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The paper adresses parallels between tense, aspect and modality mark-
ing in Russian embedded clauses. It is widely known that tense forms
of embedded verbs can be interpreted relatively or absolutely, and in some
cases, the relative and absolute use seem to be in free variation. It turns out
that the interpretation of modality and aspect can be described along the
same lines and classified into the relative and absolute uses. For instance,
subjunctive mood—one of the main instruments of irreality marking—can
be interpreted as less real than the main event (relative interpretation)
or less real than the moment of speech (and to the same degree as the main
event; absolute interpretation). Similarly, aspect forms, depending on their
interpretation, can describe the structure of the situation compared to the
speech act or to the main event. | show that the parallelism between the
three categories is not full: for instance, relative modality is mainly observed
in triclausal constructions. Modality interpretation is sensitive to the oppo-
sition of clausal adjuncts vs. relative clauses. For the aspect interpretation,
the contrast between finite forms and infinitive is relevant: infinitive allows
for relative use of perfective aspect use much easier than finite forms. Fi-
nally, interpretations of the three categories are related to each other. For
example, in complement clauses, the relative interpretation is perfectly ac-
ceptable for all the three categories.
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HauuoHanbHbIM nccnenoBaTenbCKUin YyHNBEPCUTET
Bricwasa wkona skoHoMukn, Mocksa, Poccus

B poknage paccmaTtpuBaloTcsa napannenu MexXay MmapkmnpoBaHnem B pyc-
CKNX NOAYNHEHHbIX Knaysax BpemMeHn, MoaasibHOCTUN U BUAa. Lnpoko ns-
BECTHO, 4YTO BpeM$s B MOAYMHEHHbIX Knays3ax MOXeT UMEeTb aﬁCOﬂIOTHy}O
N1 OTHOCUTENIbHYIO MHTepnpeTauunto,  nHoraa, HanpunMep, B HEKOTOPbIX
KOHCTPYKUMNAX C CEeHTeHUMalibHbIMW aKTaHTaMu, 3TV BapUaHTbl B3aUMO-
3aMeHuMbl. Mbl npegnonaraem, 4TO Te Xe BapuaHTbl UHTepnpeTauun
CyWeCTBYIOT Anga sumaga n MmogaibHOCTU. Hanpumep, cocnaratenbHoe Ha-
KJIOHEHWE MOXeT MapKupoBaTb MOLANILHOCTb OTHOCWUTESIbHO TNaBHOMN
cutyaumn (ToT dakT, yTo cuTyaumna MmeHee pealibHa, 4YeM rnaBHasa no oT-
HOLLEHUIO K HEN) NN MOAANbHOCTb OTHOCUTENbHO PEYEeBOro akta. TO4HO
TakK Xe aCrnekT MOXET BblpaXaTb aCnekTyalibHble XapakTepUCTukKn cntya-
LLM NO OTHOLWLEHUIO K pe4eBOMY aKTy UJin K rnaBHoOn cutyaunn.

KnioueBble cnoBa: OTHOCUTENbHOE BpemM4d, Bua, MogasnibHOCTb, CEHTEH-
LnanbHble aKTaHTbl, CEHTEHUMNalIbHble CUPKOHCTAaHTbI, CEHTEHLMaJIbHblE
onpeneneHnda, Tpuknay3ajibHasd KOHCTPyKLUUA, I/IHd)I/IHI/ITI/IB

1. Introduction

In the studies of Russian tense, one of the most salient problems is the problem
of relative vs. absolute tense interpretation. It turns out that in subordinate clauses,
the tense form can be used and interpreted absolutely (and denote the event temporal
localization with respect to the speech act) or relatively (and denote the event temporal
localization with respect to the main event)—see [Barentsen 1995], [Khomitsevich
20071, [Say 2016], [Schnittke 2020] with the analysis of Russian, and [Klecha 2018]
for similar issues in English. In (1), the two variants can refer to the same situation
where both situations, ‘surprise’ and ‘behave’, occur simultaneously. In this case, the
present tense form vedet ‘behaves’ is interpreted relatively (‘simultaneously to the main
event’), and the past tense form vel ‘behaved’ absolutely (‘before the speech act’).

(1) Mensa yousasano, umo ITems mak cebs 6edém / é.

Note that the problem is particularly intriguing because the relative and absolute
interpretation do not correspond to any systemic morphological distinction. The same
forms can be interpreted either relatively or absolutely, depending on the context.
In the talk, I will consider these notions in more detail and show that similar opposi-
tions are relevant for modality and aspect. Since for modality and aspect the notion
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of temporal localization is irrelevant, I propose the following generalized definition
for absolute vs. relative tense, aspect and mood (also known as TAM categories):

* Absolute interpretation of a TAM category = interpretation in which the particu-
lar grammatical value is interpreted with respect to the speech act;

* Relative interpretation of a TAM category = interpretation in which the particular
grammatical value is interpreted with respect to the main event (event in the main
clause).

It should be explicitly mentioned that Russian does not distinguish absolute vs.
relative mood and aspect by means of grammatical forms—the situation is the same
here as with tense forms. The same forms of tense, mood and aspect can be inter-
preted relatively or absolutely.

2. Modality

As [Plungyan and van der Auwera 1998] show, modality distinguishes two main
groups of meanings:

(i) Reality of situations (epistemic modality)
(ii) Evaluation of the situation, relations between the situation and the speaker
/ hearer / participants of the situation (deontic / internal modality)!

For instance, in the epistemic meaning of high probability (group (i)) John must
already be there denotes that the situation ‘John is there’ is very close to reality, though
is not necessarily true. In the meaning of internal possibility (group (ii)), such as John
must work harder, the construction with must denote the relation between the partici-
pant John and the situation ‘work harder’, namely, John’s duty to work harder.

The reality status is mainly relevant for the first type of modality. The question
that has not acquired much attention in previous linguistic work is how the irrealis
applies to complex sentences, in particular, how it interacts with embedded clauses.
Consider the following example: someone knows that John will often go to Canada
next three years. He tells John:

(2) Bring something to me when you go to Canada.

In (2), the first part Bring something to your mother is marked with imperative
and is irreal: John has not promised to bring any souvenirs to his mother, and it is only
the speaker’s wish for him to do so. By contrast, the second part is real: it is known that
John will go to Canada. The reality of this situation follows partly from the fact that
kogda-clauses are by default factive: if it is said that X will happen when Y happens’
then the speaker believes that Y happens (though, of course, factivity can be weak-
ened by the imperative context). The first part is a part of assertion, not of presupposi-
tion, and the addressee can object the speaker’s opinion saying that X will not happen.

1 Throughout the paper, I ignore the notion of ‘neutral modality’ which is sometimes postu-
lated for epistemic contexts, e.g., for constructions with matrix verbs like dumat’ ‘think’.
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A more complicated question is how to mark the configuration when both events
are unreal and is in the scope of imperative, something like ‘I want you to go to Can-
ada and to bring something to your mother’. It seems that the English construction
with when does not allow us to do so. Another embedded clause type with Russian
esli or English if is not factive but does not put the embedded clause in the imperative
scope: the only thing it marks is that the given state of affairs is possible. To mark
the meaning required, the construction should be radically changed to yield Please
go to Canada and bring something to your mother. In Section 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3, I will
consider the same problem for Russian. I will show that modality (more precisely, ir-
real mood forms) is sometimes expressed in the embedded clauses but the possibility
of this type of constructions depends upon the clause type.

2.1. Relative vs. absolute modality

In what follows, I discuss the opposition of the absolute vs. relative mood inter-
pretation. When applied to modality, the notion of absolute / relative interpretation
is understood in the following way:

* Absolute interpretation of a modal form: the modal form denotes the reality sta-
tus of the situation compared to the speech act;

* Relative interpretation of a modal form: the modal form denotes the reality sta-
tus of the situation compared to the main event.

For instance, If the subjunctive mood form in the embedded clause is interpreted rela-
tively, we expect that the reality status is counted based on the status of the upper clause.
Since subjunctive is a mood form with irreal meaning, the relatively interpreted subjunc-
tive form means that the situation is less real / more irreal than the situation in the upper
clause. By contrast, if the subjunctive mood form is interpreted absolutely, it only means
that the situation in the embedded clause is less real than the reality (the speech act situ-
ation is always real)—however, it can have the same reality status as the situation in the
upper clause. The distinction we observe is similar to the opposition of relative vs. absolute
tense. In tense opposition, the embedded tense form can mark the time of the event based
on the time of the speech act or the main event. In modality context, the reality status of the
embedded event can be marked with respect to the main even of the speech act.

For instance, if I imagine a situation that I lived in Germany and it made me an-
gry that my salary was used to provide loafers with money, and I describe the situation
asin (3), I use a relative modality in the final clause:

(3) Kcmamu, mens 6, ncusu s 8 F'epmaruu, dymaro, becunio 6bl, 4mo nos08UHA
Moezo 3apabomka yxooum Ha 6e30ebHUKOS. ..

Only in the main clause is the verb marked for the irrealis (subjunctive) (besilo
by)?. The embedded verb uxodit also denotes an unreal event. However, this irreality

2 [Brecht 1977] and [Dobrushina 2012] show that by inside the marker ¢toby behaves as a part
of word, and not an autonomous particle. At the same time, syntatically, by inside ¢toby
is a part of the subjunctive form because ¢toby is only compatible with infinitives and 1-forms.
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isignored, and the verb is marked with indicative past as belonging to the same reality
plan as the matrix verb ponjal. In (4), all verbs are marked for subjunctive, but the mo-
dality in the third clause is also relative. It denotes that the third clause belongs to the
unreal world introduced by the second verb xotel (which, in turn, belongs to the world
introduced by the subordinator udivilsja)—thus, the subjunctive uvolili is, so to say,
second order irrealis, it denotes an event shifted to ‘more unreal’ world than the sec-
ond event esli by Vasja xotel ‘if Vasja wanted”:

(4) A 6wt ydususcs, eciu 6bL Bacs xomen, umobst e20 ygoauau®.

The absolute modality is illustrated by (5). The subjunctive perestali (by) in the
third clause is not introduced by the verb nastal (by) in the second one: the form
perestali by does not mean that the situation in the third clause is more compared
to the situation in the second clause. Both subjunctive forms denote events belonging
to the same world and introduced by the main verb xotel—thus, they have the same re-
ality status. Thus, the modality marking is absolute here: the form perestali by means
that the event is irrreal compared to the speech act:

(5) A 6bL xomen, umobbL HACMA MOMeEHM, K020a Mbl NepecmaJu bbL 60esams.

If we imagine that the modality is marked relatively in the last clause of (5),
the reality status being compared to the upper clause nastal moment ‘the time would
come’. In this case, an indicative form would be expected in the last clause (e.g., peres-
tanem ‘(we) will stop’) because the reality status of the event in the last clause corre-
sponds to the same world as in the second clause (¢toby nastal moment ‘that the time
came’), and no shift to more unreal world is observed in the last clause.

Constructions with absolute modality like (5) can be called ‘mixed constructions’.
The term means that, on the one hand, they contain an irreal marker by, and, on the other
hand, the embedding marker they contain (kogda, ¢to) mainly have a ‘real’ semantics.

In some respects, the distribution of relative vs. absolute modality is similar
to the distribution of tense interpretations. For instance, complement clauses bear rel-
ative mood marking, which is not necessary the case for clausal adjuncts and relative
clauses. At the same time, some parameters responsible for mood reading distribution
are not repeated in the tense domain. Below I consider only two of them: oppositions
of adjunct vs. relative clauses and propositional vs. conditional contexts.

2.2. Adjunct clauses vs. relative clauses

In the tense domain, adjunct and relative clauses are similar to each other. For
both of them, absolute tense is the default way of marking:

(6) A scmpemu.t wesno8eka, KOMOPbHLIL HCUN 8 COCEOHEM DOMe.

(7) A scmpemun ezo, K020a oH paboman Ha MmenesudeHUU.

3 Of course, another reading where Vasja has already been robbed is also available. In this
case, the reading of indicative mood is absolute and counted from the speech act (= the real
situation).
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In some relative or adjunct clauses, past tense can be replaced with present, but
they either do not have an interpretation or their meaning is different from the one
they had previously. For instance, in (6), the change of Zil to Zivet will change the mean-
ing from ‘the person who previously lived there’ to ‘the person who lives there now,
at the speech time’ (thus, the present tense will be interpreted absolutely).

Rather unexpectedly, in the mood domain, adjunct and relative clauses behave
differently. The latter show absolute mood marking (reality status with respect to the
speech act) more readily than the former. For instance, examples like (8) are more wide-
spread than (9):

(8) A 6bL xXomen, umobblL HACMA MOMeEHM, K020a MblL nepecmaJu 6bL 6oesams.
(9) A 6wt xomen, umobsbL MblL myoa npuwLIU, Ko20d nepecmanu Obl 80e8aNb.

Why do the two clause types differ in the mood marking? If we consider their be-
havior in biclausal structures, we will find some other differences. [Dobrushina 2012]
describes a special subjunctive subtype of Russian relative clauses. They are usually
used when the relativization target refers to a non-specific entity that may not exist or,
if it exists, the speaker cannot distinguish it from other similar objects:

(10) A uwy uenosexa, komopbwlil HaNAOUN 6bL MHe KOMNBIOMED.

No similar structure exists for adjunct clauses. For instance, (10") could theoreti-
cally be used in the sense ‘the time when X occurs, given that this time may be non-
existent’. However, the example is ungrammatical:

(10”) *s myoda npudy, koz0a 6bL N0380AUNA CUMYAUUSL.
‘Twill come there when the situation allows.’

This difference shows that the relative clause in Russian tends to mark the modal
meanings in relative clauses more explicitly than in adjunct clauses.*

2.3. Propositional contexts vs. conditional contexts

Another borderline lies between propositional contexts (i.e., use of irreal form
in the complement position of matrix verbs like xotet’ ‘want’, prikazat’ ‘order’ and oth-
ers) and conditional contexts (use of irreal forms postulated by the general condi-
tional cotnexts).

[Esli by on ustroilsja na rabotu v Rosatom.]

(11) A 6wt emy 2080pun, umobsL OH mam pabomadJ, noka ezo OblL He YBOAUNU.
(12) *4 emy 2080pun, umobsL oH mam pabomadJ, noka e2o OblL He YBOAUNU.

In spite of the similarity between examples (11) and (12), the former is signifi-
cantly better than the latter. The reason is that in (11), the general conditional context
supposes the irreality. In this case, absolute tense use is facilitated and the subjunctive

4 Note that an alternative variant J 6st myda npuwén, koeda nozeoauna 6. cumyayus is pos-
sible, but it is not parallel to (10) where the main clause contains an indicative form.
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form is anchored to the external context. By contrast, in the hypothetic example (12),
the (almost unacceptable) subjunctive form in the deepest clause should be licensed
by the verb govoril in the matrix clause, it is an absolute form that has the same reality
status as rabotal. As noticed before, the absolute modal use is problematic in comple-
ment clauses. The difference between conditionals and propositional contexts may
result from a different place in the system that the two types of forms have. In propo-
sitional contexts (12), the mixed construction can be easily replaced with a future
form with a relative interpretation. By contrast, irrealis in conditional contexts like
(11) is linked to the general rule of tense use in conditional constructions (in the irreal
context, subjunctive forms must be used in both parts of the construction) and does
not have any concurring strategy.

At the same time, even in conditional contexts, absolute modality is restricted.
If Clause 2 (below C2) contains a factive epistemic verb (e.g., ponjat’ ‘understand’,
znat’ ‘know’), absolute unreal marking in the subordinate clause C3 is problematic:

(13) ”?On 6bL noHAN, umo ezo 6L 06MaHYAU.

But if C2 contains a factive emotional predicate like besit’ ‘drive crazy’, the em-
bedded complement clause can contain an absolute modality:

(14) Ho ezo 6bL becuno, umo oHa nvimanacs bvL HA e20 6YHMAPCKY10 HAMYypy
so30elicmsosamso... ( )

(15) ... a 6y0s s uepomarom (Ha30BEM TaK), MHe ObL He NOHPABUNOCL, UMO MeHS Obl
mawunu Ha npuém k sepauy ( )

In (14) and (15), the embedded event (ona by pytalas’ ‘she would try’, menja
by tascili ‘they would make me go’) belongs to the same world as the main one (ego
by besilo ‘It would make him angry’, mne by ne ponravilos’ ‘I wouldn't like it”). Thus,
the subjunctive in the embedded clause is absolute, it denotes the irreality of the event
with respect to the speech act.’

3. Relative vs. absolute aspect

3.1. Opposition of absolute vs. relative aspect

The relative vs. absolute opposition is also relevant for the aspect, though in this
case, the opposition is manifested in a different form. The problem of aspect in embed-
ded clauses has been discussed in linguistics for a long time, e.g. by [Forsyth 1970],
but no attention was given the absolute vs. relative distinction. I propose the following
definitions for absolute and relative interpretations of aspect:

5 We are grateful to an anonymous reviewer who points to the fact that (13) can be improved
by adding a precondition as that existing in (15) (bud’ ja igromanom ‘if I was a computer
game addict’). However, to my intuition, adding a precondition does not make (13) signifi-
cantly better.
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Absolute interpretation of an aspectual form: the choice of the aspectual from
in the embedded clause reflects the relations between the embedded situation and
the speech act.

Relative interpretation of an aspectual form: the choice of the aspectual form
in the embedded clause reflects the structural isomorphism between the main and
the embedded situation.

The speech act can be regarded as a single processual event: it is not repeated,
and the situation in which communication takes place has temporal duration. Thus,
the absolute interpretation can be regarded as an interpretation that compares the
properties of the embedded situation to a single processual event. By contrast, under
the relative interpretation in which aspectual properties of the embedded situation
are compared to those of the main one the type of interpretation depends both on the
properties of the main and of the embedded situation.

For instance, the aspect in (16) is relative:

(16) OH uacmo 3axodun 8 6amk, umobvl CHAMb 0eHb2U C KAPMb.

The embedded form is perfective but refers to multiple event. Thus, it cannot be
anchored to the speech act, because the speech act is not multiple, and there is no iso-
morphism between the speech act and the repetitions of the embedded clause. In this
case, we could not interpret the perfective form as a repeated event designation. The
point is that the aspect form in the embedded clause is interpreted relatively: the main
event is also repeated (‘often came’), and the perfective form in the embedded clause
denotes that each of the repetitions of the event is linked to one occurrence of the main
event. The perfective in the multiple interpretation denotes isomorphism between the
repetitions of the main and the embedded event. Thus, the anchor for aspect marking
is the main situation zaxodil ‘came’: if the embedded situation is observed from the
main situation zaxodil, each iteration of the main situation has a corresponding em-
bedded one: each time when the subject comes, he withdraws money only once. If the
interpretation of the repeated situation of money withdrawal was anchored to the
speech act, the imperfective form snimat’ ‘withrdaw’ would be expected here.

By contrast, in (17), the imperfective form in the temporal clause is interpreted
absolutely. The verb zabolevat’ (the imperfective form) is chosen because the properties
of the embedded event is directly compared to the speech act properties, thus, the re-
peatedness of the embedded event contrasts with the fact that the speech act is a single
event. To mark this contrast, the imperfective form is used. Under the relative interpre-
tation, the verb ‘fall ill’ had to be in the perfective form zabolet’, because it is a punctual
event taking place once each time when most people come to the hospital.®

(17) on dasxce cam ko mHe npuxodum, kozda 3abosiesaem...

( )

5 Of course, the choice of the imperfective form in (17) can simply explained by the fact that
the event is repeated or habitual. However, this explanation does not help us in addressing
the fact that in (16), the perfective aspect form is chosen for a repeated event.
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The opposition of the relative vs. absolute aspect interpretation correlates with
taxis, however, this correlation is not so strict. For instance, tense in (17) is absolute,
as well as aspect. Under the relative interpretation, the present tense form is used
to mark the simultaneity of the two events. The fact that in (17), the imperfective form
is used to mark precedence (the person spoken about falls ill before he visits the doctor)
shows that the present tense is absolute in (17): it denotes only the temporal relation
between an event and the speech act, but not between the two events. Below I give
example showing that the interpretations of categories are not independent from each
other. In (18), the clausal complement is used with a relative tense, and the aspect form
will also be relative:

(18) #Cepéxca kaxncovlil pa3 noHUMAN, HMO eMy 8C€ pagHo Oydym nocvLiams
pexkaamy (Ho 8cé pagHo dasan ceoll e-matln).

(18) is possible, but only in the sense that the sending of advertisement will take
place multiply and the acts of sending are not distributed by the cases when Serezha
understands it. In this case, the relative and absolute aspect interpretations are in-
distinguishable since we do not know if the interpretation of the imperfective form
budut posylat’ ‘(they) will send’is anchored to the speech act or to the main situation.
By contrast, the diagnostic meaning when one act of sending advertisement corre-
sponds to one understanding case (the main and the embedded situations are ‘paired’.
This situation can only be referred to with (19):

(19) Cepénca kaxncovlil pas nOHUMAN, UMO eMy NOUWLNIOM peKaamy (HO 8cé pasHo
dasan ceoil e-mMailn).

The fact that the same meaning is unavailable for (18) shows that the interpreta-
tions of tense and aspect should preferably correspond each other. The fact that blocks
the relevant (paired) interpretation in (18) is that future tense budut posylat’ in (18)
(just as posljut in (19)) is relative: both forms fix the location of event with respect
to the main event ponimal ‘understood’ (the context shows that both situations are
situated before the speech act, e.g., in the absolute past). The relative reading of tense
is incompatible with the absolute reading of aspect, and imperfective in (18) would
require the absolute reading with respect to the speech act. By contrast, in (19), the
perfective form posljut has a relative reading (each occurrence of the repeated em-
bedded situation corresponds to one occurrence of the repeated main situation). This
relative aspect reading corresponds well to the relative tense reading.

At the same time, there are many ‘neutralization contexts’ where aspect, tense
or both of them can have either of the two interpretations, as in (20):

(20) ITomom 5, KOHEUHO, coNcael, WMo Mo Oeadn.
In (20), the imperfective form can have two readings:

(i) ‘Afterwards, I was sorry that some days ago [ used to do it multiply.’ [The past
tense and the imperfective aspect can be absolute or relative, the main and
the embedded event are regarded as single, repetitions do not count].
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(i) ‘Each time I did it I was sorry afterwards’ [The past tense can be absolute
or relative, the imperfective aspect is absolute, because each act of being
sorry is linked to one bad action].

3.2. The role of finiteness

Aspect differs from the other two categories (mood and tense) in that the relative
interpretation is easier with infintive than with finite forms. For instance, with the sub-
ordinator posle togo kak, compatible with finite forms, relative aspect is impossible (2.1);
with pered tem kak ‘before’ it is possible if infinitive is used (moreover, the infinitive pat-
tern seems incompatible with imperfective, as in (23)), and if infinitive is changed to a fi-
nite form, the relative aspect marking is obligatorily changed to the absolute one (2.2):

(21) On 8cezda k Ham 3ax00UJ NOCJie M020, KAK 8038pAUANCS / *8EPHYCSL.
(22) On 8cezda k Ham 3axo0ust neped mem, KAk ye3ncan / *yexad.
(23) On scezda k Ham 3axo0us neped mem, Kak yexams / *ye3ncamsn.

To see the difference, we should speak about the reading of (21)-(23) where both
the matrix and the embedded situation are repeated. In other words, there are mul-
tiple situations where the subject leaves somewhere, and in each of these situations,
he visits the speaker’s family. In (21) and (22), where the finite forms vozvrascalsja
‘(he) used to return’ and uezZal ‘(he) used to leave’ are used, the absolute form use
is the default one: the imperfective form marks the repeatedness of the situation com-
pared to the speech act which is a single situation. By contrast, in (23), containing
an infinitive form uexat’ ‘leave’, normally, the perfective form in the relative interpre-
tation is chosen. The embedded situation is also repeated, thus, the use of perfective
can only be explained by the fact that the structure of the embedded situation is de-
scribed as parallel to the main situation (each iteration of the main event corresponds
to one iteration of the embedded event, described, thus, as a single event and marked
with perfective). Note that infinitive in purpose clauses is also used primarily in the
relatively interpreted perfective.

The reason of this behavior of infinitive is not entirely clear. However, most
probably, the reason is that infinitive is tighter integrated into the main clause struc-
ture than finite embedded clauses are.” And, which is related to the previous fact,
infinitive has a lesser number of own syntactic and semantic properties than finite
clauses have (e.g., infinitives are unmarked for tense and do not usually have their
own subject). The relative aspect marking should presumably be regarded as another
manifestation of the fact that infinitives are not autonomous from the main clause:
the aspect choice in infinitive clauses is based on the properties of the situation in the
main clause.

7 This fact is supported by multiple syntactic tests, such as (1) impossibility of reflexive bind-
ing across the border of finite clauses and possibility of their binding across the border of in-
finitive clauses; (2) impossibility of negative concord across the border of finite clauses and
possibility of NC across the border of infinitive clauses, and so on.

1074



The analogues of tense interpretation in Russian embedded clauses: Absolute vs. Relative

4. Conclusions

In this paper, I tried to show that the well-known contrast of relative vs. absolute
tense-marking finds parallels in the aspect and modality domains. Although Rus-
sian has no specialized forms expressing only relative or only absolute tense, aspect
or modality, all the three TAM categories have two possible interpretations: each
of them can be anchored to the speech act or to the the main event. Of course, the
parallel does not mean identity of categories: for instance, tense can be represented
as a temporal scale, while aspect and modality are hardly representable as a ‘scale
of reality’ and ‘scale of aspectual structure’. In fact, the concrete rules of interpreta-
tion of tense, mood and aspect have something in common. For instance, in comple-
ment clauses tense, modality and aspect tend to be interpreted relatively—though
this tendency is weaker for tense, for which the relative interpretation is only the
default one, but usually not the single variant, and stronger for modality and aspect
(for these categories, the change of the relative use to the absolute one sometimes
leads to ungrammaticality).

In adjunct clauses, by contrast, mood and aspect become less strict than tense.
For tense, absolute interpretation is almost obligatory for many types of adjunct
clauses. By contrast, for both modality and aspect, relative interpretation is some-
times possible (for mood, it is partially available in relative clauses, while for aspect,
in infinitive clauses with the purpose and temporal meaning, e.g., with the subordina-
tor pered tem kak).

At the same time, due to the formal and semantic differences between these
categories and ways of their expression the distinction manifests in different ways.
For instance, the modality expression shows an additional distinction between
‘general irreal contexts’ (contexts where a long part of the narrative belongs to the
possible world, as in the conditional construction) and ‘propositional contexts’
where the situation or complex of situations is a content of someone’s wish, speech,
cognitive act, emotion, and so on, and the wish, speech or emotion itself belong
to the real world. Another relevant parameter is the opposition of adjunct clauses
where mood interpretation is usually relative and relative clauses where it can
be absolute.

For aspect, the special feature is the relevance of the finiteness for the use
of grammatical values. Infinitive is easier compatible with relative interpretation (the
infinitive clause embedded under a construction with imperfective with a repeated
event reading is normally marked with perfective, because each iteration of the main
event corresponds to one iteration of the embedded event). By contrast, finite embed-
ded clauses tend to include absolutely interpreted verb forms, thus, the repeated event
in the embedded clause is normaly denoted by an imperfective, just as the repeated
event in the main clause).

I suppose that the interpretation of the three categories in one context should
be similar (it is mainly the case that either all the three categories are interpreted rela-
tively or all of them ais re interpreted absolutely). When tense is interpreted relatively,
absolute interpretation of aspect is also problematic. However, checking and explain-
ing this tendency should be a topic of future studies.

Table 1 summarizes the distribution of absolute and relative interpretations.
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Table 1. Contexts of relative and absolute
interpretation of tense, aspect and modality

TENSE
complement clauses both relative and absolute are possible,
but relative is the main variant
adjunct clauses mainly absolute, very rarely relative
relative clauses mainly absolute, very rarely relative
ASPECT
complement clauses mainly relative, rarely absolute
adjunct clauses with finite forms mainly absolute, rarely relative
adjunct clauses with infinitives mainly relative, rarely absolute
MODALITY
conditional context: complement mainly relative, rarely absolute (abso-
clauses lute mainly with emotional predicates)
conditional context: adjunct clauses mainly absolute, rarely relative
conditional context: relative clauses both relative and absolute are possible
propositional context: complement almost exlusively relative
clauses
propositional context: adjunct clauses mainly relative, rarely absolute
propositional context: relative clauses | both relative and absolute are possible
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