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Abstrad: Spanish verbs display two past-tense forms, the pretérito and the imperfedo.
We offer an acount of the semantics of these forms within a situation semantics,
addressng a number of theoreticdly interesting questions abou how to redize a
semantics for tense and events in that type of framework. We ague that ead of these
formsis unambiguous, and that the goparent variety of readings attested for them derives
from interadion with ather fadors in the murse of interpretation. The meaning d the
imperfedo is constrained to always refled atelic &tionsart. In addition, it contains a
modal element, and a mntextualy-given accesshility relation over situations constrains
the interpretation o the modal in ways that give rise to all the atested readings. The
pretérito is indeterminate with resped to aktionsart, neither telic nor atelic. One or the
other aktionsart may be forced by aher fadors in the dause in which the pretérito
ocaurs, aswell as by pragmatic contrast with the posshility of using the imperfedo.

80 Introduction!

In this paper we have both a descriptive and atheoreticad aim. The former consistsin
attempting to formulate truth conditi ons for the Spanish pretérito and imperfedo tenses
andin identifying the impli cations they ead have for the &tionsart of the resulting
clause; so far as we know, this has not been addressed previously in the literature on
Spanish. While asped isrelated to aktionsart, they are distinct: Asped isagrammetica
nation, refleded in morphdogicd distinctions such as that between pretérito (‘perfedive)
and imperfedo ('imperfedive), while &tionsart is a semantic nation, a dasdfication d
the events correspondngto clauses. Asis often the cae in hunan languages, thereisno
one-to-one rrelation between the asped of agiven verbal form and the &tionsart of the
correspondng event. Wewill argue that whil e the imperfedo will always entail atelic
aktionsart in the interpreted utterance, the use of the pretérito will not necessarily result
in telic &ktionsart. We show that this follows from the truth condtions we suggest for
these aspedual forms.

Most recent treaments of aktionsart (e.g., seeHinrichs 1985,Krifka 1987,Link 1987,
Parsons 1989, 1990ter Meulen 1984, 199phave been couched in an extensional event
semantics. The use of eventsin modeli ng aktionsarten permits us to charaderize more
adequately the important feaures which distingush them. It also helps usto cgpture the
way in which the semantics of the &tionsarten parall es that of nominal expressons, and

IThisis arevised version d a paper by the same name which appeas in JaeHak Yoon& Andreas Kathol
(eds.) (1996 Papers in Semantics: OSU Working Papers in Lingustics 49, Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio
State University Department of Linguistics, 43-70. In an even ealier form, this material was presented at
the Georgetown University Roundable on Language ad Lingustics, in the Presesson on Spanish
Lingustics, in March, 1995 We ae grateful to David Dowty, Andreas Kathol, Paul Portner and JaeHak
Yoon for helpful discussons on various paints, and to Angelika Kratzer and an anonymous reviewer for
Natural Language Semantics whose amments resulted in significant improvements to the paper.



hencethe way in which the &tionsart for a particular clause is influenced by the
semantics of its nominal arguments and adverbial modifiers, as we will ill ustrate below.
But the work of Dowty (1979, Landman (1992, and Portner (1998 onthe English
progressve aguesthat the interpretation o a particular grammatica asped may involve
modality, necesstating an intensional perspedive. We ague that thisisthe cae with the
Spanish imperfedo, and that this perspedive will permit usto gveit asingle truth
condtional interpretation while acourting for the various types of readings attested for it
intheliterature. So,in order to properly charaderizethis particular aspedual element,
we neel to consider aktionsart in an intensional fragment with events.

We will formulate the truth condtions for imperfedo and pretérito in asituation
semantics of the sort originally proposed in Kratzer (1989. The use of this framework
refleds our second, theoreticd aim, which isto begin to explore how to enrich this
framework with a semantics for tense and asped. Again, thisisasubjed which, so far as
we know, has not yet been systematicaly explored, and, d course, the present study orly
represents a modest beginning. But it already presents sosme interesting problems which
may be useful to kegp in mind in subsequent work, whether on Spanish or other
languages.2 Andit raises the question d whether we need two dstinct types of objedsin
the model, events and situations, or whether insteal the latter alone might suffice

In what foll ows, wefirst, in 81, gve abrief overview of the traditionally observed
meanings of the pretérito and imperfedo. In §2,we mnsider the asociated aktionsarten.
In 83we discuss ®me of the issues which arise in introducing temporal fadorsinto a
situation semantics, and propose how to charaderize delic andtelic &tionsartenin this
type of framework. Andin 84we offer truth condtions for the imperfedo and the
pretérito and consider how these permit us to acourt for the readings discussed in 8§1. 85
isabrief conclusionto ou discusson.

81 Observed meanings of the pretérito and imperfedo
81.1 Pretérito

The Spanish pretérito, exemplified by (1a) and (1b), is generally said to make an
unambiguots contribution to the meanings of expressonsin which it occurs, with a sense
which is often said to be purctual, terminative, or definite.

(1) a Llego el tren.
arrive-3sg.PRET thetrain
‘Thetrain arrived.

b. Teresa catd en e tedro.
Teresasing-3sg.PRET in the theder
‘Teresa sang in the theaer.’

Informally, the terminative charader seansto refled the fad that events correspondng to
pretérito clauses are taken to have an end, e.g.in (1a), thetrain's arriva isa almination,
anend d thetrip. When definitenessis invoked, the point seems to be that the entire

2SeeCooper (1986 for an ealier discusson o (English) tense within situation semantics.



event isreferred to, as oppased to some indefinite subpart; hence, e.g., (1b) might be
taken to refer to the entire event of Teresa's sngingin the theaer, as oppcsed to some
sub-event of her singing there. We will argue that these senses are catured bya
requirement that the event(s) correspondng to a pretérito clause have adefinite
termination pant, or end-point, in contrast to the events correspondng to imperfedo
clauses. The relationship to the terminative senseis obvious and dred, that to the
definite and purctual sensesless ®, mediated by aktionsarten. The pretérito, urlike the
imperfedo, may dencte atelic aktionsart; this aktionsart in turn entail s the definiteness in
the relevant sense, of the event in question; and it influences the way that a Reference
Timeis established in dscourse and leadsto the impresson that the correspondng event
isviewed as purctual relative to ather events under discusson. Welll review how these
effeds arise below.

81.2 Imperfedo

Traditional discusgons of the imperfedo propase various meanings for diff erent tokens,
including pogressve, habitual, andintentional; hence d first glanceit appeasto be
ambiguows. The imperfedo is often said as well to conwvey a durative, continuous, or
indefinite sense: durative, as oppased to the punctual sense of the pretérito, continuows as
oppased to the terminative charader of the pretérito, and indefinite in the sense that some
norspedfic subpart of the event isreferred to, in contrast to the pretérito, which refersto
the event in its entirety.

To ill ustrate the diff erent senses of the imperfedo, consider (2a). Its different possble
interpretations may be suggested by the cntext, or by modifying adverbialslike thosein

(2b—0:
(2) a Ibamos alaplaya

go-1pluIMPF to the beath
‘“We went/ were going/used to goto the bead .

Thetempora adverbial clause in (2b) suggests a progressve realing.
(2) b. Ibamos alaplaya cuando nosencontramos conMiguel.
go-1pluiMPF tothebeat when RECPR. med-1plu.PRET with Miguel
‘“We were going to the bead when we ran into Miguel.”  (progressve)
The averbial los domingosin (2c) suggests a habitua reading.
(2) c. Ibamos alaplaya losdomingacs.
go-1pluIMPF to the beat on Sundays
‘“We went/used to goto the bead onSundays.’ (habitual)

In (2d) the “intention-in-the-past” readingis clea:

(2) d. Hasta ger, ibamos alaplaya devacadones,
until yesterday go-1plu.IMPF tothe beat on vacdion



pero hoy Pepa dijo que no hay dinero para eso.
but today Pepa say-3sg.PRET that not thereis money for that

‘Up until yesterday we were going to the beat on \acdion bu today Pepa said
that thereisno money for that.’ (intention-in-the past)

Exampleslike those in (4), patterned after the English example due to Dowty (1987 in
(3), help to clarify the distinction between the progressve and the intentional readings:

©)] Leewas goingto Radcliffe until she got accepted by Parsons.
(49) a Laura iba aRadcliffe hastaque Parsons la acetd.
Laura go.MPF to Radcliffe urtil Parsons her accept.PRET

‘Laurawas going to Radcliffe until Parsons accepted her.’

b. Laura estaba yendo aRadcliffe hastaque Parsons la aceto.
Laura be.MPFgoing to Radcliffe urtil Parsons her accept.PRET
‘Laurawas going to Radcliffe until Parsons accepted her.’

c. Laura iba air aRadcliffe hastaque Parsons la aceto.
Laura golMPFto go to Radcliffe urtil Parsons her accept.PRET
‘Laurawas going to goRadcliffe until Parsons accepted her.’

(4a) is ambiguous between the two types of readings. That thisis atrue anbiguity, and
not merely vagueness isargued bythe fad that if we mnjoin (4a) with y Rosa también
‘and Rosa too', then bah conjuncts must share the same reading —either the progressve
or theintentional. (4b), with the past progresivo form yendo, is gynonymous with the
progressvereading d (4a), while (4c), with the periphrastic future ir a, is ynonymous
with the intentional reading. Note that one of these readings might be true whil e the other
isfalse, underlining their nonsynonymity. For example, for (4b) to be true, Laura must
already be & Radcliffe when she leans that Parsons has accepted her, while this need na
be the cae with (4c).

There is another meaning which the imperfedo is smetimes said to have, the iterative;
we will ill ustrate this further below. Theiterative and the threemeanings for the
imperfedo that we have just examined all have two thingsin common. First, they
involve referenceto apast time. Seoond,they display atelic tionsart, a notion which
we turn to now.

82 Aktionsarten and theimperfedo and pretérito

We asume atruth condtional semanticsin which sentences dencte propasitions, where
propasitions are dasgcaly taken to be sets of worlds or situations. But it haslong keen
clea to those who work ontense and asped that sentences and the dauses they consist of
allude s well to the existenceof various kinds of events or states. In 83,we will discuss
how the propasitions expressed by clauses are related to these events or states. For the
moment, it sufficesto adknowledge the correlation.



The &tionsarten constitute a ¢asgficalion o eventualiti es, where eventualiti es are ather
events or states. By extension, oretalks of the &tionsart of agiven clause on the basis of
the &tionsart of the event or state correlated with the propasition it expresses. We often
talk of the &tionsart of a predicate, defined in terms of the &tionsart of smple dausesin
which it occurs as main predicate. However, it isimportant to remember that in general
the &tionsarten of a dause cannd be determined by examining the verb alone; we must
consider other constituents of the dause a well, including espeaally the aguments of the
verb and any adverbial modifiers, aswe will ill ustrate below. There aetwo major
classes of aktionsarten: telic and atelic.3 Thus, we often spe&k of the &tionsart of agiven
clause or predicate asitstelicity. The daraderizaion wsed hereisthat of Dowty (1979,
1987, who dawsin turn onKenny (1963.

Atelic ationsarten may be states (e.g. saber ‘know’, querer ‘want’, vivir ‘live’) or
processes (e.g. correr ‘run’, llover ‘rain’, escuchar ‘listen’). In general, telic situations
invalve the adievement of agoal or some other change of state; they may be simple
(sometimes cdl ed achievements, e.g. win the mntest) or complex (sometimes cdled
acomplishments, e.g. write the dissertation). There is one property that centrally
distingushes the aelic from the telic &ktionsarten, which we cdl the subinterval
property. Informally, we can say that if a state or processhads at someinterval of time
then it also hdds at any subinterval of that interval, so that, e.g., if it istrue & an interval
of an hou that | know something, | also knaw it at any subinterval of that hour
(distributivity). Also, itstruth at the hou-longinterval does not exclude the passhility
that there may also be asuper-interval, say of two hous, duing which the same state or
processistrue (cumulativity). Dowty (1987 formally defines atelicity for predicaesin
terms of the subinterval property, as srown in (5):

(5) The Sublnterval Property for Atelic Aktionsarten
If disan (n-placg atelic predicae, then necessarily, &(Xx1,... Xn) istrue for interval |
if and orly if &Xg,...Xn) istruefor al subintervasl' of I.

Thisrequirement is a bit too strongas given. As Dowty naotes and Hinrichs (1985
discusss at length, even in relatively homogeneous eventualiti es, such as processes like
walking, there ae subeventualiti es which are so small that they are too small to identify
as eventualiti es of walking; they might be identifiable a eventualiti es of lifting afoot or
flexingahed, bu aren't sufficiently temporally extended to be differentiated from a
standingin place adlifting orefoot. We culd modify (5) to take thisinto acourt,
requiring that &(x1,...Xn) betruefor all longenoughsubintervals|' of 1, i.e. those which
are sufficiently temporally extended to determine that the event in questionistaking
place

The predicted entailments are ill ustrated for the processof runnngin (6):
(6) a Jaimito corri6  de4ab.

Jaimito runPRET from4to 5
‘Jaimito ran from 4 urtil 5.

3These terms were first introduced by Garey (1957).



b. Jaimito corrié de4 a4:30.
Jaimito runPRET from 4 to 4:30
‘Jaimito ran from 4 urtil 4:30!

Because theinterval from 4 to 430pm isasubinterval of that from 4 to 5pm, the aelicity
of correr isrefleded in the fad that (6a) entail s (6b) (distributivity). Similarly, this
permits us to say that if Jaimito runs during the period from 4 to 5pm and aso duingthe
period from 5 to 6pm, it is aso true that he runs from 4 urtil 6pm (cumulativity).

Telic &tionsarten do na have the subinterval property, andin fad if atelic event istrue
at an interval, nore of its proper subintervals will verify an instance of the same type of

event. Thus, we can only say that atelic like (7) istrue & the maximal interval which it
took for Jaimito to write the poem in question.

(7) Jaimito escribié  un pema
Jaimito write.PRET apoem
‘Jaimito wrote apoem.’ (telic)

If (7) istrue & aninterval i, we caina say that it istrue & any subintervalsof i, at least
for the same poem (though & course, the progresivo version d (7) or its English
courterpart may betrue & asubinterval of i). From thisit also followsthat if (7) istrue
of theinterval from 4 to 5pm and then again of theinterval from 5to 6pm, it isnat true &
the interval from 4 to 6pm, thoughwe ould say that it istrue & the larger interval that
Jaimito wrote two pcems.

Dowty (1987 formally definestelicity asin (8):

(8) If & isatelic predicae, then thetruth of &X,...Xn) for interval | entail s that
AXq,...Xn) isfalsefor al proper subintervals |’ of I.

Thetelicity or atelicity of a dause is not determined byits verb aone (Verkuyl 1972,
Dowty 1979. Rather, the presenceof certain argument NPs, adverbial phrases, or
aspedua markersonaverb can yield adifferent aktionsart from the one suggested by the
verb inisolation. To seehow nonverba elements contribute to aktionsart, observe that
often in Engli sh sentences with asimple past tense verb, an argument NP whose head isa
court nounwill yield telic ationsart for the whole dause, whereas amassNP will yield
atelicity; thisisill ustrated in (9a) and (9b):

(99 a Oil flowed throughthe pipes. (atelic)
b. 3000liters of oil flowed throughthe pipes. (telic)

(9a) may be true both at an interval i and at subintervalsof i. But onat least one realing
of (9b), which may be the eaiest reading to accessout of the blue, if it istrue & i, then
though(9a) will betrue & subintervals of i, (9b) itself will not betrue & those
subintervals. The measure phrasein (9b) sets the boundiries onthe event's duration:
Oncethe measureis achieved, the event is completed, bu not before.

The fads are somewhat diff erent for Spanish, gven the distinction between pretérito and
imperfedo. The use of the imperfedo will alwaysimply atelicity, whil e the pretérito will
not necessarily imply telicity, aswe dready saw in (6) above. We daim that this soud



follow from the truth condtions asociated with ead of these verbal tense/asped forms,
so that in the cae of the imperfedo, atelicity is part of its core meaning. Thus, example
(12) with an imperfedo verb and the court NP 3000litros de petroleo has the same
aktionsart (atelic) as the propasitionin (10), with the massnounpetréleo:

(10) Corria petroleo por las cafierias.
flow-3sg.IMPF all throughthe pipes
‘Oll flowed/was flowing throughthe pipes.”  (atelic)

(11) Corrian 3000litros de petréleo por las cafierias.
flow-3pl.iIMPF 3000liters of ol throughthe pipes
*3000liters of ail flowed throughthe pipes.” (atelic)

Examples (10) and (11), like (9a), are aelic becauseif one of them istrue & an interval i,
it istrue to say of any gven subinterval of i that oil (inthe cae of (11), 3000liters of it),
was flowing at that subinterval. To imagine when (11) would betrue & an interval i,
suppcse we have a arcular pipe that can hdd exadly 3000liters and al kegps flowing
aroundin it continuowsly; then it istrue for agiven subinterval of i that “3000liters of oil
were flowing” during that subinterval. Also, (10) and (11) have ahabitual reading, even
without an adverb such as diariamente/por dia ‘dail y/per day’. In the proper context or
with an appropriate adverbial modifier, (9b) can have this habitual readingaswell. In
retrosped, we can seethat (9b) may also have the nonthabitual reading o (11); however,
unlike (9b), (11) has notelic realing.

The examples with the imperfedo which we cnsidered ealier were dl atelic. So, in (2b)
the sub-situations of the event of “goingto the bead” are instances of “goingto the
bead” aswell. (2c) saysthat it was a habit of oursto gothe beat onany namal

Sunday during some past period d time; it entail s that our having this habit would also be
true of any subperiod d that period. Noticethat this does not rule out the posshility that
on ore Sunday during that period we didnt go to the bead, for example because we had
to attend a meding a we were sick, sincewith the habitual we ae dedingwith what was
thetypicd or usua case. With the intentional reading ill ustrated by (2d), the intentionto
goto the bead hdds over some past interval, and also, then, over any subinterval of that
interval.

But the pretérito is compatible with either aktionsart. In (12), with the pretérito and the

massNP argument petréleo, the propasition hes atelic &tionsart (cf. (9a)). The measure
phrase in (13) interads with the end-point requirement of the pretérito (and the meaning

of the predicae) to entail telicity:

(12) Corrid petroleo por las cafierias.
flow-3sg.PRET oll throughthe pipes
‘Oll flowed throughthe pipes.’ (atelic)

(13) Corrieron 3000litros de petréleo por las caierias.
flow-3plu.PRET 3000liters of ail throughthe pipes
*3000liters of ail flowed throughthe pipes.’ (telic)

Like (9a), (10) and (11), example (12) has an atelic reading kecause it istrue to say of any
given subinterval of the flowing processthat oil was flowing at that subinterval. (13) has



atelic interpretation, with the same sense asthetelic reading d (9b): If it istrue & some
past interval i that 3000liters of il flowed noncircularly throughthe pipesat i, thenitis
nat true that 3000liters of oil flowed throughthe pipes at any subinterval of i; insteal
only some part of the 3000liters flowed duing any subinterva of i.

Like (9b), (13) can have ahabitual, i.e. atelic, interpretation as well i n the proper context;
but the point hereisto contrast it with (11), which does not have atelic reading. Uttered
out of the blue, the telic reading o (13) isthe default. Wetake thisto be pragmaticdly
motivated: sincethe imperfedo can have only the delic reading, when that is the meaning
the speaker wishes to conwvey the use of the imperfedo islesslikely to lead to a
misunderstanding than that of the often telic pretérito. Among dhers, Horn (1984,
1984h has argued that when we have two elements in a paradigm, one unmarked for
some feaure and the other marked, the use of the unmarked element will tend to take on
the interpretation which is not passble for the marked element. He ill ustrates thiswith a
number of lexicd items and argues that it is motivated by Gricean principles, principally
the Maxim of Quantity, which would lead the moperative spegker to use the more
informative marked form if it were goplicable. We would argue that the default charader
of thetelic interpretation d the pretérito is another instance of the sort of phenomenon
that Horn has discussed: the pretérito may display either aktionsarten and henceisthe
unmarked element, whil e the imperfedo may only lead to an atelic interpretation, so that
it ismarked. Hence, by the maxim of Quantity, there is atendency to interpret the
pretérito astelic if theimperfedo could have been used instead to urequivocdly yield the
atelic. However, in certain contexts, partly because of the discourse dfeds of the
pretérito vs. the imperfedo, to be discussed in 83.3.2 lelow, the pretérito may be
preferred even thoughan atelic interpretationis intended. For example, we might utter
(13) in the following context:

(13) Normamente, corrian 1500litrosde petrdleo  pa  lascaferias, pero uravez
usualy flow-impf  liters of petroleum throughthe pipes  but onetime

en 1985,a caisade un desperfedo, corrieron 3000litros de petroleo (por las
in de to a malfunction flow-pret liters of petroleum throughthe

cafierias) hasta que se solucion6 € problema.
pipes  until solve-pret the problem

‘Usually, 1500liters of oil flowed/were flowingthroughthe pipes. But once, in
1985, de to some malfunction, 3000iters were flowing (throughthe pipes) urtil
the problem was lved.

Here, the pretérito form corrieron has an atelic reading. The posshility of contextually
overriding the default in (13), argues that the tendency for atelic interpretation d the
pretérito isindeed ony pragmatic, a Gricean conversational impli caure, and nd part of
its truth condtional semantics.

The examplesin (15) ill ustrate how the temporal adverbials por una hoa and en una
hora, like their English counterparts for an hou andin an hou in (14), may aso affed
aktionsart:



(14) a Fridareheased thelibretto for an hou.  (atelic)
b. Fridareheased the libretto in an hou. (telic)

(15 a Frida ensayaba el libreto  por unahora
Frida rehease.IMPF thelibretto for an hou
‘Frida used to rehease/was reheasing the libretto for an hour.’
(atelic: habitual or progressve)

b. Frida ensayaba el libreto  en umahora
Frida rehease.IMPF thelibretto in an hou
‘Fridareheased/used to rehease/was reheasing/intended to rehearse the
libretto in an hou.’
(telic: inchoative; or atelic: habitual, progressve, or intentional)

c. Frida ensay6 el libreto  por unahora
Frida rehease.PRET thelibretto for an hou
‘Fridareheased the libretto for an hou.” (atelic: iterative)

d. Frida ensay6 el libreto  en urahora
Frida rehnease.PRET thelibretto in an hou
‘Fridareheased the librettoinan hou.”  (telic)

It isargued in the literature on English that for an hou requires that its argument, the
clause within its sope, be delic in aktionsart, whilein an how requires telic aktionsart.
English Fridarehearsed the libretto may be within the scope of either adverbial, because
it isindeterminate with resped to aktionsart, yielding either atelic reading as argument
for in an how (where the complete rehearsal takes placg or an atelic agument for for an
hou (where the libretto was reheased repededly, or worked onwithou necessarily
getting throughthe entire piecq. If the Spanish courterparts to these alverbias work
similarly, thiswould predict that the aelic imperfedo may occur with por una haa ‘for
an hou’ to yield the habitual or progressve realingsin (15a), and that the pretérito can
yield whatever aktionsart is required for the adverbial, i.e. either an atelic (iterative)
reading with por una haoa, or else thetelic with en una hoa ‘in an hou’. We orredly
predict that the imperfedo in (15b) canna occur with en una hoato yield thetelic
readingwefindin (15d), where the cmmplete reheasal takes placein ore hou.

Thetelic interpretation nded for (15b) might appea to be a ourterexample to the
generai zaion that the imperfedo alwaysyields atelic adionsart. However, thisreading
does nat share the truth condtions avail able for (15d), where the entire reheasal took ore
hou. Rather, itisonly required that in ore hou the rehearsal began; the smpletelic
change of stateisfrom one in which noreheasal was underway to orein which it had
begun. In general, when atelic adverbial like en una hea/in an how occurs with an
atelic dause, ore way of making the result felicitousisto shift to an inchoetive
interpretation, where the endpant of the hou period marks the beginning d the process
or state arrespondng to the aelic dause—here, the processof reheasal. We can see
thisin English if we givein an how wide scope over the progressve, which is aways
aelic:4

4(14c) also has an habitual reading, of course. The inchaative is the only interpretation when the alverbial
in an hou is entence-initial.
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(14) c. Fridawasreheasingthelibrettoinan hou. (telic: inchoetive)

Sincethe only telic reading avail able for (15b) is the inchoative, the imperfedo patterns
with the aelic English progressve, as expeded. The other readings avail able for (15b)
may be acourted for by assuming that in them the adverbial takes asits argument the
tense/aspedlessensayar € libreto, which isindeterminate with resped to aktionsart, like
its Engli sh courterpart; the imperfedo then applies to the resulting clause to yield atelic
aktionsart.

The precaling dscussonwould suggest that (15d) has the same déelic readings as those
noted for (15b). Thesereadingsdo nd seam to be available. Wewould dfer, again, a
pragmatic explanation for thisfad, i.e. that the avail ability of the unambiguously atelic
imperfedo strongy favorsit over the anbiguous pretérito in such cases.

An endpant adverbial such asto the store/a la tiendamay similarly suggest telic
aktionsart, asill ustrated in (16—17, bu thiseffed is overridden bythe imperfedo in (18),
which has only an atelic (habitual or progressve) interpretation:

(16) Juanaran to the store. (telic)

(17) Juana corri6  alatienda
Juana run.PReT to the store
‘Juanaran to the store.’ (telic)

(18) Juana corria  alatienda
Juana run.IMPF to the store
‘Juanaran/was runnngto the store.”  (atelic: habitual or progressve)

Summarizing, it isinteresting to nae that the use of the imperfedo, with at least three
attested meanings (progressve, habitual, and intentional), always resultsin asingle
aktionsart, the aelic; whil e the pretérito, with an apparently unitary meaning, can dsplay
either telic or atelic sktionsart. Thiswill follow from our truth condtions, to which we
will turnin the next sedion.

First, though,let us be more predse @ou what we mean when we say that agiven
clause, or the propasitionit denaotes, displaystelic or atelic ektionsart. In Dowty (1979
and subsequent work on English tense and asped, it is assumed that aspedua markers
like the progressve have scope independent of the scope of tenses li ke the Past or
Present. E.g.,in Dowty's fragment the progressve has VP scope, whil e tenses have
sentential scope. Thisasaumptionis crucial to the treagment of aktionsart in English, e.g.
in the English (14b), repeded here:

(14) b. Fridareheased thelibretto (in an hou).

Consider the usual truth condtions for such a sentence The Past tense leads to a shift in
the @urse of interpretation from the Speet Time to atime which is past relative to the
Speedt Time; cdl this past time the Event Time, following Reichenbadh. The sentence
will betrue & the Speet Timeiiff thereis apast Event Time & which ‘Frida rehearse the
libretto’ istrue. Notethat (14b) will also be true for any subinterval of the Speed Time,
sincethe Event Time which makes ‘ Fridarehease the libretto’ truein the past relative to
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the Speed Time will be past relative to subintervals of the Speed Time aswell. Hence
if we consider the Speed Time andits subintervals, (14b) appeasto dsplay the
Sublnterval Property for Atelic Aktionsarten gvenin (5) above. But (14b) isintuitively
telic, asrefleded in the accetability of the optional telic PPin an hou. As suggested
abowe, this adverbia istelic becauseit requires that its argument betelic. Sinceonly the
propasition evaluated relative to the Event Timeistedhnicdly telic, and nd that
evauated at the Speed Time, this means that the adverbial must take narrow scope
relative to the Past tense, so that the shift from the Speedt Time to the Event Time will
have drealy taken place

In the English progressve murterpart of (15a), Fridawas rehearsing the libretto for an
hour, the PPadverbial istaken to have narrow scope relative to the Past tense, but it may
either take wide or narrow scope relative to the progressve -ing. Dowty (1979 treds
aspedual adverbialslike for an hou asVP-modifiers like the progressve, which may
apply in either order. If we give the adverbial wide scope over the progressve, the truth
conditions require that there was adually orne hour of reheasal (thoughthe wha e libretto
may nat have been reheased); if the progressve takes wide scope over the alverbial, the
(presumably intended) hour of rehearsal may nat have been completed. With either
scope, the whole aelic propasition Frida be rehearsing the libretto for an hou then
serves as argument to the Past tense.

Similarly, althoughwe may spe of the telicity of any predicae or clause, in the
discusson d the imperfedo and pretérito examplesin (10-13, (15) and (17—18 abowe,
thetelicity in question pertains to Event Times, and nd to the time of evaluation for the
examples. But in Spanish thisleadsto apatential problem for compasitiondity. E.g.,in
(15a), the imperfedo contributes bath Past tense and hebitual or progressve asped:

(15 a Frida ensayaba el libreto  por unahora
Frida rehease.IMPF thelibretto for an hou
‘Frida used to rehease/was reheasing the libretto for an hour.’

In order to charaderizethe sense in which the imperfedo is atelic, we must talk about the
habitual or progressve past event, i.e. telicity is determined with resped to material under
the scope of the Past tense, asin English. But unlike English, in languages like Spanish
the tense and asped may be combined in ore morphdogicd form, asisthe caein the
imperfedo. If we assume that the imperfedo has sntential scope and that we want the
adverbia to have narrow scope relative to the Past tense, then this seems to predict that
the habitual or progressve aped of the imperfedo's charader must also take wide scope
over the alverbial. But it turnsout that in order to explain the &tionsart properties of por
una haoa and derive dl the possble readings for examples like (15a), the durative PP
must be &le to take scope which isinternal (cf. Dowty 1979250ff) to the lexicd
meaning d the imperfedo, i.e. having rerrow scope with resped to the tense @ntribution
of the imperfedo but wide scope with resped to the aspedual contribution. Thiscan be
acomplished technicdly, aswe will show in sedion 84 but it ill ustrates awhole range
of problems with adverbialsin various languages, problems which surely deserve a
deeper insight into the semantics of adverbials than we can provide here.
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83 Eventualities and situations

Most previous truth condtional charaderizations of the &tionsarten have assumed a
semantics with temporal primitives which are ether intervals, asin Dowty's definitions
(5) and (8) abowve, or eventudliti es, asin Hinrichs (1985. Hinrichs charaderizes atelic
eventualiti es in terms of the aumulative property: they are those eventualiti es such that
two of the same type (e.g., two eventualiti es of running), join to gve athird, combined
eventuality of the same type (a super-eventuality of running). Telic eventualiti es never
display this property. Hinrichs approad, thus, is an event analogue to Dowty's
definitions of aktionsarten in terms of intervals.

We develop ou theory in an intensional semantics based onsituations. Thisis partly
because the imperfedo is smilar to the English progressvein cdlingfor an acourt
which isessntialy intensional. Thereisnow extensive literature aguing that situations
are nealed in order to gve amore adequate acoun of the semantics of various
intensional expressons (Barwise & Perry 1981 ,Barwise 1986,Kratzer 1989, Portner
1992. Further, Cooper (1986 argues that the combination d possble worlds with
temporal intervals of evaluation istoo coarse-grained to capture the @rred interpretation
of exampleslike his (19):

(19) It didnt snow onthetrip from Madisonto Chicago.

(29) will generally bejudged to be true when "it did in faad snow on the road from
Madisonto Chicago duingthetime of thetrip, bu it did na snow at the placewhere the
ca was at any time". If we wereto evaluate this examplein aworld w at an interval i
extending from the time of the spe&ker's departure from Madison to the time of hisarrival
in Chicago, then in the entire world w duringi it did in fad snow on the route between
the two citi es, which would suggest (19) shoud befalse. But if we use situations instead,
viewed as "spacetime sausages’, then (19) might be true in a situation which included,
say, Madison at 9am and Chicago at noon, bt nat Chicago at 9am or Madison at noon.
Then athoughit snowed 30miles uth of Madison at 11:30am, the travelers, who were
just north of Chicago at that time, did na experienceit because that spacetime locaion
was not part of their situation (even though prt of their world). Such examples seem to
argue that we spe&k asif situations can change ontinuouwsly in bah their spatial and
temporal dimensions, excludingirrelevant places, aswell astimes, and that we need to
use such situations, rather than whole passble worlds, as our indices of evaluation. And
finaly, we will argue that using situations as indices of evaluationwill permit usto get
the dfed of an event semantics for aktionsarten, bu withou explicit quantification ower
eventsin the objeda language.

When we make the move to situations in a fragment where tense and asped are relevant,
we nee to addressthe relationship between intervals, situations and events. In classcd
Montague Grammar (e.g. Montague 1973, natural language constituents are interpreted
relative to an index of evaluation which includes both aworld and atime (now generally
asumed to be an interval); well cdl the latter the time of evaluation, or EvalT. Asume
the use of atemporally extended situationinstead of aworld as a parameter of the index
of evaluation for a constituent; cdl this parameter the situation d evaluation, or EvalS.
Now we need to consider what relationship the temporal extension d that situation
shoud haveto EvalT. Note that there must be some restriction onthe relationship
between the EvalS and the EvalT. What would it mean to interpret an uterancerelative
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to an Eval T which was not a subinterval of the temporal extension d the EvalS? Surely
something canna be truein a situation at atime other than that of the situation itself.>
And super-intervals of the temporal extension d EvalS wont do either, as they might
crucialy include entities or eventualiti es which are not in EvalS. Let us define afunction
onsituations, Time, which assgns to ead situationits temporal extension, an interval.
We dont want to say that Rosa built ahouwsein situation sif it took longer than Time(s),
the temporal extension d s, to buld the house. We can say she was buil ding the house
durings, bu that's not the same, of course. So, if we have an independent Eval T, we
need to guaranteethat for al EvaT and EvalS, EvaT [t Time(EvaS), where [ isthe
subinterval relation on @irs of intervals. But this, in turn, suggests that we might manage
withou the EvalT andthisad hoc stipulation if we use Time(EvalS) in placeof EvalT in
our interpretation. That is, the temporal extension d the situation d evaluation nov
serves as the Event Time of the eventuality described.

With thisin mind, we alopt a situation semantics of the sort proposed in Kratzer (1989,
1998, with modifications to addresstemporal semantics. Here ae its main ingredients:

(200 A Situation Semanticswith Times:

the set of passble situations

D the set of possbleindividuals

< the part-whderelation between situations, a partial order on S
satisfying at least the foll owing additional condtion: for all sUS
thereisaunique sUSsuch that s<s andfor al s'0S if s<s', then

wn

s'=s.

w the set of passble world histories, the set of maximal elements
with resped to <. For any sUUS w, isthe world-history of s.

T the set of times?

<t atotal order on T, therelation d temporal precalence

I the set of intervals, defined as {iC0Pow(T): Ot,t' t"OT[t <t t' <t t" &
tt"0i - tOi]}

(g the temporal subinterval relation onixl

Time afunctionin &I, assgning to ead situation an interval, its

temporal extension, and satisfying at least the following condtion:
fordl s, s, if s< s, then Time(s) [y Time(s).

5As pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, Lewis (1970 considers examples where various aspeds of an
index of interpretation may change in the curse of interpretation. For example, an experimenter might tell
her subjed:

Q) Threesymbalswill flash onthe screen in sequence— naw, now, and naw.

Ead instance of now is, of course, anchored to adistinct time, and ead of theseisatime of utterance, or
Speed Time. What this pointsup isthat, like everything else dou the cntext of interpretation, including
the situation o utteranceitself, the Speet Time, and hencethe evaluationtime (at least in amain clause)
are dynamic, changing ower the murse of an uterance (seeHeim 1982 Kamp 1981k and the extensive
subsequent literature on dyramic interpretation). However, we find it intuitively clea that whatever the
situation d interpretation at agiven pdnt in an utterance, the time of evaluation at that point must be the
temporal extension d that situation. Thisis compatible with Cooper's conception d a spatiotemporally
extended situation as a spacetime sausage, discussd above.

6instead of taking times as primitive dements, we culd follow Kamp (19790, Portner (1992 in assuming
that situations have temporal relations (of overlap and precalence) defined dredly over them, with atime
defined as amaximal set of pairwise temporally-overlapping situations. There may be alvantagesto this
approach, as we will note below.
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Pow(S) the set of propasitions. A propasition p istruein asituation s iff
sUp.
Implication A propasitionp logicdly implies apropasitionq iff pnW O gn'W.

A situationis apartial world-history, and a part-of relationis defined over the set of all
stuations.” Inwhat follows, s< s iff sSituationsisa proper part of situations (s< s and
it isnot the caethat s < s); > and > aretheinverse relations of <and<, asusua. Since
Kratzer doesn't tred tense or time, the part-of relation between situations is presumably
based at least partly onspatial partiality, as well as perhaps other more astraa
properties. Each situationis part of one and orly one possble world-history, with the
latter amaximal situation,i.e. one which is part of no aher situation. The parts of a
world-history, the situations, intuitively have (at least) two dmensions, a spatia
extension and atemporal extension. Moreover, as Cooper's example suggests, these two
can co-vary continuously: a situation with spatial extension x at timet might have spatia
extension x', asub- or super-spaceof x or even adistinct (e.g., adjacent) space at alater
timet'. If situationsisaproper part of situation s, then sis presumably a proper spatial
part and/or a proper temporal part of S, aadossits entire extension. The cndtion on
Timeisintended to capture this intuition abou the relationship between situations and
their temporal extensions, guaranteangthat if sisasub-situation d s, then their times
are gpropriately related aswell. In atemporally extended situation s, na only may
entiti es have properties, bu things may happen, i.e. change, as well, so that the properties
which entitiesin s haveinitsinitial sub-situations may differ from thase they haveinits
final sub-situations. Such a situation sounds very much like an event, espeaally if we
follow Portner (1992 in abstrading away from extraneous entiti es and simultaneous
occurrences to make s in some sense minimal with resped to the redizaion d some
event-type.

An event semantics alongthe genera li nes of the theory in Hinrichs (1985 uses
guantificaion ower eventsin the objed language. If we asume, following de Swart
(1992 and contra Kratzer (1999, that in such asemantics al predicates, bah stage-level
andindividual-level, carry an event argument, and further, if we take eventsto be atype
of situation, then this quantificaion ower events amourtsto quantification ower situations.
But then, in a situation semantic framework of the sort assumed here, we can get much
the same semantics withou objed language event quantificaion. Thisis becaise the
situation d evaluationfor agiven clause plays the role of awitness stuation for
quantification ower events, whether existential or universal (the latter, e.g., unar the
scope of amodal or adverbia with universal force). That is, the truth of an expressonin

"Kratzer (1999 defines the part-of relation ower all entities, including individuals as well as stuations. This
raises interesting questions abou the status of the individualsin D in a model where worlds become world-
histories. We tend to think of individuals as persisting acoss #uations. What would it mean to say that an
individual is part of asituation, the latter conceived of as having limited spacetime parameters? One might
take such individuals to be individual-stages, in the sense of Carlson (1977), in which case a individual-
stage would reasonably be mntained within a situation. But then, of course, we would have to introduce
the objeds of which these were stages. Or we might take an individual to beitself a spacetime sausage,
andrequire that if an individual isin asituation, there is an intersedion ketween the individual-sausage and
that of the situation. We caina do justiceto this complex isaue here, so we have atempted to side-step the
issues. Werestrict the part-whole relationship <to situations, and assume loosely that if an individual has
agiven property in asituation, then it is me sense aparticipant, or has a stage, in that situation. Ina
more detail ed consideration d this matter, other fadtors come into play, e.g. the relations between the
masdcourt lattices over individuals and the aelic/telic lattices over events, kinds, etc.
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agiven situation d evaluation entail s the existenceof a verifying situation (or
eventudity), obviating the need to asrt its existencein the objed languege.

In shifting to a situation semantics for temporal and aspedual phenomena, thereis
ancther matter to consider. Kratzer (1989 argues that propasitions ouglt to be persistent,
in order to get the mrred semantics for courterfactual condtionals. Hereis how she
defines persistence

(21) Persistencein Stuation Semantics [Kratzer 1989616
A propasition pO P(S) is persistent iff for all sands U Sthe following hdds:
Whenever s< s ands p,thens O p.

What this meansisthat if apropasitionistruein asituations, then it must be truein all
the super-situations of s, including the maximal situation, a world, ws, of which sis part.
Asaiming that Kratzer's argument is sound,then we will want to require persistence of
propasitionsin ou situation semantics enriched with times, aswell. The problem is that
if we require persistence of propasitions and take the primiti ves in terms of which we
define &tionsarten to be situationsinstead of primitive events or intervals, then we must
take caeto avoid imposing conflicting requirements on the interpretation d clauses,
arising from their telicity and persistence

To seethe problem, consider how we might define the &tionsarten in such a framework.
First we consider the preliminary, smple definition d atelicity in (22):

(22) A clause (or formula) @expresses an atelic propasitioniiff for all situationss, |klF
=1justincaseforal s <s(suchthat s is sufficiently temporally extended to be
in principle ag-ing), |PF = 1. (preliminary version)

Sincethe set of situations which are parts of swill i nclude those which are temporal parts
of s, (23) might seem to cgpture Dowty's subinterval property for atelic ektionsartenin
(5), repeaed below, which is defined in terms of the intervals at which certain (atelic)
predicaes had of aset of arguments:

(5) The Sublnterval Property for Atelic Aktionsarten
If disan atelic predicae, then necessarily, &X1,...Xn) istruefor interval |
if and oy if &Xy,...Xn) istruefor al subintervals|' of I. [Dowty 1987

Now suppase we try to extend this approac to develop the analogue of Dowty's (8) in
Situation semantic terms, asin (23):

(8) If disatelic predicae, then the truth of d(x1,...Xn) for interval | entail s that
AX1,...Xn) isfalsefor al proper subintervals!' of I. [Dowty 1987

(23) A clause (or formula) pexpresses atelic propasitioniff for al situations s such
that [plF=1,foral s <s, |l =0. (préliminary version)

(23) does mirror (8), but if we require persistence of propasitions, this will mean that
there can be notelic propasitions. For persistencerequiresthat if ||¢|S= 1, thenfor all s
suchthat s<s', ||@|S = 1. Solongassisn'taworld history, persistencewould entail
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that gistruein bah astuation, s', andits sub-situation s, preduding teli city as defined
in(23).

Further, consider a dause ¢, of the form Maria tomé/tomabacerveza, ‘Mariadrank bea”’,
atelic by the usual tests (considering the Event Time of Marias drinking). Suppcse that
thisistrue by virtue of the fad that Mariais drinking bee in some past situation s, which
isnat itself aworld history, and that sheisdrinking bee in all of the sub-situations of s,
refledingits intuitive delicity; Time(s) will t hen be the Event Time of Marids drinking.
By persistence, Mariawill also have to be drinking bee in the world history of which sis
apart, ws. But surely she wouldnt be drinking kee in all the sub-situations of ws. Even
if she'sadrunkard, Maria hasto slegp sometime! But then Marias drinking kee would
be true of asituation, ws, but not of al of its sub-situations, so that the dause would not

satisfy the definition o atelicity in (22). Hence we @uld nd refled the adlicity of ¢
under (22) while maintaining persistence withou imposing avery urredistic
requirement onitstruth in the model.

Finally, anather problem with (22) isthat it requires the truth of @even in the sub-
situations of the past situation s which, whil e they may bein principle temporaly
extensive enoughto contain g-ings, are spatialy radicdly smaller than s, to such an
extent that they are too small to contain all of the individuals which pay central rolesin
@ing. Thisisclealy too strongarequirement.

In order to addressthese problems, we need to find away to restrict those situations of
which we require the subinterval property for atelic aktionsart, i.e. the requirement that all
the sub-situations of an atelic "event" be themselves events of the same type. We take &
our point of departure Portner's (1992 nation d aminimal situationin which a
propasitionistrue. Portner (1992 suggests, withou argument, that we view an event as
asituation which isminimal in that it includes al and orly the participantsin the event
and werifiesthat they stand in the gopropriate relations entail ed by that participation bu
no ahers.8 (24) ismodelled onPortner's definition d minimal situations:®

(24) A stuationsis g-minimal iff ||@f = 1 and s contains nothingirrelevant to its
beinga ¢ing.

What does it mean to beirrelevant to being a cetain type of situation? This semslike a
ressonable charaderization: If somethingisirrelevant to being a ¢-ing, then removing
that entity from the situationin questionwill result in asub-situationwhichis gill a ¢
ing. But thiswill mean that when gis atelic, in general we canna assume that there ae
minimal situations of ¢-ing. For example, in amode in which time is dense we can na
define for a given existent entity aminimal situation d its existing. Hence, in the lattice-
structured models for eventualiti es of Badh (1986 and Link (1987, the masslike lattice
for atelic eventualiti es—states and adivities—is non-atomic, urlike the murt-like lattice

8 The problem of what constitutes aminimal situation d a cetain type has been uncer discussonin the
literature for some time; seeBerman (1987, Heim (1990, as well as Portner'swork. Certainly it deserves
more caeful and extended attention than we car giveit here. We ae particularly indebted to an
anonymous refereefor suggestions which led to improvements in the definitionin (25) below.

9 Hereis Portner's (199261) adual definition: "A situationisaminimal situation in which ¢ runsiff it
contains nathing irrelevant to the truth of ¢ runs, in the sense that if any part of it were taken away, we
would say that we nolonger had the whole of ¢'s run anymore.”



for telic eventualities. What this siows usisthat ¢g-minimality isnat yet sufficient asthe
basis for a situation semantic definition o atelicity.

We aopt asuggestion dieto AngelikaKratzer (p.c.) and wse her nation o an eventuality
that exemplifi es a propasition. Here isthe definition, from Kratzer (1998178):

(25 Eventualitiesthat exemplify propositions:
If sisany posgble situation and p any propasition, then sis an eventuality that
exemplifiespiff for all s suchthat s <sandpisnattrueins, thereisan s such
that s < s'<s ands' isaminimal situationin which p istrue.

Suppcse p isthe (atelic) propasition that Mariais drinking kee. If this propasitionistrue
by virtue of Maria's behavior in the situation s correspondng to Columbus, Ohio on
March 23, 1996we would want to guaranteethat it's also true in the super-situation d s
correspondngto al of March, 1996in the state of Ohio, guaranteeng persistence But
neither of these situations would be an eventuality that exemplifies the propasition that
Mariaisdrinking bee, becaise there would be sub-situations of ead in which it wouldnt
be truethat Mariaisdrinking bea. For example, if Mariadrank bee onthat date & The
Grapevine, bu didnt goto The Eagle, then the sub-situation s’ of swhich included only
The Eagle and its occupants wouldnt have asuper-situation s' which was aminimal
Maria-drinking-bee situation. Any super-situation d s would alwaysinclude The Eagle
andits customers, al of them irrelevant to Marias drinking kee. An eventudlity that
exemplifies apropasition p may have sub-situations which also exemplify p, so that it
may be anonratomic aelic eventuality, but it canna contain any sub-situations which
dont themselves make p true.

Using (25), we can now define aelicity asin (26). This definition retains the smple
indexing schema agued for above, withou temporal indices, while aroiding some of the
pitfalls of (22).10 In (26), if asituation s exemplifies the propasition expressed by a
formula ¢ in the interest of brevity we say that S exanplifies @

(26) Atdlicity in a Situation Semantics
A clause (or formula) gexpresses an atelic propasitioniff for al situationss, |kl
=1justincese
@ thereisan s < ssuch that s exemplifies ¢g andfor al s < ssuch that s
exemplifies @ for al s" suchthat s' <5, s* exemplifies g (unlesss’ is'too
small' to be ag@-situation); and
(b) thereisan s such that either s <sor s<s ands exemplifies @

In (26a), S intuitively plays the role of Portner's event at which @istrue, because s
exemplifies the propasition expressed by ¢ a situation s which daes not exemplify @only
makes @true in case it contains awitness sib-situationlike s. Further, itis ¢
exemplifying situations like s, and nd the situation o evaluations, of which the

subinterval property hdds: Each of the sub-situations s" of s also exemplify ¢(so that ¢
istrueins'), unesss" is"too smal" i n some sense— e.g.,ladking ore of the key players

10Again, we aeindebted to (the same) anonymous referee and to Angelika Kratzer (p.c.), whose
comments led usto improve (26) significantly.
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present in s, or not sufficiently extended (temporally or spatially) to evidencethe adivity
or state in question. Hence, (264) is a situation-semantic courterpart of Dowty's (5).

In amodel rich enoughin situations and times to refled the delicity of drink bee, if a
given situation s exemplifies Maria arinks bee, then at any sub-interval i of Time(s),
there will be asituations" < s such that Time(s") =i ands" is ¢-minimal (unlessi istoo
short an interval to evidencethe drinking d bee). In order to guaranteethis, a mndtion
like (26) will haveto be something like ameaning pastulate for the relevant basic aelic
predicaes, like run, and will have to follow from the meaning o nonbasic expressons
like drink when they are combined with massobjeds, alonglines suggested in the work
of Krifka (1987. In addition,thiswill require that amodel for alanguage with atelic
predicaes will haveto have enoughsituations that ead situation s has at least one sub-
situation correspondng to ead o the sub-intervals of Time(s).11

Clause (26b) isnecessary in order to distinguish atelics from teli cs which happen to be
true & atemporally minimal situation. Suppcse that in the model there ae temporally
atomic situations, i.e. timeis not dense; and that the situation o evaluation sis guch an

atomic situation, exemplifying @ Or suppacse that atelic gistrue in a(honatomic)
situation swhich is the shortest type of situationthat can exemplify ¢. In either of these

cases, by clause (26a) alone pwould be technicdly atelic, because it would be vaauowsly
true & all the (long-enough) sub-situations of that atomic or minimally-sized situation s
exemplifying ¢. Note that Dowty's (5) would present the same problem in such a model
(and (22) aswell). (26b) requiresthat the witness stuation s which makes @truein s
either contain or be mntained in ancother situation which exemplifies ¢, so that the
propasition expressed by g displays either the sub-interval property (if it isnt asmallest ¢
situation) or at least cumulativity (in caseit is). Hence (26b) will be incompatible with
the definition o atelicin (27) below.

By (26), if pistrue & s, it istrue & wsaswell, guaranteang persistence. But we dont
thereby requireitstruth at all sub-situations of ws, any more than itstruth at all sub-
situations of sitself; hence atelicity is compatible with persistence The role of Event
Timeisimplicitly played by Time(s), the temporal extension d the eventuality
correspondngto ¢ Time(s) may well be aproper subinterval of Time(s).

We define telicity as foll ows:
(27) Téicity in a Situation Semantics

A clause pexpresses atelic propasitioniff for al situations sif sexemplifies ¢
then thereisno s suchthat s < sand |f[F = 1.

Where asituation s exemplifiestelic ¢, we predude the existence of proper sub-situations
of sinwhich @isaso true. Hence, an eventuality that exemplifiestelic gwill turn ou to
be ag-minimal situation.

Now consider the foll owing:

11 This might be taken as an argument for defining timesin terms of event-situations, asin Kamp and
Portner, op.cit. , sincethen this correspondence of situationsto temporal intervalswould be auitomaticdly
guaranteed.
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(28) Maria tomo cerveza
Maria drink.PRET bea
‘Mariadrank beea.’

(290 Maria tomo una ceveza
Maria drink.PRET abea
‘Mariadrank abea’

Under Dowty's charaderizaion d atelicity and teli city, intuitively (28) is atelic and (29)
telic (under the scope of the past tense), judgments which are refleded in the accetability
of adverbials: atelic por una haaisfinefor (28), oddwith (29), while telic en una hoa
isfinefor (29) but oddwith (28). Asin examples (9—13, thisdifferencein aktionsart
stems from the diff erence between a massargument, cerveza, and a @urt argument, una
ceveza, and nd from the verb tomar or the pretérito, bah of which are neutral with
resped to aktionsart. Suppase we take the logica form of these examplesto be ain (28)
and (29):

(28) PAST[y, PRET-ASP[tomar (Maria,cervezg]]
(29) PAST[y PRET-ASP[tomar (Maria,ura cavezg]]

The head of the NP cerveza is amassnoun hencewhatever its denctation, the material
parts of that denctation are dso in the denotation d cerveza (seeLink 1983.12 By virtue
of the fad that drinkingitself isarelatively homogeneous process any sub-situation d a
situation d drinking some amourt of aliquid will contain a proper part of that amourt
which isalso drunk (seeKrifka 1986, 198). Suppasethat in (28), @istruein apast
situations. Then we know that all the sub-situations s' of swhich are big enoughto
exemplify drinking also exemplify the propasition that Mariadrank beer, making (28))
atelic by (26). Further, if it istrue that Mariadrinks bee in s, it will aso betrueinwsg,
satisfying persistence but she neednt be adrunkard, drinking bee at al the subintervals
of wsitself.

Similarly, if ¢in (29) isexemplified by apast situation s, then we know that al (big
enough) proper sub-situations s of s such that Time(s) [y Time(s) will be situations of
bee drinking,aswell. However, inthis case, aproper part of abea isnat itself abee in
the nominal court lattice so ¢ will not betruein s It takesjust so longto drink abee;
any lessis abeea-drinking, bu not the drinking d a beea. So the propasition expressd by
(29) isnon-atelic, as desired, though @rsistent. Suppase that (29) istrue by virtue of two
past bea drinking situations, so that (in (29)) is exemplified by bdah sand s, where wg

= w5 but sands are nonridenticd, temporally nonoverlapping pest situations. Then by
persistence @is gill truein ws = wsg, i.e. it'struein that world history that Mary drinks a
bee. This sems quite ressonableto us. Even thoughwe can also say that she drinks two
beeasin that world history (andinthejoin of sands which isalso pert of it), that
shoudnt mean that she doesn't also drink ore. Thisisaproblem, we think, for Dowty's
definitions, acording to which Maria wuldnt be said to have drunk abeea at Time(wsy)

or at thejoin of Time(s) and Time(s).

124t least down to the level where there ae sufficient molecules of the gpropriate sort in solution.



20

We will henceforth assume the definiti ons of the &tionsarten gvenin (26) and (27),
alongwith the simple indexing schemathey presuppcse.

As an aside, we note one aurious thing abou these definitions: They do nd define a
partition over the set of al possble propasitions. By (20), apropasitionis just any set of
situations. Then in any reasonably situation-rich model we will be aleto finda
propasition which istrue & some sub-situations of a given situation (or sub-intervals of a
giveninterval), bu not at al of them. Such a propasitionwill be neither telic nor atelic
by (26) and (27). This property hdds of Dowty's definiti ons of telicity and atelicity, as
well, if we substitute intervals for situations. The propasitions expressed by retural
language utterances all seam to be ather telic or atelic, however. It might be interesting
to speaulate ebou why thisis 9, bu we will refrain here.

84 A truth conditional account of the semantics of the imperfedo and pretérito

84.1 Imperfedo
84.1.1 Truth conditionsfor theimperfedo

Our truth condtions for the imperfedo involve asingle @mre meaning, gvenin (32)
below. What we offer is basicdly amodal interpretation o the imperfedo, involving
universal quantification ower situations. It has threesubcases, invalving threepossble
types of domain restriction onthe universal quantification; these ae given in terms of
permissble modal accesshility relations R. Case (a) isatotaly redistic interpretation,
correspondngto the simple aelic reading d the imperfedo; case (b) captures the
progressve interpretation, and case (¢) the habitual. Wewill arguein 84.1.2that the
other purported senses of the imperfedo arein fad subcases of one of these. We initially
ignare the isaue of the imperfedo-internal scopes of temporal adverbials, discussed in §2
abowe, an issie which will be addressed further below.

First we define a ouge of useful nations:
(30) s<tsiffforal tOTime(s), tOTime(s), t <tt'.

(31) ST =the Speedt Time of an uterance, technicdly the situation which exemplifies
its utterance, whase tempora dimension then corresponds to the Reichenbacdhian
nation d Speed Time.

Recdl that in embedded tenses, ST may nat be the same & the time of evaluation.
Hence asin fragments which ded with temporal deixis (now, etc.), we need to keep tradk
of both ST andthe situation d evaluation.

(32 Meaning of the Imperfedo
[IMPERFq|[SST = 1iff (5 <wds < ST &
0s'[s"<s — Os"[R(s",s") - exemplify(s",9]]],

where ather:
(a) Totaly redistic cese: R={<ss>:s=5s}
(b) Progressve cae: R ={<s,s>: sisaninertia-situationfor s}, or

(c) Habitual case: R ={<s,s>: sisa tharaderistic sub-situation d s}



The core import of (32) can be paraphrased as follows: IMPERFgpistruein asituationsif
and orly if thereis sme situation s' (in the same world history as s) which is past with
resped to the Speet Time (ST) andin every (possbly nonproper) sub-situations" of s,
@istruein every situations” which isrelated to s' in the gopropriate fashionR.13 There
arethus, in addition to the modal accesshility relation R, two parts of the meaning d the
imperfedo: the Past tense, refleded in the requirement that s' be past relative to the
Speed Time, and the aelic asped, refleded in the secondline of the formula, the
subinterval property required of s. Requiringthat s be past relative to the Speed Time
makes the Spanish imperfedo an absolute tense, in the sense that its temporal locaionis
always determined relative to the Speet Time, even in embedded clauses. Cf. Korean
(Yoo 1996.,Y oon 1996 for an example of alanguage where embedded clauses are
interpreted relative to the event time of their embedding clausesinstead; in such
languages, we muld usethe EvalS, s, instead of the independent ST in the éowe.

(32a) isintended to cgpture the simple delic interpretation. Since R isthe identity
relation onsituations, (32a) reduces to the straightforwardly ateli c (3238):

(328) Totdly redistic case of the Imperfedo
[IMPERF@SST = 1iff (8 <wds < ST & Os'[s" < s - exemplify(s",¢)]]],

In (32b), we alopt aview of the progressve reading for the imperfedo modified from
Dowty's (1979 treament of the English progressve. Crucia to this definitionisthe
notion d an inertia situation, modell ed after his notion d an inertia world; cf. also
Portner's (1994 inertia events. Intuitively, an inertia situationfor asituation sis one
which beginsjust likes, but continues in the way that s would continue were there no
interferencewith the curse of events as they have developed upto that point. Of course,
in redity the course of eventsis often interrupted; e.g., Frida might be in the midst of
baking a c&ke but recave aphore cdl and rever finish it. So the progressverealingis
in thisresped like modality, in that it makes referenceto passbly urnredized situations.14
Further, we require that an inertia situation for a given EvalS continue on keyond
Time(EvalS), the interval at which the progressve is asserted to be true:1s

(33) Situationsisatemporaly final sub-situation d situations, s<fjnal S, iff s< s
andthereisnot'0Time(s) such that for all tOTime(s), t <t t'.

13we will not give a omplete fragment for Spanish. We assume, as usual for tenseless ¢, that ||(p||SST =1
iff @isverified bys. E.g. for a basic formula, the aguments of the predicae must stand in the relation
denoted bythe predicatein s.

14Abusch (1985, Landman (1992, and Portner (1998 represent successve refinements of the intensional
approach to the progressve in Dowty (1979. Portner argues that the problems which had been pdnted ou
for Dowty's acourt by Parsons (1989, Landman (1992, and ahers can be handed fairly smply by
asauming that what courts as an inertia situation is determined with the use of a contextuall y-given modal
base and ardering source, of the sort utili zed by Kratzer (1981) for modal semantics more generally.
Althoughwe will not take the spacehere to spell out how thisworks, this propcsal is graightforwardly
compatible with the truth condtionsin (32), and with Kratzer's stuation semantics more generally. The
reader isreferred to Portner's paper for details. What courts as habitual can be determined using the same
pragmaticaly-determined parameters.

15The definition in (34) only works as desired if we assume that situations in different world histories are
temporally comparable, an assumption which could prove problematic on the gproach which constructs
times from pairwise overlapping sets of situations.
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(34 Constraint on thelnertia-Situation Relation
For al s, if s isaninertiasituationfor s, then thereisan s' such that s* <fipng S
ands<;s".

Recdl that by (20), if s< s then Time(s) ; Time(s), so that by (33) afinal sub-situation
of s takes place aasubinterval of the event time of s. Informally, (34) saysthat any
inertia-situation for s has atemporaly final sub-situation which properly temporally
followss.

Like the inertia-situation relation, the charaderistic counterpart relation referred to in
(32c) ismodal, in the sense that these relations ift from one situation o interpretation
to another. However, unike inertiasituations, charaderistic sub-situations of agiven
situation are dl in the same world; in this resped, the charaderistic interpretation d the
imperfedo has more in common with the smple aelic interpretation. Therealis
charader of thisinterpretation foll ows from our definition becaise we assume, following
Kratzer, that the sub-situation relation hdds only over situations in the same world. But
not all sub-situations of asituation s are charaderistic sub-situations. The latter are sub-
situations which are normal or usual in some sense, a sense given bythe meaning d the
utterancein question and its context. With resped to (32c), sincesisasub-situation o s,
and hencethey are in the same world, hebitual readings are &ou what someone has
acdually doreontypica occasions, and nd, as with the progressve reading, abou what
would have been the cae if things had gore on as they were.

Given these assumptions, the subcases of (32) give rise to truth condtions which we can
paraphrase & foll ows:

(32 a. Totaly redistic reading:
Imperfedo @istruein asituationsif and orly if thereisan interval s whichis
past relative to ST and @is exemplified by every sub-interval of s.

b'.Progressve realing:
Imperfedo @istruein asituationsif and orly if thereisan interval s whichis
past relative to ST and @is exemplified by every inertiasituationfor s, aswell as
by the inertia situations for all the sub-situationsof s. I.e., pwould have been
trueif things had gore on as they were.16

C'. Habitual reading:
Imperfedo @istruein asituationsif and oy if thereisan interval s whichis

past relative to ST and @is exemplified by every charaderistic sub-situation d s,
aswell as by every charaderistic sub-situation d the sub-situations of s..

Since dl the sub-situations of s must be such that their sub-situations also exemplify, or
have inertia situations or charaderistic sub-situations that exemplify ¢, thiswill guarantee
atelicity under (26). Hence (32) entail sthat the imperfedo will alwaysyield atelic
aktionsart (under the scope of the Past tense).

16By this, we intend nocourterfadual implicaion. |.e., the truth of imperfecto(¢) is compatible with the
subsequent truth of @ On this understanding, case (a) is a sub-case of case (b), where the past situations' is
its own (unique) inertia situation.
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We noted that (32) ignaresthe internal adverb problem. We offer atedhnicd solutionto
this problem which invalves leaving the trandation d IMPERFgp open to the introduction
of adverbials with scope under the Past tense but wider than the aspedua portion d its
meaning. We do this by changing the logicd type of IMPERFpfrom that of a sentence,
i.e. typet, to afunction from adverbials to sentence-type objeds.l” Asusua in Montague
Grammar, ¢ isthetrandation d the constituent @into aformulaof intensional logic, its
logicd form:

(35 Meaning o the mperfedo (internal adverbial version)
IMPERF@ = AAdV[PAST(AdV[ASRAMmpPr)], where PAST, Adv, and ASRMmPpE
are of type t/t, and:
IPASTY|SST = 1iff (8 < ws[s <¢ ST & |@|F-ST =1],
[IASAMPrROE-ST = 1iff Os'[s" < s - Os"[R(s",s") — exemplify(s",@)]],

where ather:

(a) Totaly redistic cese: R={<ss>:s=5s}

(b) Progressve cae: R ={<s,s>: sisaninertia-situationfor s}, or

(c) Habitual case: R ={<s;s>: sisa tharaderistic sub-situation d s}

Under thistrandation and interpretation, IMPERFgis of type (t/t)/t, taking a sentential
adverbial, such as en una hoa or por una haa, to yield an expresson d typet. We
could impose further, sortal restrictions onthe alverbials which can serve @ internal
adverbsin thistrandation, perhaps limiti ng these to the dassof durative alverbials, bu
we wont investigate that here. In case the sentencetakes no adverbials, we can use a
dummy adverbial as argument to (35), basicdly an identity function. In such a cae, the
combined trandlation and interpretations of PAST and ASPmpr in (35) yield the same
interpretation asthe ealier (32). Note that the passhility of introducing adverbial
meanings interna to the interpretation d the imperfedo does nat predude permitting the
same alverbials to take narrower scope than the imperfedo.18

Onefinal nate: (32)/(35) do nd guaranteethat the situation s" at which gistrueisitself
in the past. The definition could be eaily modified to ensure this. However, we have nat
donre so because of intentional examples like (36):

(36) Juan dijo gue venia mafana.
Juan said.PRET that come.3sg.IMPF tomorrow
‘Juan said that he was coming tomorrow.’

In (36), the intended event of Johns coming correspondng to the complement clauseis
spedfied to beredized, if at all, after the speed time. We will argue in the foll owing

1IDowty (1979332f) argues that aspedual adverbials like in an how and for an hou shoud be VP
adverbs, of type IV/IV. Notice that that is not open to us here: the scope of the tense portion o the
meaning d the imperfedo is clealy sentential, type t in the trandation dfered, and hence that of the
aspecdual portion d its meaning must be too. Hence if adverbials take intermediate scope between these
two pations, they must take type t arguments (the result of adding the apedual meaning to the basic
clause meaning) to yield atypet argument for the tense portion d the meaning, i.e. be of type t/t.

18 There ae various other tricks one can play with the lambda cdculus and types to iterate the goplication
of internal adverbials, to prevent their taking wide scope over the imperfedo, etc. SeeDowty (1979,
Stump (1985 for detail ed ill ustrations of the use of this ort of mecdhanism in a semantics for English tense
and asped with adverbials.



sedionthat intentional readings of the imperfedo are atype of progressve interpretation,
so that al readings of the Spanish imperfedo are mvered bythe caes given in (32)/(35)
abowve. Given (36), then, we do nd want to guaranteethat s" in these definitionsisin the
past with resped to the time of evaluation (for (36), the Speed Time).

84.1.2Acoounting for available readings of the imperfedo

Now let usreturn briefly to review the datain the first sedion, and show how our truth
condtions for the imperfedo acourt for them. We have drealy discussd how the
aktionsart for the imperfedo are cnstrained to be d@elic. We dso seethat the progressve
and hebitual readings of the imperfedo are straightforward examples of cases (b) and (c)
of (32), respedively. It remainsonly to dscusshow theintentional anditerative readings
of the imperfedo arise, andto ill ustrate how the posshbility of an internal adverbial helps
to acourt for the data.

First, with resped to the intentional reading, nde that we might try to deriveit by adding
afourth clauseto (32), asin (320):

(32 d. Intentional:
R={<s,s>: sisasdituationredizingthe intentionsin s of the ayent in s}

Intentions have afuturate flavor. If one hasintentionsin asituation, they generally
haven't been fully redized yet. Hence, we might placethe condtionin (37) onthe
relation d being a situation which redizes an agent's intentions:

(37) Constraint onthe Intentional Redizaion Relation:
For all s, s, if someone has certain intentionsin sand s exemplifies the
redizaion d those intentions, then thereist'LITime(s) such that for all
tOTime(s), t <t t'.

However, apart from the problem of tryingto define what it isto be the agent of a
situation (which would surely require relativization to a particular event-type redized in
that situation), we believe that adding (32c) is neither necessary nar sufficient to cgpture
al therelevant readings, andthat it is preferable insteal to trea them as subcases of the
progressve interpretation d the imperfedo. First, to seethat such an additionwould na
be sufficient, naticethat there ae examples of areading which isvery close to the
intentional but which daes nat involve an agent. Thisis exemplified by (38) and (39):1°

(38) El mecanismo de aitodestruccon sedetonaba en 30minutos.
The mecdhanism of self-destruction detonate.IMPF in 30minutes
‘The self-destructing medhanism would be adivated in 30minutes.’

19 the cae of example (38), even thoughthe presence of an agent is not explicit, one can asuume that
there has been some aent involved in the programming d the mechanism. In (39), however, no
conredion to an agent can be establi shed.
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(39) Eran las 6. Los campesinas comenzaron apreparar € fuego.
be.MPF 6:00 the peasants start.PRET  to prepare thefire

El sol se  pora alas 6:50.
Thesun 3REFL set.IMPF at 6:50

‘It was 6 oclock. The peasants garted to prepare the fires. The sunwould set at
6:50!

This suggests that the reading in question may adually be more properly termed a
futurate reading. It has often been ndiced that progressves tendto have futurate
interpretations (once aain, seeDowty 1979. Under certain assumptions abou what
constitutes an event, (32d) isjust asubcase of (32Db), i.e. the existence of such readings
would be predicted by ou truth condtions for the progressve reading, so that (32d) is
not independently necessary. The main assumption we require isthat an event may
consist not only of the dhangesin state typicdly associated with that type of event (see
Dowty 1977, bu aso with what Moens & Steedman (1988 cdl apreparatory process a
subpart of the event before any culmination (of the dhange of state) occurs, during which
the preparations for its occurrence ae completed. If this assumptionis made, then
IMPERFpmight be true under the progressve reading if the preparatory phase of @-ingis
underway. Inasimilar though no quiteidenticd fashion, Partee(1984) discusses the
posshility that, in order to derive the mrred semantics for temporal adverbial clausesin
examples like (40), we might think of an event of throwing a party asincluding nd just
the adual party, bu also the planning, sending the invitations, preparing the food, etc.:

(40) When Juanitathrew a party, she spent alongtime preparing the food.

If we include the period duingwhich ore haldsintentionsto perform some ad as part of
the preparatory phase of an extended event, then the extended event isin progressduring
the preparatory phase, during the period when ore halds those intentions. If one's
intentions are caried ou as planned, then in al the inertia situations correspondng to
that period, the event itself will come &ou. Asisusua with the progressve, thereisno
asumption that the eventuality isfully redized. And nde that the preparatory phase
need na invalve the intentions of a planner, yielding the intentional reading, bu may
instead simply refled the fad that all the wheds are in motion which would ordinarily
lead to an event like the sun setting, asin (39). From this perspedive, the intentional and
futurate readings are asubtype of the progressve realing.

If intentional readings are subcases of the progressve interpretation d the imperfedo
given in (324), then we have to explain why the Spanish progresivo (progressve form)
does nat give rise to such readings, asill ustrated bythe lac of an intentional readingin
the past progresivo counterpart to (3a) in (3b), discussed ealier. The fad that the
Spanish progresivo does nat have the intentional reading supparts our contention that the
intentional reading arises from the meaning d the imperfedo itself, rather than, e.g.,
being the result of combining the imperfedo with a progressve operator (cf. Dowty's
1979compasitional treament of the Engli sh futurate progressve in thisway). Our
understanding d the Spanish progresivo isthat in some senseit can ony be used to refer
to events when the change of state in questionis adually in progress though no yet
complete.
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To seewhat we mean, consider Moens & Steedman's suggested internal structure of telic
events:

(4) Moens & Steedman's (1988 internal structure of atelic event ("Nucleus')

preparatory process consequent state
T e

culmination

They argue that what the preparatory processinvolves might be interpreted dfferently for
different examples, these differences arising, resumably, from red-world pragmatic
knowledge plus the truth condtions of the examplesinvaved. On ore type of construal,
this processcomprises the adual beginning d the dhange of state which leads to the
culmination, as in the progressve reading d the imperfedo in examples like (2b),
repeded here:

(2) b. Ibamos alaplaya cuando nosencontramos conMiguel.
go-1pluiMPF tothebeat when RECPR. med-1plu.PRET with Miguel
‘“We were going to the bead when we ran into Miguel.” (progressve)

But on ancther, the preparatory processwould comprise something like aplanning plese,
asin exampleslike (40) or, aswe agued, the intentional readings of examples like (2d):

(2) d. Hasta ger, ibamos alaplaya devacadones,
until yesterday go-1plu.lMPF to the beat on vacdion

pero hoy Pepa dijo que no hay dinero para eso.
but today Pepa say-3sg.PRET that not thereis money for that

‘Up until yesterday we were going to the beat on \acdion bu today Pepa said
that thereisnomoney for that.”  (intention-in-the past)

But if the Spanish progresivo is only felicitousin examples like (2b), and nd in those
like (2d), then some diff erentiation must be made between the two types of preparation
for change of state. We sean to nead something more like (42):

(42)

preparatory phase [rocess consequent state
e

culmination

AL
change of state




The alminationis point-like, i.e. temporally nonextended. Inthe complex telics (i.e.
acomplishments), the change of state is more than the aulmination; it is extended. We
cgpture this extended charader of the dhange of state in complex teli cs by saying that
thereisanonempty processlealing to the aullmination. In an acievement (simpletelic),
the processis empty. Asaprocessof approaching the almination, the pre-culmination
portion d the complex telic change of state has a cetain sort of homogeneity. But the
preparatory pheseis qualitatively different from the dhange of state (with its pre-
culmination pocesy, and henceisn't homogeneous with the process In the preparatory
process nathingis going onwhich would concretely lead to the dhange of state. The
Spanish progresivo may only refer to the pre-culmination processof the at¢ual change of
state ssnciated with atelic eventuality, i.e. to a sub-event which takes place éter the
preparatory process if any.20

Note that this acourt of the intentional readings predicts that they may arise with
adiievements. Thisisconfirmed bythe accetability of examples like the following:21

(43) Maria enpezaa € régimen el lunes. Pero hoy se enterd
Mariabegin.IMPF thediet  theMonday but today lean.PRET

gue susamigas le van ahace unafiesta élunes alanoche,
that her friendsdat-3 go.pesto make aparty the Monday the evening

asi que deddio no empeza hasta € otrolunes.
S0 deddepret not  begin urtil theother Monday

‘Mariawas going to start her diet on Monday. But today she leaned that her
friends are going to throw a party for her Monday evening, so she dedded na to
start urtil the following Monday.’

In fad, ou preliminary evidence suggests that intentional readings of the imperfedo are
most often encourtered with achievement predicaes. These simple telics have no
inherent pre-culminative process and hencethe intentional reading, focusing onthe
preparatory (planning) process isforced in arder to make sense of an ateli c interpretation.
But there ae examples which are anbiguous between the intentional and the true
progressve readings, e.g. the two readings attested to for the examplesin (4) abowe.

Sincewe ae nat principally concerned here with the progresivo, we will nat explore how
the ontology d event-parts sketched in (42) shoud beredized in the semantics. We only
offer this by way of tentative explanation d the diff erence between the imperfedo and
the progresivo.

201t js interesting to nate that English, with no dstinct imperfedive past tense form, uses the past
progressve to indicate the intentional reading, as we seein the trandations in the intentional examples in
(2) - 4). This suppats the ideathat the restriction onthe interpretation o the Spanish progressve is
probably designed to take alvantage of the imperfedo vs. past progressve split to make & many semantic
distinctions as posshle.

21We have dhosen the complex achievement predicate empezar el régimen, with the inchoative aspedual
verb empezar, becaise the intentional reading is generally easiest to get with agentive predicaes, and, as
Dowty (1979124 notes, few, if any, smple atievement verbsinvolve agentivity.
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Now let us consider the iterative interpretation dften attributed to the imperfedo (cf.
Binnick 1997 or considered as a subtype of the habitual (cf. Comrie 1976. Engdlish
exampleslike (44) can only have iterative interpretations:

(44) Stephen kicked the doar for ten minutes. (iterative)

(44) means that throughou aten minute interval, Stephen repeaedly kicked the doar.
Spanish examples like (45) can have the same type of interpretation, even withou the
durative alverbial, in the gopropriate type of context:

(45) Esteban patedba lapuerta
Esteban kick.iIMPF the doar
‘Esteban was kicking/used to kick the doar.’ (iterative or habitual)

We believe that the iterative interpretation d the imperfedo is aprogressve
interpretation, and furthermore, that the iterativity itself does not arise from the meaning
of the imperfedo, bu in ancther fashion. To seewhy, nde that the obvious Spanish
trandation d the ealier English example (44) is (46), with the pretérito, na (47), with
the imperfedo:

(46) Esteban pated lapuerta por 10 minutos.
Esteban kick.PRET thedoa for 10 minutes
‘Esteban kicked the doar for ten minutes.’ (iterative)

(47) Esteban patedba lapuerta por 10 minutos.
Esteban kick.IMPF thedoa for 10 minutes
‘Esteban used to kick the doar for 10 minutes.’ (habitual + iterative)

Standard acourts of the iterative interpretation d the English (44) assume that it comes
nat from the inherent meaning d kickthe doar, which isbasicdly asimpletelic
(achievement), bu from the necessty of reconcili ng this basic meaning with the durative
adverbial for ten minutes, which orly modifies an atelic event. Intuitively, sincethe
duration d akicking d adoa istypicdly gute short and the asciated event istelic, the
only way to reaoncil e these two elements is to shift to an iterative interpretation d the
main clause (resulting in atelicity) — something like 'kicked the doar repeaedly’. A
progressve interpretation would be odd kecause such an event ends amost immediately
after it begins. Achievementsdo nd typicdly involve aprocesslealing upto the
culmination d the dhange of state, and a progressve interpretation d atelic requires the
existenceof such a preparatory process Similarly, we would argue, in (46) the iterative
interpretation comes not from the pretérito itself, which is compatible with the basicdly
telic aktionsart of the predicate, bu isa zeo-morphdogicd shift necesstated by the need
to reconcil e that teli city with the durative adverbial. Then aso in the imperfedo (47),
which generally istaken to mean that Esteban habitually kicked the doar (repeaedly) for
10 minutes, it is not the asped which forces the iterative interpretation, bu the same
combination d atelic predicate and adurative alverbial. Sincethe iterative reading
arises already with the pretérito in (46), the imperfedo in (47) adds ancther dimensionto
the interpretation, habituality. Ancther diff erence between the pretérito and the
imperfedo with resped to iterativity is that an imperfedo example like (47) but withou
the alverbial, asin (45), can have aprogressve iterative interpretation in the proper
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context: ‘ Esteban was in the processof repeaedly kickingthe doa’, whereas the
pretérito (48) without the alverbial does not have an iterative interpretation.

(48) Esteban pated lapuerta.
Esteban kick.PRET the door
‘Esteban kicked the doar.’ (default interpretation: telic)

Our treagment of the imperfedo as entaili ng ateli city predicts that the progressve
interpretation d the imperfedo islike adurative alverbial in forcing anon-complex telic
(adhievement) to have an iterative interpretationin order to be aelic. So, thoughthe
iterative interpretationis forced bythe imperfedo, it is not part of the meaning d the
imperfedo itself, but isjust ancther instance of agenera strategy for reconcili ng the
telicity of the main predicae with the aelic requirements of an element with wider scope,
beit an atelic adverbia or the aelic asped. In turn, this also would corredly predict that
the iterative reading can arise with the past progressve anstruction, with the progresivo
form, aswell. But nothingin the meaning d the pretérito forces the shift to an iterative
interpretation. That is, in general, it seans that such shifts must be forced, asin the
imperfedo cases. Hence, the pretérito does nat by itself yield iterative interpretations.

Note that the purportedly durative and continuouws aspedual charader of the imperfedo
are acounted for by the subinterval property associated with its atelicity: It isdurativein
the same sense that the compatible durative alverbials are (see 4so the discusson o
Reference Timein 84.2.2 lelow), continuots in that the subinterval property (here, more
properly, asub-situation property) entail s that there ae no gapsin the eventuality
concerned. We believe that the purported indefinitenessisredly just by way of
contrasting the imperfedo to aperceived definitenessof the pretérito, and hes no
independent content that we can determine.

Finally, the examplesin (15a) and (15b), repeaed here, ill ustrate the utility of the various
scopes for adverbials provided for with the truth condtionsin (35):

(15 a Frida ensayaba el libreto  por unahora
Frida rehease.IMPF thelibretto for an hou
‘Frida used to rehease/was reheasing the libretto for an hour.’
(atelic: habitual or progressve)

b. Frida ensayaba el libreto  en urahora
Frida rehease.IMPF thelibretto inan hou
‘Fridareheased/used to rehease/was reheasing/intended to rehease the
libretto in an hou.’
(telic: inchoative; or atelic: habitual, progressve, or intentional)

We will assume the followinginterpretation d por una haa, modell ed after Dowty's
(2979 truth condtions for English duative alverbias with for: 22

(49) |jpor una hoa @pST = 1iff [ < gduration(Time(s),one-hour) &
0s'[s' < 8 - exemplify(s',@)]]

22As noted above, Dowty treds these aspedual adverbialsin English as VP-modifiers, not sentential
adverbials.
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Acoordingto (49) por una haoarequires distributivity of the propasition within its sope,
and hence only combines with ateli ¢ propasitions: If apropasition hddstruein a
situation for an hou, it is entailed that it holds true for al (longenough sub-situations of
that hour-longsituation. When we ambine the alverbial internaly with the aelic
propasition Frida ensayabaé li breto and take R to be the identity relation, the resulting
reading reducesto (154):

(154) [B <wgs <t ST & duration(Time(s),one-hour) &
0s'[s"<s - exemplify(s',Frida_rehease libretto)]]]

We might paraphrase (15a) as 'there's a past situation d one hou's duration, and it and
al its sub-situations exemplify Fridareheasingthelibretto’. Thisisone possblereading
of the example, with an atelic adivity understanding d the predicate: Frida neednt have
finished the entire libretto in ead such situation. If instead we mmbine the alverbial
with Fridaensayabaél li breto before combining the result with the imperfedo, thus
giving the averbia narrow scope relative to the entire tense/asped, we obtain (15a"):

(15a") B <wgds <t ST & Os'[s'<s - Os"[R(s",s") -
exemplify(s", duration(Time(s"),one-hour) &
Os|s'<s" - exemplify(s',Frida_rehearse libretto)])]]]

Suppcse that we take R here to gve the dharaderistic sub-situationsfor s', the third case
in (35). Thisisthe habitual reading. It requires that there be apast situation such that all
the (contextuall y relevant) charaderistic sub-situations of al its sub-situations are onesin
which Frida reheased the libretto for one hou (withou necessarily completing it).
Requiring this of all the dharaderistic sub-situations of all the sub-situations of s
guarantees that it was consistently Frida's habit throughou s to rehearse the libretto for
an hou.

To acourt for the readings of (15b), we offer the following interpretation o en una hoa,
again based onDowty's interpretation d the correspondng English adverbial:

(50) |len una hoa @|sST = 1iff [ < Jduration(Time(s),one-hou’) &
[B'[s" O; s & exemplify(s',@) & 0s"[s" <" & |lglF"ST=1 - s"=8"]]

(50) requires that when en una hoa @istrue in asituation, it istrue by virtue of a
g-exemplifying situation which has no g-exemplifying sub-situations. When atelic
adverbia like this or atelic predicae mmbinesinternally with the imperfedo, which
requires ateli city, the result isanomalous. Thisis showninthelogicd form in (15b),
once ayain reduced onthe asumptionthat R is the identity function:

(15b) [B < wgs <t ST & duration(Time(s),one-hour) &
[(K'[s" Ot S & exemplify(s',00s"[s" <S" -
exemplify(s",Frida_rehease libretto)]) &
Os"[s" < s" & exemplify(s",0s[s' < s" - exemplify(s',
Frida rehease libretto)]) —» s"=s"]]]
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(15b) may be paraphrased, there's a past situation s" of maximum one-hou's duration,
and all of its sub-situations are ones in which Fridarehearsed the li bretto, and moreover,
S" has no proper sub-situation such that it (and all of its sub-situations) are onesin which
Fridareheased the libretto." On either the adivity or the acomplishment interpretation
of the predicae, thisisa mntradictionin any reasonably rich model (where there ae
subsituations of s"). Thereisno noranomalous atelic interpretation d (15h).

However, (15b) does have several interpretations. The telic inchoative interpretationis
onein which the alverbia adsnat as adurative alverbial pertaining to the Event Time of
thereheasal, bu insteal as a Reference Time alverbial like soon The cwmbination o
the telic Reference Time alverbial, impli caing that some unique eventually occurs at the
end d an hou, with the aelic main clause implies that the reheasal processstarted
within ore hou after some contextually given referencesituation. Thisinchoative
coercionis attested to in related examplesin English (Dowty 1979,Moens & Steedman
1989. See§4.2.2for more discusson d Reference Time and telicity. Thoughwe will
naot technicdly addressthe way that these alverbials establish Reference Time in the
present paper, it isaquestion d the adverbia restricting the domain of the PAST
operator, rather than taking scope relative to the aspedual elements.23 Hence, the telicity
conflict which we seein (15b) does nat arise in the inchoative interpretation.

The aelic interpretations of (15b) result from giving the alverbial narrow scope relative
to the entireimperfedo. Thisyieldsalogcd form like (15b%:

(15b") [8 <wds < ST & Os'[s" <8 - Os"[R(S",S") -
exemplify(s",[duration(Time(s"),one-hou) &
[BTs' Ot s" & exemplify(s', Frida rehease libretto) & OS[s’ < S
& |Frida_rehease libretto|F>ST=1 -~ s=sTD]1I

If Ristaken to be the dharaderistic sub-situation relation, this cgptures the interpretation
where Frida habituall y reheased-the-li bretto-for-one-hour, ‘there's a periodin the past
such that all its charaderistic sub-situations exemplify Frida's taking exadly one hou to
reheasethelibretto." Thisisthe acomplishment understanding d this predicate, where
the libretto was rehearsed in its entirety.

84.2 Pretérito
84.2.1 Truth conditionsfor the pretérito

Recdl that the pretérito isindeterminate with resped to telicity: a dausein the pretérito
may be ather telic or atelic. This means that we must giveits truth condtionsin such a
way that it is compatible with either (26) or (27) abowe, the daraderizations of atelicity
and telicity, respedively. Hence we caina require, but must permit such clausesto
display the subinterval property. Further, the pretérito does nat have the progressve-like
readings we findin the imperfedo. The punctual, terminative, and dfinite darader(s)
attributed to the pretérito in the traditional lit erature seem to refled the fad that the

23 SeeHinrichs (1986 discusson d English when-, after- or before- clauses. See @so Roberts (1994 for
extended technicd discusson.



events denated have terminated (if ateli c states or processes) or readed their natural
culmination (if telic adievements or accompli shments).

(51) Meaning of the Pretérito
[PRET@]SST = 1iff [ <wgs <¢ ST & exemplify(s,q) &
Os'[(s" < s 8" <3) & exemplify(s',@) —
Ot"OTime(s"),0t'O0Time(s) (1" <t t')]]

We can paraphrase (51) asfollows. PRET@istruein asituationsif and orly if thereisa

situation s' such that:

(@) s ispriortothe Speed Time. This, of course, istheintuitive content of past tense.

(b) s exemplifies ¢, entailingthat @istrueins.

(c) every g—exemplifying situation s" which isa sub- or super-situation o s is such that
it ends either before or at the sametime &s.

Unlike the truth condtions for the imperfedo, (51) doesn't require the sub-interval
property (truth in al sub-situations), so that telic readings are possble & well, as we will
ill ustrate below. Also, the pretérito lacks amodal accessbility relation, so that
progressve and hebitual readings do nd arise. The other major diff erence between the
truth condtionsin (51) andthose in (32) iswhat we cdl the end-point requirement of
the pretérito, given in condtion (c). The pretérito permits past truth in super- or sub-
situations, thus permitting ateli c readings; but all these situations must end at a cetain
point in the past (relative to the Speed Time): This end-paint isintuitively the final
moment of the largest g-exemplifying situation. Thisrules out the possbility that the
eventuality in questionis gill on-going. Contrast this with the imperfedo, which, like the
English progressve, leares open the posshility that the past ateli ¢ situation exemplifying
@is part of asuper-situation which also exemplifies ¢ with that super-situation
encompassng the Speet Time. We can seethisin the contrast between (52) and (28):

(520 Mariatomaba ceveza(cuandola vi  haceuncs minutos).
Mariadrink.lMPFbeea when her saw ago some minutes
'‘Mariawas drinking bee (when | saw her afew minutes ago)'

(28) Maria tom6 ceveza
Maria drink.PRET  be&
‘Mariadrank bea’

(52) andits English courterpart can be true in asituationin which Mariais dill drinking
beea. But (28) isonly true when the bea-drinking situation referred to is over, so that it
does nat extend unnterruptedly to the present.

Aswith theimperfedo, it is draightforward technicaly to permit adverbias to take
intermediate scope between the PAST and the aspedual portions of the interpretation o
the pretérito, shoud the data warrant it.

32
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84.2.2 Acoounting for avail able readings of the pretérito

Asnoted in 81,the pretérito may have ather an atelic or atelic realing, depending ona
number of other fadorsin the utterancein question, including the predicate itself, the
court vs. masscharader of one or more of its arguments, and certain types of adverbials.
With resped to argument type, we saw in examples (12) and (13) ancther instance of the
sort of differenceill ustrated in 82with examples (28) and (29):

(12) Corrid petroleo por las cafierias.

flow-3sg.PRET ol throughthe pipes

‘Oil flowed throughthe pipes.’ (atelic)
(13) Corrieron 3000litros de petréleo por las caierias.

flow-3plu.PRET 3000liters of ail throughthe pipes

*3000liters of ail flowed throughthe pipes.’ (telic)
(28) Maria tomo ceveza

Maria drink.PRET beea

‘Mariadrank bee.’ (atelic)
(290 Maria tomo una ceveza

Maria drink.PRET abee

‘Mariadrank abeg’ (telic)

In (12), paralel to (28), the flowing (drinking) of a cetain pation d the substance
denated by the massNP, here petroleo, entail s a number of sub-eventualiti es of flowing
(drinking) of parts of that portion d substance 1n (13), parall el to (29), the @wurt noun
suggests an eventudity in which the entire measure of the substance, 3000liters of
petroleum, has flowed throughthe pipes. When the flow isnot a drculation, nosub-
eventuality would involve the entire 3000liters; so the propasitionwould betelic. As
noted ealier, it is possble to contextually force an atelic reading for (13) anditsilk,
where it's posgble to imagine the flowing as a cntinuots, circular process However, the
telic seemsto be the default understanding. Asargued in 82,thisisonly dueto a
conversational implicaure: The imperfedo canna have atelic reading, whil e the
pretérito can; hence using the latter carries a quantity implicature that the eventuality is
naot atelic. Hence, the telic interpretation o (13) and (29) is not forced by the truth
condtionsin (51).

Now consider the use of the alverbialsin (15c) and (15d), repeded here, onthe situation
semantic interpretations of por una haa and en una hoain (50) and (54) repeaed from
abowe:

(15 c. Frida ensay6 el libreto  por unahora.
Frida rehease.PRET thelibretto for an hou
‘Fridareheased the libretto for an hou.” (atelic: iterative)

d. Frida ensay6 el libreto  en urahora
Frida rehease.PRET thelibretto inan hou
‘Fridareheased the librettoinan hou.”  (telic)
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(49) |por una hoa @FST = 1iff (8 < gduration(Time(s),one-hour) &
0s'[s"<s - exemplify(s",9]]
(50) |len una hoa @|sST = 1iff [ < Jduration(Time(s),one-hou’) &
[5'[s" Ot S & exemplify(s',@) & 0s"[s" <s" & |[@FF"ST=1 - s"=5"]]]

Acoordingto (49) por una haarequires distributivity of the propasition within its sope,
and hence only combines with ateli c propasitions: Thus when por una haain (15¢)
combines with a dause in the pretérito, the interpretation d that clause must be aelic.
The truth condtions for the pretérito in (51) are compatible with the definition o
atelicity in (26), so longasthe endpant requirement is stisfied. At some point in the
past, the reheasingin question has gopped, so that it isnolonger in progress (50)
requires that when en una hoa g@istrue in asituation, it is true by virtue of a
@-exemplifying situation which has no g-exemplifying sub-situations. When atelic
adverbia likethis, or atelic predicate mmbines with the pretérito, the resulting
aktionsart istelic. Nothingin the meaning d the pretérito forces an atelic reading, and
the teli city of the alverbial would be incompatible with an ateli c interpretation.

Similarly, the adverbia a la tiendawith the pretérito in (17) suggests agoal which, orce
readed, defines atelic eventudlity, leading to the default telic interpretation o (17). This
contrasts with the imperfedo in (18), which can orly have an ateli c interpretation, and
hencethe habitual or progressve:

(17) Juana corri6  alatienda.
Juana run.PRET to the store
‘Juanaran to the store.’ (telic)

(18) Juana corria  alatienda.
Juana run.IMPF to the store
‘Juanaran/was runningto the store.”  (atelic: habitual or progressve)

Again, ou truth condtions predict that an atelic reading o (17) ispossble, bu this
readingis nat attested, due to the possbility of usinginstead an urequivocdly atelic
imperfedo (or the progresivo), asin (18).

We take it that the endpant requirement in (51) is the source of the nation that the
pretérito is aspedualy terminative. The daim that it is definite, in the sense defined
ealier where the entire event isreferred to instead of only some indefinite subpart, will

be true only when the pretérito has atelic interpretation. When it isinterpreted atelicdly,
then aprogressve reading is possble, ore which dces not denote an eventuality which is
intuitively “entire”, but only a subpart of the eventuality-type typicaly associated with
the predicate.

We dso naed that traditionally some authors have spoken o the pretérito as punctual in
charader when compared to the durative imperfedo. We believe that these
charaderistics derive from the diff erent roles these aspeds sometimes play in the
management of Reference Timein discourse. Thereisnow asubstantial literature onthe
use of the Reichenbachian ndion d Reference Time in interpreting tense in retural
language discourse, and espedally on hav the asped of an uteranceboth paysarolein
the way in which the aurrent Reference Time constrains its interpretation and also
contributes to the determination d the Reference Time for subsequent utterances. For



example, ininterpreting an uterancein the past tense in discourse, we quite often
understand the speaker to be daiming nd just that the eventuality in question accurred at
some unspedfied timein the past, bu that it occurred in a mntextualy salient period, o
following another eventuality just discussed, asin anarrative. The Reference Timefor a
given uteranceisthe contextually salient temporal anchor at that point in dscourse.

Hinrichs (1981,1989, Partee(1984), and Dowty (1986 all argue mnvincingly that in
Reference Time management aaossdiscourse in Engli sh the diff erent aktionsarten of the
propasitions uttered play different roles. On thisview, an utterancedencting an atelic
propasition (cal these atelic eventualiti es, for short) does not establi sh a new Reference
Time (e.g., byadvancing the Reference Time) but simply passes aongthe Reference
Time which was current at the time of utterance Andin interpreting an atelic dause, its
Event Timewill generally be taken to be temporally inclusive of the aurrent Reference
Time. Further, atelics are often taken to also be temporally inclusive of the Event Time
of a subsequently mentioned telic propasition. Atelics hencedisplay duration. On the
other hand, the Event Time of atelic propasitionistaken to foll ow the Reference Time
which was current at the time of utterance, and in turn to establi sh anew Reference Time
for the following uterance In short, telics tend to move the narrative forward; hence
they ad asindivisible eventualiti es.

Kamp (1981) ignaresthe isaue of aktionsart in his closely related analysis of French, as
doKamp & Rohrer (1983. Kamp arguesthat the differencein the Reference Time
functions for French correlates with the use of the passe simple versus the imparfait, and
that this acourts for the often cited purctudity of French passe simple versus the
durativity of the imparfait. However, at least in Spanish (and we susped in French, as
well), we would argue that the mrred distinction as to whether or not a new reference
time is established shoud be aelic versus telic, as in the Hinrichs/Dowty/Parteeview just
outlined, rather than pretérito versus imperfedo. Consider the foll owing short narrative:

(53) a Losguereros se enfrentaron.
thewarriors RECPR-3PL confront.PRET

b. Corri6 muchasangre.
run.pet much Hood

c. Losvictoriosos quemaron lafortaleza
thevictorious  burn.pret thefortress

d. Fue uratragedia.
be.PRET a tragedy

‘The warriors confronted ead ather. A lot of bloodran. The victors burned the
fortress It wasatragedy.’

All the verbsin this paragraph are in the pretérito but only sentences (a) and (c) advance
the narrative, i.e., establish a new Reference Time. (a) and (c) are telic while (b) and (d)
are ddlic, refleding the fad that the pretérito is compatible with bah major classes of
aktionsarten. But only those propasitions which are telic may establi sh a new Reference
Time, and it is predsely those caesin which the pretérito isinterpreted as purctua: We
takeit that the burning d the fortresswas after the wnfrontation, bu the runnng o
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bloodwas smultaneous with the confrontation, and the whole battle was a tragedy.
Therefore, the punctuality of the pretérito does not come @ou every timethisform is
used, but only when the resulting uterancereceves atelic interpretation.

The same phenomenoncan be observed intrasententialy, as Hinrichs observed. The
aktionsart of atemporal subardinate dause plays arolein determining the relation
between the subardinate dause Event Time and the main clause Event Time. Consider
the examplesin (54):

(54) a Claudiaquzeba la cdle aiandola aropell 6 uncamion.
Claudia aossIMPFthe stred when her-accrun over-PRET a truck.
‘Claudiawas crossng the streg when she was hit by a truck’

b. Claudia auzé la cédle auandola fropell 6 urcamion.
Claudia @ossPRET. the stred when her-ACCrun ower- PRET a  truck.
‘Claudia aos=d the stred after she was hit by atruck’

c. Cruzé lacdle wandod seméforose puso en rojo.
CrossPRET the stred when thelight ~ REFLEX turn-PRET red
‘She aossd the stred after the light turned red’

The verb in the subardinate dause of (54a) isin the imperfedo, and the event described
by the main clause istaken to occur during the processof Claudias crossng the stred.
We get the same interpretation if we substitute the progresivo form estabacruzandofor
theimperfedo. But in (54b) we have substituted the pretérito, yielding telic ktionsart
(recdl that pretérito does not have aprogressve interpretation). Thislealsto the sole,
rather anomalous interpretation where Claudiawas first hit by the truck and then
somehow managed to crossthe stred. Thisis paralel to the behavior of the pretéritoin
the subardinate dause of the non-anomalous (54c).

We monclude that unli ke the imperfedo and the progresivo, use of the pretérito entail s the
completion d the eventuality in gquestion; it establi shes a punctual Reference Timein
discourse, moving raerrative forward, rather than establishing badkgroundReference
Times. Hence aktionsart isfinaly the key to the full range of aspedual charaderistics of
the Spanish pretérito and imperfedo, and the behavior of the pretérito in contexts such as
(53) and (54) is predicted by ou truth conditi ons and the definiti ons of telicity and
atelicity in 82.

85 Conclusion

We have agued that aktionsart and asped are independent categories. ThoughSpanish
has two aspedual variantsin the past tense, the pretérito and the imperfedo, these do nd
display a one-to-one arrelation with the two main types of aktionsart. Rather, bah atelic
and telic aktionsart may be displayed bythe pretérito, thoughthe imperfedo displays
only atelic &tionsart.

We laid the foundations of atruth condtional acourt of these forms within the
framework of situation semantics, showing hav Dowty's ealier charaderizaions of the
aktionsarten could be redized in this framework whil e retaining Kratzer's requirement of
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persistence. Given these sssumptions and Kratzer's notion d an event which exemplifi es
a propasition, we provided relatively smple truth condti ons for the Spanish past tense
forms. In contrast to traditional claimsthat the imperfedo is ambiguous, with as many as
four meanings (the progressve, habitual, intentional, and iterative), we daim that it is
unambiguots. It isthe subinterval property of the imperfedo (with varying contextual
restrictions), alongwith variants on the modal accessbility bult i nto the truth condtions,
which acountsfor all the uses usually ascribed toit. In particular, what we have cdled
the “intentionin the past” reading d the imperfedo gets a principled explanation which
was absent from traditional acourtsin the Spanish literature. Whether the resulting
interpretation d the imperfedo involves ambiguity or not seemsto usto be a
terminologicd matter: If we take the diff erent types of modal accessbility which are
permissble with the imperfedo to define distinct senses, then the form is ambiguous, bu
it isaso clea that these senses are esentially the same in another sense, with the
accesshility relation chosen constituting arelatively minor, contextually determined
variation. We dso df ered truth condtions for the pretérito which capture the fad that it
is compatible with atelic, aswell astelic readings. Finaly, the truth condtions plus an
understanding d how aktionsarten influence Reference Time in discourse permitted usto
elucidate the source of several traditional aspedual charaderizaions of the imperfedo
and pretérito.

Do we neal bah events and situations in amodel for natural |anguage semantics? In the
present analysis, situations which exemplify a propasition day the role of eventualiti es
(events or states) in defining and determining telicity. The situationsin o model can
standin various relations, instantiating the two basic types of lattices discussed by Badh
and Link and uili zed by Krifka: masslattices (for the aelic aktionsarten) and court
lattices (for the telic). Hence, it seamsthat one can capture the same generali zaions
abou aktionsarten and parall els with the nominal domain dscussed bythose aithors,
withou using eventsin the objed language. Of course, it remainsto be seen whether
other phenomena pertaining to events will be anenable to this type of treament.
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