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1. Introduction

Much of the literature regarding the Present P&feE) in Spanish has dealt with
its variation in relation to the simple past orterige form (Westmoreland 1988;
Serrano 1994; Schwenter 1994; Escobar 1997). Muiably this variation occurs
in dialects in the central and southern parts @iiS@Similar variation also occurs
in various dialects of South America (Bolivia, PeNW Argentina), though the
similarities with the Peninsular case are purelpesficial (see Howe and
Schwenter 2002). The fact remains that the SpdPishetains its core meanings
across dialects. In terms of meaning variation, $panish perfect is similar to
that of English and can be described in terms ef tdikonomy provided by
Comrie (1976), as in (1)a4.

(1) a. Maria ska ido. (resultative: present state resulting from pasion)
‘Maria has left.’
b. Juarha visitado Italia. (experiential: situation has held at teasce in
past)
‘Juan has visited ltialia.’
c.He llorado mucho desde ese dia. (continuative: situatiomégy past
continues at present)
‘I have cried a lot since that day.’
d. El president de la republiba fallecido. (‘Hot News’)
‘The president of the republic has died.’

All of the PP’s in (1) exemplify the prototype mé&am of ‘past event with present
relevance’. Following Reichenbach (1947), tenses loa described as ordering
relations betweeikvent Time(E), Speech TiméS), andReference Timé€R). In
the case of the PP, Reference Time is simultanetthsSpeech Time, as shown
in (2) below. Though Reichenbach’s analysis wamidated originally for the
tenses of English, it has also been applied to iSpdnf. Zagona 1991, Giorgi &

! The relevant distinction between the innovative PP anBrierite in the South American cases
is not a matter of the temporal semantic reference of the Pretdnigtead, the PP in South

America is motivated by features of discourse organizatimd in narratives, to the relation of

past time situations to the overall narrative sequence (Hostv&amventer 2002).

2 Although the Spanish PP seems to have these four reqdmg®es the English PP), | am not
arguing that the Spanish PP is ambiguous among thesméamings. My analysis focuses on the
core semantic/pragmatic features of the PP without specific mefer® the type of reading
involved.



Panesi 1997). Cross-linguistically, however, Rentfaeh’s analysis does not
account for the readings in (1). This suggests ttatemporal semantic features
of the PP are not thenly features that distinguish the PP from other verbal
elements (at least among the few languages thebevitonsidered heré) Part of
the focus of the current analysis will be to deteemwhat semantic/pragmatic
features, if any, can be consistently attributeth®ooPP in Spanish.

(2) E<R,S

In the continuing discussion of PP’s in Spanistseegchers have proposed a
battery of explanations that are supposed to a¢dourthe dialectal (and cross-
linguistic) variation of what has been dubbed ‘BresPerfect’ in Spanish. There
does not exist, however, any consensus about Wkatdre meaning of the PP
should be in this language. My analysis assumdsthieasemantics of the PP can
be best treated following McCoard’s (1978) notidrihe Extended Now (XN), as
elaborated by Dowty (1979) and more recently bytrigor(2003). In describing
the situation of the PP in Spanish, the semantitseosimple past and the PP will
be distinguished in order to account for the s¢tedahodiernal (“today”) uses of
the PP in Spain (see Schwenter 1994). What wilmaltely be shown in this
extension is that these hodiernal PP’s no longaresthe core semantics of the PP
but rather have the same semantic properties asirttpde past form, i.e. they are
aspectually perfectives, but restricted to the paste.

Furthermore, as an essential component in the mgaofithe PP, the notion of
current relevance as advanced by various authorsg@@r 2002) will be
scrutinized and ultimately shown to be inadequaite vespect to the pragmatic
features of the PP. In sketching the pragmatiah®fPP, | assume the theory of
information structure as developed by Roberts (1996der this theory, it can be
shown that (current) relevance is a relation betweeg@roposition introduced (or
presupposed) by a PRnd the proposition’s status in the discourse. @act
nature of this relation will be explored furthertire subsequent analysis.

3 It should be noted that the examples considered here arerphotogically similar in that we
have similar constructions in both Spanish and EnglstX + PAST PARTICIPLE. There is, of
course, variation in the selection of auxiliaries (even inliglmg It is not uncommon to have the
verbtener‘to have’ used as an auxiliary, especially with predicateshifre¢ a strong result state
implication as in (i) below (see Harre 1991 for a moremete discussion deneras an auxiliary
in Spanish).

() Tengo hecho la tarea.
‘I have done the homework.’

* Portner (2003) argues that the English PP involvesrardurelevance presupposition that occurs
as part of its modal pragmatic features.



2. An Overview of the Semantics of the Present Perf  ect

The semantic analysis that | present for the PBvigl McCoard’s notion of the
Extended Now (1978), later elaborated by Dowty @9Extended Now (XN)
theory, as developed by McCoard argues that thegiezxpresses ‘an action that
has been completed or perfected in the present timen the present year, the
present, aeon, etc.’ (Binnick 1991: 104). In ac¢mgnfor the various meanings
of the present perfect noted above, McCoard arthegsall that is needed is an
understanding of the way in which prior eventsteel®@ the moment of coding.
XN characterizes perfects solely in terms of timierence. Under XN theory, the
perfect can be treated as a kind of present trauslhy an ‘extended now’
operator XN. The truth of proposition under XN i@kiated at an interval of time
of which the present is the final subinterval. lis Bnalysis of the PP, Dowty
defines the predicate PAST, as in (3), and theigagel XN, as in (4). These two
predicates essentially map out ordering relatidri®eachenbachian times that can
be applied to either a simple past or a PP: imgplei past (or PAST) sentence the
Event Time (t) is strictly prior to Speech Time;anPP (or XN) the Event Time
occurs in an interval that includes Speech timeotding to XN theoryJohn has
goneis true if John goeds true of some subinterval of an interval of whitie
present is the final subinterval, as shown schealitiin (5). XN theory also
explains whyJohn has gone to see Jane todsgood but John has gone to see
Jane yesterdais not’

(3) PAST(t) is true at <w,i> iff there exists amtdrval i’ such that (the time
denoted by) t<i'<i.

(4) XN(t) is true at <w,i> iff i is a final subiatval of the interval denoted by

(5) < | | o,
H_J %{_J
John goes S (present)
— _

tod@[s/o far]

Turning to the Spanish data, it would seem thatittitial sketch helps to describe
the semantics of the PP. Let us contrast (3) aphdith the examples in (6)a and
b. The application of (3) to the simple past and fBfns in (6)a and (6)b,

® It is perhaps important to note here that without thee tadverb, the simple past and PP have
equivalent semantics. So, with the time adverb excludet, ([Hoand (ii) essentially have the
same logical form, as in (iii).

() John went.
(ii) John has gone.
(i) Otft < SOPAST()OAT(, leave(j))] (whereS denotes Speech time)



respectively, show that the two sentences shoule kfze same truth conditions
since they both are true at some time precedinginiie evaluation (in this case,
the present). Notice, however, that in their intBom with time adverbials they
are not both compatible with the same adverbs. Paretats these ‘Main Tense
Adverbials’ as constants denoting intervals suet the constangesterday’, for
examplewould denote the interval of time bounded by a jmes day. Under the
fragment that Dowty provides for Main Tense Adval$j the logical form for
(6)a would be that in (6)c.

(6) a.Maria se fue (ayer).
‘Maria left (yesterday).’
b.Maria se ha ido (*ayer).
‘Maria has left (yesterday).’
c.Ot[t O yesterday’ O PAST(t) O AT(t, leave’(m))]

It would seem that we are still left with acceptitg notion that (6)b, in which
the PP is used, can be truth conditionally consistéth our semantics of the
simple past, which incorporates the ordering refatilefined in (3). Given the
nature of the eventive predicate ‘to leave’, it nieag the question that eventive
predicates have simply a more ‘simple past tengerpretation when used in a
PP. If we look at a stative predicate, as in (T)ad®P and simple past under the
scope of negation, as in (8), then the differendeterpretation is obvious.

(7) a.Maria estuvo enfermo.
‘Maria was sick.’ (She is not sick at the prégen
b.Maria ha estado enfermo.
‘Maria has been sick.” (She may or may not bk aidhe present.)

(8) a.Maria no comio.
‘Maria did not eat.’ (But she might have eatirs.)
b.Maria no ha comido.
‘Maria has not eaten.’ (She still hasn’t eatethatpresent.)

What should be clear from this brief discussioth&t while the PP does not have
distinct semantic properties from a simple pastdgast without time adverbials),
there are important distinctions in how the two exterpreted. These properties
are perhaps best fleshed out by their respectivepatbilities with different

Main Tense Adverbials. Clearly, the simple past banused with definite past
tense adverbs (e.g. ‘'yesterday’, ‘last year’, ‘tdays ago’, etc.), while present

® In principle it is possible that ‘not sick at the pet is only a conversational implicature,
generated by the fact that the PP could have been used inglgeld,would allow this present
possibility. So to say that (7)a and (7)b are not tratimditionally equivalent is perhaps
misleading. This observation, however, does not beatalttion the current analysis.



tense adverbs (e.g. ‘now’) and indefinite advegbg.(lately’, ‘recently’, etc.) are
consistent with the PP. The adverb ‘today’, amotigeis, proves to be more
problematic, especially considering the use of Bi¢ as a simple past in
Peninsular dialects of Spanish. In English, ‘todagh be used with either a
simple past or a PP, shown in (9). Note that {(9¢n example of an experiential
PP, as described in (1). Similarly, (10)b is an ezigntial PP, but in the
aforementioned Spanish dialects, the simple pasbiithe PP is also available.

(9) a.lchecked the mail today.
b. 1 have checked the mail today.
c.*l checked the mail now.

(10) a. Lei el correo hoy.
‘| read the malil today.’
b.He leido el correo hoy.
‘| have read the mail today.’

Under Dowty’s analysis of Main Tense Adverbialscasistants, it would seem
thattoday’ enjoys the special status of being able to simaltasly contain both
the Speech Time and the Reference Time. As memtiabeve, some dialects of
Peninsular Spanish make use of what has been tearmedliernal’ past using the
PP, as in (11). In fact, the distribution of tiplsenomenon is so extended that
when referring to events bounded by thday’ interval, speakers of this dialect
will almost always use a PP (for a more detailescdption of the distribution of
this contrast in Peninsular dialects of Spanish,Serrano 1994; Schwenter 1994;
and Carter 2003). At first glance this situatioerss to mirror that of thpassé
composen French, which is morphologically similar to tiR¥ in Spanish but
functions as a simple past. Though not as develapats French counterpart, the
Spanish PP is a clear case of grammaticalizatioeretdy the PP is taking over
functions previously ascribed solely to the Préteri

(11) Me he levantado esta mafiana a las sieteerddtat three in the afternoon)
‘I have gotten up (out of bed) this morning at’si

If we assume that the PP, as in (11), retainsahtufe of being incompatible with
definite past tense adverbs, then we are left détermining how to amend our
description of the PP so that such examples aerprgted as a simple pasts.
Assuming that the truth value of (11) can be deieeoch at an interval that

includes the Speech Time as a final subintervaly@dd be the case if we were
applying the XN operator described in (4), we as# With concluding that

‘getting out of bed’ is interpretable as being eitlrue or false at Speech Time
despite having occurred prior to Speech Time. Timpler solution would be to

just argue that Spanish has two simple past opsratme that requires strict
temporal anteriority between Event Time and Spédente, as in (3); and another



that adds the additional stipulation that Event &iactcur in thdoday’ interval,

as described below in (12). Note that (12) rulesthe possibility of having a
normative use of the PP intaday’ interval with the same interpretation as the
simple past usage of the PP—a¥ mhe comido hoy have already eaten today’.
In this case, Speech Time can be simultaneous Réference Time and thus
would be ruled out by (12) as a PP with simple passaning.

(12) PAST(t) is true at <w,i> iff there exists an intervakuch that (the time
denoted by) t<i'<i and t, i and i’ are all bound thetoday’ interval.

The main goal in this section has been to providewgh sketch of the core
semantics of the PP. That is, the term ‘Presenfe&élis perhaps a misnomer
given that in some cases, as in (11), a morphcd@l® is used as a simple past.
For this reason, it is important to note that wanm assume that a PP form is
semantically a PP simply because of morphologynt@dy the semantics of the
PP are more complicated than has been implied lkeoen this brief outline,
however, it should be clear that the overall ‘maghiof the PP is not captured
solely by a semantic analysis, given that the motibthe Extended Now does not
address the variety of meanings shown in (1) nasdid address the role of
current relevance in the distribution of the PPe Tést of the analysis below deals
with describing the notion of current relevanceataglates to the use of the PP.
Ultimately, 1 show that current relevance followsredtly from pragmatic
properties of the PP, namely the relationship betwa proposition and this
proposition’s status in the discourse.

3. A Pragmatic Analysis of the PP

Within the normative uses of the PP shown in (&¥earchers have suggested a
myriad of ways to account for the functional distition of the PP in Spanish. In
a recent article, Brugger (2002) discusses whatsasentially constraints on the
PP. A close look at these constraints, howevenvstbat most of them follow
directly from our outline of the semantics of the. FFor example, theast Adverb
Constraintis Brugger’'s description of what was discussedvabas the PP’s
incompatibility with time adverbials that denotdidee intervals in the past. This
constraint is, of course, predictable given thatReichenbachian terms an
adverbial must modify the Reference Time. Contraovythe Reichenbachian
analysis, however, an adverb can also modify amEVene, as in example (13)
where, clearly, Mary’s call is recent (i.e. its BveTime is recent) not the
Reference Time. Klein (1992) discusses this issuk @osits his P-Definiteness
Constraint, which states that the Event Time aedRbference Time cannot both
receive a definite temporal specification. SincdeRence Time is equated with
Speech time in a PP, the Event Time may not be fieddoy a definite past time
adverbial as well. The temporal coindexation of&dpeTime and Reference Time
is the main factor in the PP’s incompatibility widkfinite past time adverbials.



(13) Mary has called just recently.

Next, Brugger discusses tBd-hour Rulewhich states that the reference time of
a Spanish PP-sentence is an interval that is iedudtoday’. Given i) that the
XN analysis of the PP makes truth relative to ateriral containing a final
subinterval of which the Speech Time is a member ignthat Speech Time is
always in thegoday’ interval, sincaoday’ denotes the interval that is bounded by
the current day, we can again eliminate the neessome 24-hour Rule Even
the Reichenbachian treatment of the PP of haviadréference Time and Speech
Time be simultaneous (i.e. E>R,S) would predict the Reference time of a PP-
sentence occurs intaday’ interval. It is more likely that Brugger intendeal f
this constraint to additionally address the usé¢hef PP as a (hodiernal) simple
past since this sort of usage would be consistéhttive 24-hour Rule But as we
have seen in 82, the PP in this case is not todaged as a ‘Present Perfect’ but
rather is assumed to have the same semantics aBrtpke past with the addition
of the binding intervaloday’.

What we are left with from Brugger’'s analysis iss hdiscussion of current
relevance. McCoard (1978) argues that currenvaglee is a pragmatic issue and
does not follow as part of the (compositional) setita of the PP construction
(My analysis also assumes that current relevanéan® from the pragmatics of
the PP rather than the semantics.). Brugger arthsgsthe PP may or may not
have Current Relevance (CR) if the Event Time lfm Reichenbachian sense) lies
within TODAY. However, if the Event Time is prior today’, then the PP will
definitely have CR. Furthermore, l@sirrent Relevance Corollarstates that CR
arises iff Reference Time coincides with Speech eliEaxample (14) would
therefore be currently relevant since the eveng tismnot bounded by the interval
today’ and since it is ‘entailed’ that the window is Istpen at Speech Time
Example (14), however, does not have CR since \thatas viewed from a past
Reference Time. Brugger’s observation about (1dirseto be consistent with our
analysis of the simple past uses of the PP givah uhder the Reichenbachian
analysis a simple past would be represented bytehmoral ordering E,R>S,
where Reference Time and Speech Timenatsimultaneous.

(14) Esta mafana a las seis Joarabierto la ventana.
‘This morning Juan has opened the window at six.’

(15) Juarha abierto la ventana ayer/hace dos dias.
‘Juan has opened the window yesterday/two dags ag

" Brugger argues that the window’s being open is ‘entdilatidoes not specify whether or not
this is semantic entailment. | would argue that this issaptantic entailment but rather arises
through conversational implicature.



Before moving on in Brugger’s analysis, let us takeok at the repercussions of
assuming that current relevance arises becauseeadtfetnporal coindexation of
Speech Time and Reference time. Brugger's anabsssimes thaany PP (as
opposed to a PP used as a simple past) will have\tRhave already seen that
the CR of (15) leads us to the entailment thatvhmow is still open at Speech
Time. Under a more conversational definition oféxance’, we may assume that
the window’s being open is important in interprgtisome aspect of an ongoing
discourse: e.g. someone is preparing for a party the windows need to be
opened in the house. In this sense, knowing thatwimdow is open may be
conversationally useful. Now consider the exanplel6):

(16) Juan ha aprobado su examen ayer.
‘Juan has passed his exam yesterday.’

By Brugger’'s definition, example (16) should bereutly relevant because it
occurs beforeoday’ and entails that Juan’s exam is still in a stdt@aving been
passed’. The problem with this analysis, and mahers, is that Brugger assumes
that somethingin the PP sentence is relevant and does not spedift that
something might be or what it might be relevantitoexample (16) we could
plausibly assume that the speaker either wantsaenelevant i) a fact about
Juan (i.e. that he passed his exam) or ii) thaeiaan has now been passed (e.g.
he had just taken his candidacy exams). Furtherntioeee must be something in
the discourse that licenses a context in which oh¢hese elements can be
relevant. In sum, Brugger does not give any indhcats to the nature of the
interaction between the PP and the discourse ®ituat

At this point, it should also be noted that ‘openia window’ in (15) is an
eventive predicate that does not entail ‘being dop@nall timest subsequent to
Event Time. And while the predicate ‘pass an exasn@ventive in the sense that
taking an exam is a temporally bounded event, ékalting state is still true at all
subsequent times. We could simply reformulate Bewggdefinition of Current
Relevance to address different types of predidaiseventives vs. statives). It is
not clear, however, how this might be accomplishsithg his criteria. We might
argue that, in a PP whose Event Time is priciottay’, CR arises as a result of
temporal simultaneity of Reference Time and Spé&aote unless the PP is used
with a predicate that indicates a resulting statese truth value at Speech Time
is entailed by the predicate, as in (16). Theretaereasons why this extension
does not work. The first is that it seems to lm&ie the meaning of CR in al
hocway. Secondly, and more importantly, the sentem¢é6) can be interpreted
as relevant to a current discourse, as discusseaaBpeakers who use the PP in
this way would have no problem in interpreting thentence in (16). By
Brugger’s definition, this sentence should have @Rseems clear then that
Brugger’s analysis does not adequately describeigurelevance as it relates to
the interaction between the PP and the discounsatisin.



In the subsequent analysis, it will be shown thatgger’'s notion of CR can be
more adequately described using a dynamic modebotersational exchange.
Using Roberts’ (1996) theory of Information Struetul will show that CR is
related to the question under discussion at SpEiecé.

4. Relevance a la Roberts

In this section, | provide a brief overview of th&in points of Roberts’ (1996)
theory of information structure. For Roberts, thecture of discourse consists of
guestions and answers. The arrangement of thesstiange and answers is
dependent on the immediate topic of discussion.clwlshe refers to as the
guestion under discussion, or QUD. Participanthédiscourse utilize strategies
of inquiry whose objectives are to answer questionder discussion. Let us
consider the simple question in (17). In answetimng question, it is reasonable to
assume that a speaker might ask the questions8jnafl a strategy of inquiry.
Under Roberts’ analysis, the questions in (18) aarequestions entailed in the
answering of the superquestion in (17).

(17) What do you like?
(18) aWhat food do you like?
b.What music do you like?

In answering a question, participants in a diseounsist consider what elements
in the question need to be answered (e.g. the iqnéatho likes whathas two
wh-elements that will entail subquestions). The sepmipositions that can be
derived by abstracting on a questiowk-phrase is called th@-alternative set
This abstraction is in turn applied to all the tsnin the model (entities,
functions, etc.) which are of the same type as dieabted by thevh-phrase (i.e.
individuals such agohnand Lisa can be used in the valuation ofsm-phrase
denoting an individual). Roberts’ formalization tbie Q-alternative sets shown
in (19). Given this set, the denotation of a quests its Q-alternative set, as in
(20).

(19) Q-alt(a), = {p: Cwi,...,u™ O D[p= CROWU™)...(u™]}, where a has the
logical form whi-1,...,wh"(B), with {wh™,... wh™} the (possibly empty)
set of wh-elements ina, and D is the domain of the model for the
language, suitably sortally restricted.

(20) Interpretation of a Question 2 :
Co 0= Q-alt@)

Now that we have a question under discussion aset af items that can be used
in answering the question, we can see how Robarglysis addresses the



strategy of answering the question. First, noaafiwers are equal in the hierarchy
of answering subquestions of a main QUD. The difimiin (21) gives us an idea
of how a proposition might contribute to answera@UD. Notice that in this
formulation of partial and complete answering, ctatgly answering a
superquestion entails the answers to all its suigpres® The notions in (21) and
(23) help in further defining the definition of amsrhood given in (20).

(21) A partial answer to a questiong is a proposition which contextually
entails the evaluation—either true or false—ofeatst one element of Q-

alt(q).

(22) A complete answer is a proposition which contextually entails an
evaluation for each element of Q-alt(q).

Using the concepts presented thus far, we are rue ta analyze a sample
discourse in this questions-and-answers framewarkus assume that we have a
domain D whose members are all of the same typ¢hais respectivewh
elements that have been extracted from the queg8h (adapted from Roberts
1996) is a very simple application of Roberts’ tlyeahich illustrates nicely the
robustness of her generalizations.

(23) Sample Discourse:
D: {chris, gale, muffins, scones}
1. Who ate what?
a. What did Chris eat?

a. Did Chris eat muffins?
Ans(a) Yes

ai. Did Chris eat scones?
Ans(a) No.

b. What did Gale eat?

b. Did Gale eat muffins?
Ans(b) No.

bi. Did Gale eat scones?
Ans(k) Yes.

8 Roberts provides the definitions in (i) and (ii) as iiddal description of the nature of
answerhood in her theory.

() A questiong; entails another question iff answering (i.e., giving an answegni yields a
complete answer tqp.

(i) A questionq; contextually entails anotherg, iff answeringq; in a discourse context with
common ground (a set of propositions) is such tltatanswerg;) entails a complete answer

to Q.



Given that our superquestion is ‘Who ate what’, ave immediately presented
with a strategy of inquiry. That is, we can askgjimns either about the ‘who’ or
the ‘what’ in the main QUD as a strategy for deteing the answer. Notice that
if each person in the model is assumed to only leaten one item thefins(bi)

‘No’, would be a complete answer forand would entail the answer by. The

dynamic nature of Roberts’ model allows us to ass@an enriched context in
which presupposed content or shared informatiorbestaken into consideration.

In the description given thus far, what constrdhes type of question that can be
asked in answering a QUD? For example, let us ssepuat questiob; follows
questiong;. It would seem thal; would not be useful in answerigg(unless we
assume something extralinguistic about the reldtigtaveen Chris eating muffins
and Gale eating scones). Roberts addresses thislyyodefining the relevance of
an answer to the current QUD, as in (24). Accordm{R4), relevance is defined
in terms of a proposition’s relation to the QUD light of this definition b; could
not be relevant ta since it neither introduces a partial answea tor introduces
another question that would be part of a strataggnsweringa. Of course, with a
highly enriched contexty could very easily be seen as a strategy in ansgari

(24) A move m is Relevant to the question under discussiap i.e. to
las{QUD(m)), iff m either introduces a partial answer qo(m is an
assertion) or is part of a strategy to ansgvémis a question).

For the purposes at hand, this fragment of Robeftebry will suffice in
explaining the issues surrounding the PP. The rnairefit of her analysis is that
it provides a clear explanation of the parameteas$ & felicitous discourse should
follow. Until now, the notion of current relevanbas been only vaguely defined
in terms of its relation to discourse. We can nompdy define relevance as a
relation between a proposition and the QUD. Whathaee been calling current
relevance can (and should) be referred to simplyetevance. It is Roberts’
definition of relevance, as well as her theory g structure of discourse, that |
use to describe the pragmatics of the PP in Spéeisiw.

5. The Pragmatics of the PP in Spanish

Consider now the sample Spanish discourse in (8jtfing certain subquestions
for brevity):

(25) Sample Discourse:
D: {Juan, Maria, arroz ‘rice’, frijoles ‘beans’}
1. ¢ Quién comié qué?

a. ¢,Qué comio Juan?
Ans(a) Juan comio arroz.sMuan ha comido arroz.
‘Juan ate rice.’ ‘Juan has eaten rice.’

b. ¢,Qué comid Maria?



Ans(b) Maria comié frijoles. sv Maria ha comido frijoles.
‘Maria ate beans.’ ‘Maria has eatembea

In (25) both answers to the subquestionsl acire answerable using either the
simple past or the PP. What happens, however, ifoll@v the answer t@ with
‘But | don’t know about the beans’? It seems odthwine simple past to mention
the beans since we have presumably given a comghstiger taa. On the other
hand, this follow-up works perfectly well with tHeP version ofAns(a) This
result suggests that in a question such as thahgna, the use of the simple past
is meant to entail aompleteanswer ta, whereas the PP only providepartial
answer. Answering with the PP, then, in this cdkmva for the possibility for
Juan to have eaten something in addition to rice.

Let us look at an example withyas/noquestion. In answeringyges/noquestion,
an affirmative answer, of course, automaticallyesulout a negative answer,
leaving, presumably, no doubt as to the completeatthe answer provided. (26)
gives us a context of this type.

(26) Q: ¢ Y qué tal el partido de tenis de Juarotteldia?
‘And what about Juan’s tenis match the othgf’da

Ansg(Q): Gano.
‘(Juan) won.’
Ans(Q): Ha ganado.

‘(Juan) has won.’

Either Ang(Q) or Ang(Q) seems to provide a complete answeQiaiven that a
yes/noquestion should, by definition, be exhaustivelgwaared by either option.
Even in this seemingly clear-cut caga®s(Q), the PP answer, still does not
completely answe®. Consider again the felicity of a follow-up such ‘hut the
results are still being disputed’. Again, the fellop statement is odd after the
answer with the simple pa%ris(Q)). After the PP answer, however, the follow-
up statement is fine. What this type of follow-uptement shows us is that in
answeringQ there is ‘more’ to Juan’s winning the game thast jhe fact that he
did or did not win. This type of contextual enrichmh is common in discourse
and is in fact assumed as an essential part of i&Obieory. Given my
description of (26), it seems that the speaker wtters Ans(Q) is actually
introducing a strategy in answeri@rather than introducing a complete answer.

In light of these observations, | can now providdeéinition of the PP as it relates
to an ongoing discourse in cases where it contveiiisa simple past:

(28) PP(®)(x) entails that (a) evern(x) happened in the past, (b) there is
some property P that x has at present and (c)rfd(x)is a consequence of



the past even®(x), and (d) the fact that P(x) is now true is oalypartial
answer to some question under discussion.

Under the definition in (27)a, | argue that thegwsition introduced by the PP is
only a partial answer to the last QUThis means thahns(Q) in (26) requires
that there be additional propositions made avaalébt at least inferrable from the
proposition introduced by the PP) in order to ansthe last QUD. Again, it
would be helpful here to see a different type aregle.

(29) Q: ¢Cbomo esta Juan?
‘How is Juan?’
Ansg(Q):  Aprobd su examen final ayer.
‘Juan passed his final exam yesterday.’
Ans(Q):  Ha aprobado su examen final ayer.
‘Juan passed his final exam yesterday.’

In (29), Q could be answered in a variety of ways (i.e. teespn asking the
guestion does not presuppose anything about tiuieenat the answer). The nature
of both answers in (29) is such that we are ledssume something about Juan’s
attitude after having passed in exam (i.e. Juahajgy because he passed his
exam.). It would be, of course, the implicatureivksst from Juan’s having passed
his exam that would provide the answer to Q. Agaiifizing the follow-up
statement diagnostic, we can determine if bdéths(Q) and Ans(Q) are
compatible with the same statement. If we try toceh the implicature, for
example, with the follow-up statement, ‘but he basen really sad all day today’,
Ang(Q) seems odd, given a context in which interlocutassume a causal
relationship between Juan’s academic performandehanstate of mind. Under
our assumption that the proposition introduced iy PP offers only a partial
answer to the QUD, theAins(Q) would mean either i) that Juan’s state of mind
cannot be entirely assessed based on his perfoeniartbe exam or ii) that there
are additional complications affecting his statemfd (e.g. he passed his exam
but his car broke down on the way home). With eithies(Q) or Ans(Q), we are
left with determining what the information status following the answer.
Assuming the definition given in (29), the simpkespgives an immediate end to
the current QUD while the PP entails further sulstjoes.

In the examples given above, | have shown thaPfexpresses relevance in so
much as the proposition introduced by the PP istedl to the strategy in
answering a QUD. Peninsular Spanish provides ecilé¢hat a simple past and
PP can function distinctively in terms of theirate contributions to discourse

® Portner argues along similar lines but assumes that tleafPRunction as eithex complete or
partial answer to a QUD. His analysis, however, deals oitlythe English PP, which does not
does not share the (exact) same semantic/pragmatic featuresSgmtiish PP.



organization. It is this pragmatic feature of tHe that continues to distinguish it
functionally from a simple past despite the proagfsgrammaticalization that has
led the PP to become aspectually perfective in iSpan

6. Conclusions

The analysis that | have sketched is by ho mealnaustive in its characterization
of the relevance relation between the PP and thgoing discourse. These
observations suggest that the PP is used by sgea&er strategy in maintaining a
current topic in the discourse. We can also say tiva simple past seems to
introduce a proposition that completely (or in soo@ses partially) answers a
QUD. My intuitions tell me that the interaction xeien the PP/simple past and
the discourse is more complex than suggested HhEne. value of these
observations, however, is in the fact that theylieape better the type of
relationship that exists between propositions améstjons in discourse. In
addition to a more rigorous explanation of the seima of the Spanish PP, the
next step in extending this analysis of relevamc®P’s should involve a larger
number of perhaps corpus examples covering a wadexy of contexts (and
possibly languages). The generalizations made irseé&nm to account for the
Spanish (and English) data. It would undoubtedly abédruitful endeavor to
determine if this observation holds for PP’s inasttanguages.
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