When the present is all in the past
1. Synopsis. This paper discusses sentences such as (1), where the interpretation of the relative clause present tense is simultaneous with the matrix past tense and not with the utterance time (i.e., today: February 10th, 2004).
(1) 

In 1862, A. Lincoln said that he would free any slave that lives in the South.
Prominent accounts of the semantics of tense predict that in (1) the state of living in the South should continue to the utterance time (the so-called double-access reading). In general, the existence of sentences like (1) cast serious doubt on theories of tense where the English present tense is indexical (e.g., Ogihara 1996, Schlenker 1999). We demonstrate that the ability of the relative clause present tense to not overlap with the utterance time is dependent on at least two syntax-sensitive factors: the configuration of tenses that scope over it and DP specificity. 
Our solution is couched within the general framework of Stowell (1993), where present morphemes are polarity items not allowed to be in the scope of past tense. In the NPI literature, it has been noted that quantifiers intervening between negation and a PPI rescues illegitimate PPI-under-negation (Kroch 1979, Szabolcsi to appear). Similarly, we propose that the intervention of a certain combination of tenses rescues the illegitimate present-under-past in (1) while preserving the obligatoriness of double-access readings in other contexts.
2. The Puzzle. The central puzzle of this paper is the sentence in (1), repeated below:

(1) 

In 1862 Lincoln said that he would free a(ny) slave that lives in the South.
Felicity conditions aside, (1) is predicted by prominent theories to have the same readings as (2): 
(2)

John said that he met a woman who is pregnant.

As discussed in Ogihara (1989) and Abusch (1988), et seq., under a de dicto reading the pregnancy state in (2) has to overlap both John’s speech time and the utterance time. The existence of double-access readings is often taken as evidence that the English present tense forces the event time to always include the utterance time, regardless of the present tense’s structural position. (2) also has a reading where the indefinite is read de re, where the pregnancy needs to overlap only the utterance time. While (1) has both of these readings (ignoring felicity concerns), it also has a third reading which (2) lacks, namely, the de dicto reading of (3): 
(3)
In 1862 Lincoln said that he would free a(ny) slave that lived in the South.
(1) and (3) share a reading where the state of living in the South holds of the slaves at the time of Lincoln’s speech in 1862, but not in the present day. In the case of (3), this is analyzed as a case of sequence of tense, where the past tense on live is semantically vacuous (due to deletion as in Ogihara 1996, morphological agreement as in Schlenker 1999, or a choice on temporal constraints as in Abusch 1997). Abusch (1998) notes that under the future (woll+tense) past and present do not necessarily yield distinct temporal interpretations. However, the reading in (1) is also available with attitude verbs replacing woll:
(4)
In 1862 Lincoln said that he wanted to free a(ny) slave that lives in the South.
Crucially, the non-indexical reading of the present vanishes with only one level of embedding:

(5)
 
#Lincoln wanted to free any slave that lives in the South.

The availability of this reading is also sensitive to the specificity of the relative clause’s head:

(6)

#Lincoln said that he would free {the, a certain} slave that lives in the South.
This second property can be straightforwardly accounted for under theories of specificity such as Diesing (1992), where specific DPs must QR to the matrix level, and hence pick up the utterance time as their evaluation time.

3. Assessing Theories. The data in (1) raise serious problems for theories of tense which treat the English present tense as indexical (e.g., Ogihara 1996). Such theories may be saved by postulating a rule to delete the present tense in (1), in addition to the deletion-under-identity rule which handles SOT (i.e. present under present, and past under past). However, there does not seem to be any non-stipulative characterization that would allow the present to delete in (1) but not in (2) or (5). 

A relational theory of the present tense such as Abusch (1997) also runs into problems: while Abusch does not discuss relative clauses, one must assume that the tense-relation mechanism she postulates to deal with double-access under complementation extends to relative clauses in order to derive the readings of (2). Given this, her system cannot derive the third reading of (1,4). 

Abusch (1998) can in fact derive the third reading of (1) by obligatory binding of the evaluation time in the environment of woll or attitude verbs. However, the paper does not address double-access readings, and it appears that adapting the mechanism of Abusch (1997) to handle examples like (2) would similarly prevent the third reading of (1).
4. Our Analysis. We adopt the framework of Stowell (1993), where tense heads are dyadic predicates that order the evaluation time (external argument) and event time (internal argument). The English morphemes past and present are temporally vacuous polarity items: past is a Past Polarity Item, which must scope under a TPAST, and present is an anti-PPI, which cannot scope below a TPAST. Thus a present in the scope of a TPAST must (like a positive polarity item) QR out of the TPAST’s scope, leaving a copy behind for double-access readings like (2). 

Following an insight from the NPI literature, we propose that, because of an intervention effect, the present need not scope out in (1); Kroch (1979) first observed that positive polarity items may appear in the scope of negation, provided a quantifier intervenes between the two:

(8)
{Not every student, No one} said something.
           [not>every>some, *no>some]

We propose that in (1) the intervener is not a quantifier but the Tense complex of the embedded would-clause. In matrix contexts, ‘would’ indicates TPAST>TFUT, but because (1) involves SOT between the matrix and the would-clause, the higher embedded Tense is a TPRES and the past on ‘woll’ is licensed by the matrix TPAST:
(9)

L. TPAST say-past that he TPRES TFUT-past free a slave that TPRES live-pres in the South.

The emerging Tense complex TPRES>TFUT in turn licenses an anti-Past Polarity Item within the scope of TPAST. Similarly, we propose that that TPRES>TTO is also a blocking configuration, where TTO is the Tense head of infinitival complements; this explains the felicity of (4). 

Finally and crucially, the present in (5) could never be licensed in situ, as it is not shielded by TPRES TTO, but only TTO, nor could it be shielded by a TPAST TTO, as (10) illustrates: 
(10) 
#Lincoln said that he had wanted to free a slave that lives in the South.
5. Conclusion. We have discussed a surprising case where the English present tense is not interpreted as overlapping the utterance time. While we demonstrated that prominent theories of tense are inadequately equipped to derive all of the readings of (1), we noted in particular that an indexical present tense is not viable, given the syntactic constraints on when a present tense can be strictly before utterance time. Our solution draws on two insights: first, Stowell’s (1993) idea that tenses can be captured by polarity relationships; second, the observation of Kroch (1979) that polarity relationships can be altered by intervening elements. 
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