The Spectrum of Future

Main Session — Tense & Modality

There has been a long debate whether the catedaiyre’ tense” indicates future reference
(tense) or whether it should be classified as & typmodality (Jespersen 1924; Prior 1967; Bertiinet
1979; Smith 1978; Haegeman 1983; Thomason 1984;ri€oi®85; Palmer 1987; 1986; En¢ 1996;
Sarkar 1998; Copley 2002; Condoravdi 2002; Squa2f4; Jaszczolt 2006; Kissine 2008; Mari 2009;
Giannakidou & Mari 2012, among many others). | arguthis paper that Gredka ‘will' and English
will morphemes are underspecified between a tempodabhanodal interpretation, and not ambiguous
between two readings or semantically predetermi@@dek and English future morphemes (henceforth
FUT), | argue, convey epistemic, deontic modalitg duture reference from one common knowledge
base (including and not limited to information, mar goals, evidence, stereotypes).

In the next example, one expresses a logical judgnom the basis of certaiindirect
evidence/information (a piece of knowledge inferlgdthe speaker) and circumstances surrounding a
situation or event. The reading is not future dpistemic
() Popi: Ti les na kani tora o Janis?

What do you think John is up to now?
Me: Tha taksidevi epistemic reading
FUT travelling.3sg
Hemust be travelling
In the next example, the interpretatiordeontic. The morphemeéha ‘will’ and will in both languages is
equivalent to modal verlprepi ‘have to’ expressing a goal (a norm determinethieyspeaker or society )
that has to be achieved; for example, the childtbéake the medicine.

(2) Mum: Maria, tha paris to farmako tora! deontic reading
Maria, you FUT take the medicine now!
Maria, youwill take the medicine now!
Equivalent:Maria, prepi na paris to farmako tora!
Maria, yothave to take the medicine now!

Now let us see the following example where we hayirely future reference baseddirect evidence

(a piece of knowledge known to the speaker):

3) I Mariatha erthi  avrio stis pende. temporal reading
The  MariaFUT come tomorrow at 5pm.

Mariawill arrive at 5pm tomorrow.

Based on the data provided, we understand thdt @xamplestha ‘will' and will depend on a common

knowledge base represents either direct or indikeciwledge. The interpretative difference of the

morphemes of futuré¢ha andwill comes from the difference between the orderingcgsuthat are
employed by the speaker, for example:

(4) Epistemic: D-Besy ) selects the most ideal worlds from the knowledaseb KB(w) given the
ordering source provided by 4., and corresponds ttoxastically best worlds that are based on
the speaker’s beliefs and indirect evidence.

(5) Deontic: N-Best, selects the most ideal worlds from the knowledgselhKB(w) given the
ordering source provided by 4w and corresponds teormative best worlds that are based on
the speaker’s and/or the world’s goals and norms.

(6) Temporal: S-Besy,, selects the most ideal worlds from the knowledgsebiKB(w) given the
ordering source provided by 4 and corresponds tstereotypical best worlds that are real
possibilities to eventually become the actual world

In this paper, | propose that the future morphemésieek and English is an underspecified modal

operator that depends on a common knowledge baken\i¥ involves indirect evidence it has a modal

interpretation, and when it accesses direct evigléimen the interpretation is future. The analysidfer,
provides a simple account of all possible readofgsUT morphemes.



Selected References

Eng, M. (1996). Tense and Modality. In S. Lappid.JeHandbook of Contemporary Semantic Theory. @kfdBlackwell.

Copley, B. (2002). The semantics of the future, RhD.

Condoravdi, C. (2002). Temporal interpretation fieodals. Modals for the present and modals for #et.dn D. Beaver al. (eds.), Stanford
Papers on Semantics. Stanford: CSLI, 59-87.

Kissine, M. (2008). Why will is not a modal. Natutanguage Semantics,16(2): 129-55.

Mari, A. (2009). The future : how to derive the f@oral interpretation. JSM 2009, Paris VII.

Mari, A. (2010). Temporal reasoning and modalityited talk Temptypac Workshop, Paris VIII.

Giannakidou, A. (2009). The dependency of the sudijue revisited: temporal semantics and polatiipgua (Special Issue on Mood, ed. J.
Quer),

Roussou, A. & Tsangalidis, A. 201Reconsidering the ‘Modal Particles’ in ModeBreekJournal of Greek Linguistics 10: 45-73

Kratzer, A. (1981). The notional category of mogalln Eikmeyer, H.-J. and Rieser, H. (eds), Woklferlds, and Contexts,pp. 38—74. Berlin:
de Gruyter. Portner (2009)

Kratzer, A. (1991b). Modality. In von Stechow, AxdaWunderlich, D. (eds), Semantik/Semantics: Aerimational Handbook of Contemporary
Research, pp. 639-50. Berlin: de Gruyter.



