason, be less easy to contextualize:

He has his brother in the army.

This cannot mean ‘He has his brother and he is in the army’ and
must therefore be interpreted in terms of an affected subject. A
possible interpretation might be that he has arranged for the
brother to be in the army or that he cannot agree to support a
peace movement because his brother is in the army.

Also possible are constructions such as:

The car had its roof open.

This is the ‘affected NP’ construction related to:
The roof of the car was open.

Because of this there is ambiguity in:
The car has its roof damaged.

This relates to the ambiguous:



168 MARGINAL VERBS

The roof of the car was damaged.

Since this can be treated either as a regular passive or as a statal
passive (5.2.3), the HAVE sentence can mean either that the car
suffered damage to its roof or that its roof was in a damaged
state.

The third interpretation of the example quoted at the begin-
ning of the section is more difficult to account for. It has, or is
supposed to have, the meaning ‘I almost succeeded in stealing
the book’. Most people would find it difficult to arrive at this
interpretation, but it is much clearer in other contexts with other
verbs:

We had them beaten, and then they scored.
We scored and then we had them beaten.

These two examples show that the meaning can be interpreted
in terms of either ‘almost’ or ‘at last’. The common notion is,
perhaps, that of temporary success. It is debatable whether this
is similar to the use that has been discussed in this section. It
could be argued that the subject is affected by the temporary
success. But it remains a little idiosyncratic and idiomatic in that
it is more natural with a verb such as BEAT, which carries a lexical
meaning related to success and failure.

8.2.3 Summary
This is a good place to summarize the uses of HAVE. Six may be
recognised:

[i] The auxiliary, the marker of perfect phase. (3.3)

[ii] The semi-modal HAVE TO. 6.6)

[ii] The stative full verb. (8.2.1)
[iv] The dynamic full verb. (8.2.1)
[v] The verb of affected subject. (8.2.2)
[vi] The catenative of causation. (9.2.2)

These fall into three main types in terms of their auxiliary-like

qualities, notably the NICE properties and the weak forms:

(a) The marker of perfect phase is a true auxiliary and has all
the NICE properties (and does not occur with po) and
regularly occurs in weak forms.

(b) The semi-modal and the stative full verb may have the NICE
properties, but also occur with po and have the alternative
forms of HAVE GoT. Weak forms are possible, but not regular.

(c) The dynamic full verb, the verb of affected subject and the
catenative do not have the NICE properties and do not
normally occur in weak forms.
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8.3 po

There are three uses of po. One, the use of po as the ‘empty’
auxiliary, has already been discussed (2.2.6).
Do is also a full verb as in:

He does a lot of work.
I'll do my duty.
He did nothing about it.

The full verb, unlike BE and HAVE, does not have the NICE prop-
erties. In negation, inversion, etc, the auxiliary po is required:

He doesn’t do a lot of work.

Does he do a lot of work?

He does a lot of work and so do 1.
He dées do a lot of work.

It is not possible to say:

*He doesn’t a lot of work.
*Does he a lot of work?

(In the other two it is not possible to make a formal distinction.
Do in the code example above, for instance, has nothing to show
that it is the auxiliary not the main verb, but patterning with the
others shows that it is.)

Similarly, the full verb has no weak forms, though its -s form
does is the same as that of the auxiliary, (which is morphologi-
cally irregular in speech [dAz], not *[du:z]).

Thirdly, there is an ‘empty’ full verb as seen in:

What does he hope to do?

What do you like doing?

What do you want done?

It would be very foolish to do so.

Do is used here to mean no more than ‘to act’, standing for any
dynamic verb. Although this is very like the empty auxiliary it
is clearly different from it. In particular, the auxiliaries cannot
occur in the position it occupies here. (The modals are ruled out
by their lack of non-finite forms but BE and HAVE are not):

What does he hope to be/have?
What do you like being/having?
*What do you want been/had?
It would be foolish to be so.

BE and HAVE here are either impossible or else cannot be inter-
preted as auxiliaries, for it would not be reasonable to reply to
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the first ‘He hopes to be playing’ or ‘He hopes to have finished’,
but only ‘He hopes to be a policeman’ ‘He hopes to have a car’
(where BE and HAVE are full verbs). By comparison with these, the
po forms above are to be identified as forms of a full verb, not
of auxiliary po.

84 usep 1o

USED TO is a very marginal member of the primary auxiliaries. In
terms of the NICE properties its status is very dubious since some
forms are much more acceptable than others:

He usedn’t to act like that.

? Used he to act like that?

*I used to act like that and so used he.
He used to act like that.

The verb, however, also occurs with po:

He didn’t use to act like that.

Did he use to act like that?

I used to act like that and so did he.
He did use to act like that.

Some speakers of English might feel uncomfortable with some
of these — that they are slightly substandard. But with code did
is the only possible form.

The commonest negation form is with not [not):

He used not to act like that.

If the negative is interpreted as negating used then it is here an
auxiliary, but it could be argued that not negates the following
verb, and that useD is a full verb like PREFER in:

He prefers not to act like that.

The semantics give no answer. It is impossible to distinguish not
being in the habit of doing something and being in the habit of
not doing something.

The verb looks orthographically like the full verb usg, but it
has little in common with it semantically. Moreover, it is distinct
morphologically in that the normal form is [ju:st] and not [ju:zd],
which is the past tense of USE only (compare the similar form of
have [hzf] 6.6 and cf 11.5).

8.5 BETTER, RATHER, LET'S

It was once, half jokingly, suggested that English has three
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auxiliaries [beta], [2:ta] and [gpta] (better, ought to and got to).
For the ‘weakening’ of the fo see 8.5. The first is to be treated
as had better as shown by:

You hadn’t better go.

In the positive form, however, there is often no indication in
speech of the had form even though it is written:

You’d better go.

But although interpretation in terms of had better is the tra-
ditional one, it results in a completely idiosyncratic form since HAVE
does not otherwise occur with the bare infinitive:

*You had go.

Closely associated with had better is would rather. In normal
conversation the distinction of had and would is lost since both
are merely [d]. It could be plausibly argued that these are related
in terms of discourse and subject orientation, had better indi-
cating what the speaker (or hearer), would rather what the
subject, regards as desirable. There are no obvious past time
forms to support this formally, but it is supported to some degree
by the passivization test:

He’d better meet her.

She’d better be met by him.
He’d rather meet her.

! She’d rather be met by him.

Let’s is what grammarians would call the ‘first person imperative’
as in:

Let’s go.
It is quite distinct now from the verb LET (= PERMIT) as in:
Let us go.

The let’s form can have the strong form (let us) as well as the
weak (let’s), but the full verb LET can occur only with the ‘strong’
form. It occurs with the tag shall we:

Let’s go, shall we?

This relates it to the imperative where the normal tag is Won’t
you:

Go, won’t you?



Chapter 9

The catenatives

The catenatives and the complex phrase in which they function
are illustrated by sentences such as:

He kept talking.
I want to go to London.
I saw John come up the street.

In these sentences there are two full verbs, the first a catenative.
But there is no limit upon the number of verbs that may co-occur
in this way, provided that all except the last are catenatives.
Examples of sentences with more than two are:

I got him to persuade her to ask him to change his mind.

He kept on asking her to help him get it finished.

I don’t want to have to be forced to begin to try to make more
money.

The term ‘complex phrase’ is, as was seen in the first chapter, a
little misleading in that there are two or more verb phrases;
indeed, that there are two or more clauses involving subordi-
nation. But these complex phrases are grammatical units of a kind
that other sequences involving verb forms are not. They are
merely one step further in terms of freedom of association from
the verb phrases involving first the primary auxiliaries and then
the modals. They are quite different, in this way, from sequences
such as (see 9.3.1):

I bought the boat to sail the world.

He walked away thinking about the disaster.

In these there is no close relationship either semantically or
syntactically between bought and to sail, walked and thinking.
The link is entirely one of the syntax of clauses within the
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sentences. But there is a much tighter syntactic and semantic
relationship between the catenative and its following verb; there
is a great deal to be said about the restrictions of occurrence. It
is impossible, for instance, to say:

*He kept to talk.
*1 want going to London.

These are as ungrammatical as:

*He has talking.
*He can to go to London.

This suggests that the catenatives share some grammatical charac-
teristics with the auxiliary verbs (in varying degrees — some are
very like the modals — see 9.2.9), and justifies talking about
‘complex phrases’ as distinct from sequences of verb phrases in
successive clauses.

For simplicity only complex phrases with two verb forms (one
catenative) will be discussed; this makes it possible to identify the
main and the subordinate clause. In practice, as shown above,
there may be much longer complex phrases, but the relationship
between each successive verb form remains largely the same.
(For a detailed listing see Van Ek 1966.)

9.1 Classification

This section considers the main criteria that are relevant for the
classification of catenatives and complex clauses. Some more
theoretical issues are left until 9.3.

9.1.1 Basic structures

There are two obvious sets of criteria for the classification of the

catenatives in terms of the constructions with which they occur.
First, there are the four types of verb forms with which they

may be followed (the four that were first noted in 2.1.1):

bare infinitive He helped wash up.

to-infinitive He wants to go to London.
-ing form He keeps talking about it.
-en form He got shot in the riot.

For the majority of the catenatives, however, only the second
and third are relevant.

Secondly, a noun phrase may or may not occur between the
catenative and the following verb. The sentences above may be
compared with (though not in every case with the same verb):
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bare infinitive He helped them wash up.
to-infinitive He wants them to go to London.
-ing form He kept them talking a long time.
-en form He had the rioters shot.

The precise syntactic status of the noun phrase is a topic for later
discussion (9.1.3). But a distinction will be made between
complex phrases ‘with’ or ‘without NP’.

9.1.2 Aspect, phase, tense and voice

As was seen in 5.1.1, the paradigms of the modal auxiliaries
consist of a modal followed by all the possible infinitival forms
— eight in all, marking aspect, phase and voice (tense being
marked by the auxiliary itself). A similar basic paradigm might
seem appropriate for the catenative + verb sequence, eg:

(1) I expect to take.
(3) I expect to be taking.
(5) I expect to have taken.
(7) I expect to have been taking.
(9) I expect to be taken.
(11) I expect to be being taken.
(13) I expect to have been taken.
(15) I expect to have been being taken.

This, however, is unhelpful because the catenatives can also be
independently marked for all the categories (expected, am
expecting, have expected, have been expecting, am expected, etc)
with the same meanings as all other verbs. What is of relevance
here is the marking of these categories in the subordinate clause
(by the infinitives, -ing form and -en form).

One restriction is determined by the forms themselves. There
is no distinction in form between phase and tense since with the
non-finite forms both perfect and past are marked with HAVE (see
3.3.3). But there are other restrictions too. A full paradigm (of
eight forms, not sixteen, since phase and tense are not distinct)
is found only with the ro-infinitive, and even there (11) and (15)
are rare. The bare infinitive and -en form have a very limited set
of distinctions.

[i] Of the three categories, voice is the easiest to deal with.
The -en form is always to be interpreted as passive and
often corresponds to a bare infinitive in the active:

He saw them eat.
He saw them eaten.
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(ii]

He had them beat the carpet.
He had them beaten.

With other verbs the -en form is the passive of the ro-
infinitive, though the passive infinitival is also possible with
little difference in meaning:

I want them to beat the carpet.
I want them beaten.
I want them to be beaten.

Apart from these forms the passive is regularly found
with both infinitivals and participals. The infinitival forms
have been illustrated in the paradigm above; examples of
participials are:

They stopped punishing him.
They stopped being punished.
They stopped them punishing them.
They stopped them being punished.

However, there are some verbs where the passive is un-
likely, especially with the -ing form, when there is an in-
tervening noun phrase:

They kept them working.
?They kept them being taught.
I want them working.

21 want them being taught.

The restriction is almost certainly semantic. One usually
‘keeps’ or ‘wants’ others taking action, not being acted on.
Yet for the last sentence a passive is possible with a to-
infinitive instead of the -ing form:

I want them to be taught.

Aspect is a little more difficult. With some verbs the bare
infinitive and the -ing form are quite clearly related in terms
of aspect:

I saw the boys cross the road.

I saw the boys crossing the road.
He had them beat the carpet.

He had them beating the carpet.

These function like:

The boys crossed the road.
The boys were crossing the road.
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They beat the carpet.
They were beating the carpet.

But this contrast is not always possible:

I made him talk to me.
*I made him talking to me.

There are some verbs in which a difference of aspect
might be seen in the contrast of to-infinitive with -ing form:

He started to speak, but was soon interrupted.
He started speaking, and kept on for hours.

But the semantic distinction is less clear here than with SEE.
It is even less clear in:

I like swimming.
I like to swim.

Nor is there an obvious difference between:

I intend going tomorrow.
I intend to go tomorrow.

In many cases, however, the -ing form appears to be
intrinsically progressive, even where there is no contrast
with a (non-progressive) infinitive eg:

He kept talking.
He kept them talking.

But with some verbs, notably the verbs of attitude (9.2.7),
the -ing form carries no progressive meaning with it:

I don’t like them reading comics.
(They read comics.)

Yet there are no forms of the type being talking with two
successive -ing forms, whether the progressive is indicated
or not. Such forms are as unlikely with LIKE as with KEEP:

*He kept being talking.

*He kept them being talking.

*I don’t like them being reading when he comes.
(They are reading now.)

In fact, there is a more general restriction on sequences of
-ing forms. If the catenative itself is in the -ing form, a
following -ing form is, at best, most unlikely:

7He’s keeping talking.
7He’s just starting speaking.
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It would appear that there is simply a restriction on two
successive -ing forms in English.

The occurrence of -ing forms followed by -en forms has
already been discussed in the consideration of voice above.
There appear to be some restrictions on this construction.

With the fo-infinitive form, aspect may be marked by the
presence or absence of a following -ing form:

I intend to work when he comes.
I intend to be working when he comes.
I don’t like them to read comics.
I don’t like them to be reading comics.

But with some verbs a ro-infinitive plus -ing form is not
possible.

*He started to be speaking.

Phase and tense are not distinguished, both being marked
by HAVE (see above). Tense/phase may be marked in the
subordinate clause, but there are considerable restrictions.
In particular it does not occur with the bare infinitive,
though there are no obvious grammatical reasons for this:

*I saw him have crossed the road.
*I made him have talked to me.

There is one set of verbs with which have plus the to-
infinitive commonly occurs, that of ‘reporting’ (9.2.3):

I believe John to have gone.
I believe John to have been tricked.

These occur commonly with passivization of the main
clause:

John is believed to have gone.
John is believed to have been tricked.

That both past and perfect may be so marked is clear:

John is believed to have gone yesterday.
John is believed to have gone already.
(John went yesterday.)

(John has already gone.)

Phase/tense is also marked with -ing forms:

I remember going.

I remember having gone.

I remember being beaten.

I remember having been beaten.
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But REMEMBER, along with a few other verbs (9.2.6), is
idiosyncratic in this respect because -ing forms with and
without HAVE refer to past time, with no apparent differ-
ence of meaning. With most other verbs HAVE is unlikely
to occur either with -ing forms or the infinitives:

*He decided to have gone.

*He strives to have finished.

?1 enjoyed having seen him.

*1 finished having talked.

*Can you justify them having done that?

9.1.3 Identity relations

This section is concerned with the identity of the subject of the
main clause and, in particular, whether it can be identified with
the subject or object of the main cause, or neither. This involves
also the status of any intervening noun phrase. The problem is
easily illustrated in:

John wanted to talk.

John kept talking.

John wanted the men to talk.
John kept the men talking.

Here it is clear intuitively that the subject of to talk and talking
in the first two sentences is John, whereas in the second two it
is the intervening noun phrase the men. These intuitions are
supported by a comparison of the possible and impossible (or
most unlikely) sentences:

The hens lay eggs.

The hens want to lay eggs.

The farmers want the hens to lay eggs.
*The farmers lay eggs.

*The farmers want to lay eggs.

*The hens want the farmers to lay eggs.

The sentences show that the subject of the subordinate clause is
identical with the subject of the main clause if there is no inter-
vening noun phrase, but identical with the noun phrase, if there
is one. The last two sentences would incorrectly identify the
farmers as the subject of LAY.

These relationships may be shown formally by using subscript
indices to indicate identity with the unstated (‘missing’) subjects
of subordinate clauses in round brackets, with square brackets
showing the subordinate clause:
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(1) NP, V[(NP,) V]
(2) NP, V[NP, V]

But this simple picture needs some modification.

[i] There are some verbs for which it may be argued that the
intervening noun phrase is both the object of the verb of
the main clause and the subject of the subordinate. A
further formula is needed:

(3) NP: V NP: [(NP2) V]

This will distinguish between such sentences as:

I wanted the doctor to examine the boy.
I persuaded the doctor to examine the boy.

Here there are three noun phrases, the third being the
object of the verb of the subordinate clause. The question
at issue is whether or not the second NP, the doctor, is the
object of wanted and persuaded, ie which of the following
formulae is appropriate:

NP: V[NP: V NP;]
NP: V NP: [(NP2) V NPs]

There are two arguments that clearly establish the first
formula as appropriate for wanT and the second for
PERSUADE.

First, passivization of the main clause gives:

The doctor was persuaded to examine the boy.
*The doctor was wanted to examine the boy.

The possibility of the first sentence indicates clearly that
the doctor is the object of persuaded, for it is now the
subject of the passive; the impossibility of the second
shows that it is not the object of wanted.

Secondly, there are two possible sentences with the
subordinate clause in the passive:

I wanted the boy to be examined by the doctor.
I persuaded the boy to be examined by the doctor.

But they are very different. The first is clearly directly
related to the original sentence with passivization of the
subordinate clause. The second is not, for there is now a
difference of meaning in that it is the boy and not the
doctor who is persuaded. Compare also:
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I wanted John to play the piano.

I wanted the piano to be played by John.

I persuaded John to play the piano.

*I persuaded the piano to be played by John.

The contrast can be explained by saying that the doctor
is not the object of wanted in the original sentence, but
that it is the object of persuaded, where the object of the
main clause is identical with the subject of the subordinate
clause. This becomes clear if the formulae are spelled out
with words:

I wanted [the doctor to examine the boy].
I persuaded the doctor [the doctor to examine the boy].

Passivization of the subordinate clause of the first sentence
produces the sentence required, but passivization of the
second would lead to:

I persuaded the doctor [the boy to be examined by the
doctor].

The object of the main clause is now no longer the subject
of the subordinate. What is needed is that the doctor is
replaced by the boy in the main clause:

I persuaded the boy [the boy to be examined by the
doctor].

This argument no less than the first shows that the doctor
is the object of persuaded but not of wanted. It also estab-
lishes the identity of the object of the main clause and the
subject of the subordinate.

There are, then, three basic constructions that will
account for the majority of the catenatives:

(1) NP: V [(NP:) V]
(2) NP: V [NPz V]

There are other verbs with NPs that do not exactly fit
either the PERSUADE or the WANT pattern. ORDER would
seem at first sight to be like PERSUADE:

I ordered the chauffeur to fetch the car.
The chauffeur was ordered to fetch the car.

Main clause passivization clearly establishes the chauffeur
as the object of ordered, and PERSUADE, but not WANT,
would be possible in the two sentences. Yet ORDER seems to
function like WANT:
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I ordered the chauffeur to fetch the car.
I ordered the car to be fetched by the chauffeur.

Here the passivization of the subordinate clause suggests
that the chauffeur is not the object of ordered, and waNT
could be substituted for orRDER in both sentences.
Semantically, too, ORDER seems to function in two ways.
Either orders are given to someone to do something or
they are given that certain things shall be done. These two
meanings accord well with the two possible constructions.
It could be argued that there are two verbs ORDER, one like
WANT the other like PERSUADE, with structures such as:

I ordered [the chauffeur to fetch the car].
I ordered the chauffeur [the chauffeur to fetch the car].

Yet it seems rather to be the case that ORDER is not
unambiguously either of the one type or the other. For it
is not possible to establish which of the two constructions
is an appropriate analysis for a sentence like:

I ordered the chauffeur to fetch the car.

In order to establish whether ORDER is like wWANT or
PERSUADE we need to appeal to the meaning — to ask
whether orders were given to the chauffeur or not. Unfor-
tunately it is not clear what is meant by ‘giving orders to
the chauffeur’. Does this mean only to him personally? Or
can they be given via someone else? The semantic distinc-
tion is very far from clear, yet the syntax depends upon
making that distinction. It is not then a matter of ORDER
belonging to two verb classes, but that the distinction
between these two classes is not valid for ORDER.

There is a different problem with BELIEVE. It is that this
verb (as well as other verbs of reporting) can occur with
main clause passivization, in spite of the fact that the NP
is not semantically the object of the verb, eg:

The doctor is believed to have examined John.
The active sentence (possibly a little unnatural) would be:
I believe the doctor to have examined John.

But, although with PERSUADE, the meaning was ‘I
persuaded the doctor’, the meaning here is not ‘I believe
the doctor’.

Semantically, then, BELIEVE is not like OrRDER. For,
where with ORDER there was passivization of the main
clause, it could be argued that oRDER was like PERSUADE
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(and that it could also be like waNT). But in terms of
meaning at least, it would seem that BELIEVE is not like
PERSUADE and occurs only with construction 2, like wANT,
where the NP is not the object of the verb of the main
clause. Yet the main clause may be passivized. One way
of accounting for this was the device known as ‘subject
raising’, where the subject of a subordinate clause is
‘raised’ to a higher or main clause. On this interpretation
the doctor would be the subject of the subordinate clause
in underlying structure, but would then be raised to be the
object of the main clause. It would then become its subject
when the sentence is passivized.

There is a further problem with ExpecT. It appears at first
sight to be of the same type as wANT (even occurring with
construction 1):

I expect to examine John.
I expect the doctor to examine John.
I expect John to be examined by the doctor.

Yet passivization of the main clause is possible, which
suggests rather that the verb is like PERSUADE:

The doctor was expected to examine John.

There is a semantic explanation available again. We may
either expect someone to do something (expect it of him
that he will do it) or expect that someone will do some-
thing. With the former meaning EXPECT is syntactically and
semantically like PERSUADE, with the latter like wANT.

Yet this does not fully account for the behaviour of
EXPECT. Passivization of the main clause is possible, as in
the sentence illustrated, even where there is no expec-
tation directed at someone: it is not necessarily true that we
are talking about expecting (ie requiring) the doctor to
take action. It would seem that with ExPECT sometimes the
NP is the object of the main clause and so permits normal
passivization, but that sometimes it is the subject of the
subordinate clause so that passivization is possible only
after ‘subject raising’. Other verbs are no less problematic,
eg INTEND and MEAN, where passivization is possible but
rarer:

It was intended to be seen.

?John was intended to be examined by the doctor.
John was meant to come at four.

?The doctor was meant to examine John.
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There is a great deal of indeterminacy here; the best we
can do is to state the facts — that there are verbs that may
occur with either construction, ie may or may not have the
NP as the object of the main clause, though often with no
clear distinction between the two, and that there are
others such as BELIEVE that permit main clause passiviz-
ation, even though semantically the NP is not the object of
the main clause.

There is a different though less problematic situation, with
PROMISE:

I promised John to go.
This is not:

NP: V NP: [(NP2) V]

This would imply that the meaning was that I promised
John that he would go. It is rather:

(4) NP: V NP [(NP1) V]

This shows that the meaning is that I promised John that
I should go.

The verb PROMISE is unique in this respect. It alone
produces a structure that looks superficially exactly like
that of PERSUADE, etc, but is quite different in its identity
relations. There are verbs with prepositions that seem
similar (see 9.1.4).

I agreed with John to go.
I undertook with John to go.
I offered to John to go.

But here, of course, John is not the objec. of the verb,
and the construction is one with no intervening NP, but
the subject of the subordinate verb is still to be identified
with the subject of the main verb (and proMISE would not
be unique if it too required with or to (*I promised with/to
John to go).

There is an apparent problem with:

I don’t advise doing that.
I don’t recommend going there.

Here the subject of the subordinate clause is semantically
not I but we or you or even ‘anyone’. (See 9.2.7, 9.3.4.)
Another addition to the list of structures is required by:
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The boy needs to wash.
The clothes need washing.

These are not like:

The boy began to wash.
The boy began washing.

With NEED, to wash appears to be active, but washing
appears to be passive. Alternatively with need washing the
subject of the main clause is the object of the subordinate
clause, the subject being unstated (and indicated by a
blank):

NP: V [NP:V]
NP, V [~ V NP/

There are only a very few verbs of this kind (see 9.2.8).
A different problem is provided by sentences such as:

John seems to have seen Mary.
Mary seems to have been seen by John.

Here there is passivization of the whole sentence as if it
were a single clause (ie with a simple verb phrase) with
John as the subject and Mary as the object. It was
precisely passivization of this kind that was used as
evidence in the arguments about the status of the modals.

Several solutions have been proposed. The simplest is
that these verbs function like auxiliaries and are marginal
members of the class of auxiliary verbs. In terms of voice
neutrality, at least, they form part of a simple rather than
a complex phrase. Other solutions again use the notion of
subject raising. It might seem possible to analyse the
sentence as:

NP: V [(NP:) V NP:
John seems |John to have seen Mary).

But this would not account for the passivization of the
whole sentence. An alternative solution is that the sub-
ordinate clause is the subject (not the object) of the main
clause, ie:

NP: V [(NP:) V NP:)
[John to have seen Mary] seems.

John is then raised to subject position in the main clause
to become the subject of seems to give the required
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sentence. For the passive sentence, the subordinate
sentence is first passivized:

[NPszm, by NPI] \'%
[Mary to have been seen by John] seems.

The subject of the subordinate clause is now Mary and it
is this that is raised to the subject position in the main
clause to become the subject of seems. (None of these
solutions, however, is adopted in more recent syntactic
theory.)

There are a few verbs that follow the pattern of SEem
as well as the more usual pattern of the other catenatives,
eg BEGIN in:

John began to read a book.
The rain began to destroy the flowers.

For the first sentence cannot be passivized, but the second
can:

*The book began to be read by John.
The flowers began to be destroyed by the rain.

Any analysis in terms of raising must treat these as quite
different in their structure although the semantic differ-
ence rests only on the rather vague issue of whether or not
the subject of the active sentence was fully responsible for
the action. On the other hand, an analysis in terms of
auxiliary-like characteristics would actually relate to the
semantic issue: the more the initiation was associated with
the subject, the less likely is a near-auxiliary interpret-
ation, and the less likely, therefore, the possibility of voice
neutrality.

9.1.4 Prepositions in the structure

Many of the verbs being considered may be followed by a prep-
osition plus an NP. There are several possibilities, however, some
of them problematic.

[i] Many ‘futurity’ verbs (9.2.1) occur with the NP: V[(NP:)V]
construction, but not with NP: V [NP:V]. Indeed, the
number that occur with both is very small. There is a
contrast:

I want to come.
I want John to come.
I long to come.
*I long John to come.
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WANT, but not LONG, enters into both constructions.
However, the apparent gap is filled by using a construction
with for:

I long for John to come.

The identity relations are exactly the same as with want:
John is here the object of come.

With some verbs a prepositional phrase, often containing
with, may come after the catenative:

I undertook to come.
I undertook with John to come.

If the prepositional phrase is simply ignored, these verbs
occur only with construction 1, with the subject of the
subordinate clause identical with that of the main clause.
But as was noted in 9.1.3[v], they are, in a way, like
PROMISE.

PLEAD is similar but more idiosyncratic:

I pleaded to come.
I pleaded with John to come.
I pleaded with John to be allowed to come.

Obviously the first means that I pleaded that I should come,
but the second is much more likely to mean that I pleaded
with John that he should come, yet the third (with a passive
form) again means ‘I pleaded that I should be allowed to
come’. If the preposition is ignored, the second is like
PERSUADE, the third like PROMISE.

There are verbs that require prepositions when followed
not by subordinate clauses but by NPs with nouns:

He hoped for a victory.
He escaped from prison.
He decided on the proposal.

These, however, occur as catenatives without prepositions:

He hoped to win.
He escaped jailing.
He decided to go.

The occurrence of the preposition in these cases is, thus,
hardly relevant to the analysis of the catenatives.

There are many verbs that always occur with a preposition.
These are very like the catenatives, but will not be
discussed further in this book, eg:
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I reacted against going there.
I insisted upon going there.
He persisted in going there.

9.1.5 Semantics

As has been seen, there are at least three set of criteria available
for the classification of the catenatives: the type of non-finite
form, the identity relations and the features of tense, phase,
aspect and voice.

Any attempt to use all of these in a classification would lead
to a vast number of classes. It would, indeed, be preferable
simply to approach the problem lexically, to list the verbs and
to state for each individually, its characteristics in terms of the
criteria. Yet an attempt to use just one of the sets of criteria
would lead to many, possibly most, verbs being placed in more
than one class. A particular difficulty is that there are borderline
cases.

The only simple solution is to adopt a basically semantic classi-
fication. This will not ignore the formal characteristics; indeed,
often there will be close correspondence. For instance, one class
is that of the ‘futurity’ verbs. These all refer to actions contem-
plated for the future — planned, foreseen, ordered, etc.
Formally they are distinguished by the possibility of the occur-
rence of adverbials of future time in the subordinate clause:

I hope to come tomorrow.

I want John to come tomorrow.

I persuaded John to come tomorrow.
I promised John to come tomorrow.

These exemplify the three basic constructions that were proposed
plus the more unusual construction associated with PROMISE:

NP: V([NP:)V]
NP: V [NP, V]
NP: V NP