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Abstract

This paper argues for a modal explanation for temporal orientation
facts in both antecedents and consequents of conditionals. Future-
oriented statives are shown to get their future orientation by means
of a di↵erent mechanism from future-oriented eventives. Thus, even-
tuality type and temporal orientation turn out to be correlated more
closely than previously thought, and the “present eventive constraint”
is not useful in accounting for the temporal orientation facts. Thus
we must look for a new kind of explanation. I argue that temporal
orientation, and therefore also eventuality type, are correlated with
modal flavor, so that the most promising way to explain the temporal
orientation facts will be through appealing to the modal facts. Two
apparent objections to this kind of account are removed: the pro-
posed existence of epistemic eventives (I argue that these examples
are actually derived statives), and the assumption that antecedents
and consequents share the same modal flavor (they do not, despite
traditional assumptions).

⇤I would like to thank the Jacquelines Lecarme and Guéron, Jean-Daniel Mohier, var-
ious English speakers, and the participants at the roundtable.
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The goal of this paper is to argue for a certain way of explaining temporal
orientation in conditionals. We will limit ourselves to indicative English will
conditionals, such as the one in (1).

(1) If Zoe gets cranky, Tasha will get cranky.

By “temporal orientation,” I mean the temporal location of the antecedent
eventuality (here, the Zoe-get-cranky event) with respect to the utterance
time, and similarly the temporal location of the consequent eventuality (here,
the Tasha-get-cranky event) with respect to the utterance time. We will also
be interested in how these eventualities are situated with respect to each
other.

We can articulate this goal a little more precisely. In the above example,
let’s agree that Zoe get cranky is the “antecedent” (rather than if Zoe gets
cranky), and that Tasha get cranky is the “consequent” (rather than Tasha
will get cranky; the reasons for scoping out will will become clear later).
Now, let us assume that the antecedent and consequent each take a tem-
poral argument. Let t*

ant

be the temporal argument of the antecedent –
it will normally be equal to t

u

, the utterance time – and let t*
cons

be the
temporal argument of the consequent. Finally, we define t-sit

ant

as the run
time of the eventuality in the antecedent (cf. Klein’s “situation time”), and
similarly define t-sit

cons

. Then the goal of this paper is to explain how to
relate t-sit

ant

to t*
ant

and t-sit
cons

to t*
cons

, and furthermore, to determine
how the antecedent is temporally related to the consequent. We must be
coy about this latter point until we know more, since at the outset, it is not
immediately clear which antecedent time might be related to which conse-
quent time, though it is clear enough that the antecedent and consequent are
somehow temporally related. In the end, we will not have much to say about
this issue, though we will need to say something in order to determine what
t*

cons

is.
We will see that eventuality type – whether something is eventive or sta-

tive – correlates with temporal orientation – whether a t-sit is future-oriented
or present-oriented with respect to its t* (i.e., the temporal argument of its
clause). This result will render inadequate the “present eventive constraint,”
which is the accepted way to explain temporal orientation in modal contexts.
We will instead justify (though not provide) a di↵erent kind of explanation,
based on a correlation with modal flavor. It turns out that metaphysical
modal flavor correlates with eventivity, and epistemic modal flavor correlates
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with stativity. This result also makes the prediction that antecedents have a
modal flavor independently of their consequent, which is true, though such
judgments have been oddly overlooked in earlier literature.

1 UFOs and other oddities

In this section we will see what the apparent temporal relations are between
each t* and its corresponding t-sit, and also give a description of how the
antecedent and consequent are temporally related.

We begin with antecedents. Our starting point is a phenomenon that I
will be calling “unexpected future orientation,” or “UFO” for short. The
antecedent in (2a) below is considered to have a UFO because it has future
orientation of t-sit

ant

with respect to t
u

(and since we presume t*
ant

to be
equated with t

u

, there is also future orientation of t-sit
ant

with respect to
t*

ant

) – but there is no obvious morphology to mark the futurity. Indeed it
is impossible1 to assert the material in the antecedent by saying (2b).

(2) a. If it rains tomorrow, Max will get sick.
b. #It rains tomorrow.

This contrast does not appear in languages universally. The morphological
equivalent of (2b) in many languages is perfectly acceptable; (3), for instance,
is acceptable in German.

(3) Es
it

regnet
rains

morgen.
tomorrow

‘It’s going to rain tomorrow.’

Thus in a language like German, one would never be surprised by future
orientation in antecedents using the same morphology. But in English, (2a)

1It is true that a future event time is possible with a simple present verb in English, if the
verb phrase describes an event that is scheduled ahead of time or otherwise predetermined.

(i) Zoe plays chess with Xander tomorrow.

The status of these “futurate” readings will become relevant once we have a theory of the
type proposed in this paper. For now, we will not attempt an explanation of these readings
(but for the classic treatment see Dowty (1979), and more recently Cipria and Roberts
(2000), Copley (2002), and ?). We will, however, make reference to futurates again below,
in the discussion about “settled eventives”.
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is good and (2b) is bad, and that fact requires explanation.2

The UFO we have just seen in (3a) has an eventive predicate. Even-
tive predicates in antecedents must be future-oriented (FO), and cannot be
present-oriented (PO), as shown in (4):

(4) If it rains, Max will get sick. *PO reading
6= ‘If it’s raining right now, Max will get sick.’

The situation is a little di↵erent when the antecedent has a stative verb
phrase as in (5).

(5) a. If John is sick tomorrow, Celeste will get sick. ant. FO
b. If John is sick right now, Celeste will get sick. ant. PO

The example in (5a) shows that statives in the antecedent can have UFOs;
the example in (5b) shows that they need not. This behavior constrasts with
that of eventives, which as we have seen necessarily have UFOs.

This pattern of judgments is familiar from the behavior of complements
of (certain) modals (see Condoravdi (2001), Werner (2002), Werner (2006)),
as in (6). Similarly to the antecedent cases, eventives under modals can only
be FO, while statives under modals can be either PO or FO.3

(6) a. Morgan may go. (eventive, only FO; 6= ‘may be going’)
b. Morgan may be here right now. (stative, PO)
c. Morgan may be here tomorrow. (stative, FO)

It is not so surprising that these environments should behave similarly to
antecedents of conditionals, considering that these are both modal contexts
as well. (This common element of modality should also make us wonder what
the temporal facts have to do with the modal facts, a question that we will
take up again later.)

Consequents of conditionals, which of course are in a modal context as
much as antecedents and complements of modals are, behave similarly when

2Actually, it is something of a matter of opinion which of (2a) and (2b) requires the
explanation. If, based on the facts in other languages, one expects verbs with present
(null) morphology to be able to refer to the future, one could instead speak of (2b) as
having an “unexpected lack of future orientation.”

3There is another wrinkle here, that of modal flavor, e.g. the examples in (5) have
di↵ering possibilities for epistemic, deontic, etc. readings. These will be considered below;
for now, we are just interested in the temporal possibilities.
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it comes to temporal orientation.
To ascertain the temporal orientation of t-sit

cons

with respect to t*
cons

,
we will need to know what t*

cons

is, i.e., the temporal argument of the con-
sequent. I have mentioned above that the question of how to calculate t*

cons

from a time in the antecedent is a tricky one. The answer is di↵erent depend-
ing on the eventuality type of the antecedent. To begin with, we will hold the
eventuality type of the antecedent constant, using only eventive antecedents.

Consider the sentence with in (7), for example. The antecedent and con-
sequent are both eventive. What can be said about the temporal relationship
between the antecedent and the consequent?

(7) If it rains, Max will get sick.

It appears that the start of the consequent event must begin at least a little
bit after the start of the event of the antecedent.4 In uttering (7), one
conveys that Max gets sick at least a little bit after the rain begins. Indeed,
the inference that the rain causes Max to get sick is (at least) di�cult to
escape, and may well be inescapable. The need for a causal interpretation
would definitely explain the temporal observation; for the contextually salient
causal mechanism, the rain should indeed start before the illness starts, in
order for the rain to cause the illness. For our purposes at the moment, it is
enough to note the temporal fact: there must be at least a little rain before
the illness begins.5

When the consequent is stative, it can be either FO or PO with respect
to the start of the antecedent event. Consider the examples in (8), which

4There are cases where the same event is described in both antecedent and consequent,
as in (i):

(i) If Marissa leaves, she will leave quickly.

In such cases, the above generalization does not apply. It is not clear to me when reference
to the same event is permitted.

5Suppose to the contrary, that one wished to convey that the onset of Max’s illness
coincides exactly with the onset of the rain. One could say, for example, (ia) or (ib), using
when, to convey this.

(i) a. It will start raining exactly when Max gets sick.
b. Exactly when it starts raining, Max will get sick.

But one could not truly say (7). For (7) to be true, Max’s illness has to start at least a
bit after the start of the raining.
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have a stative in the consequent.

(8) a. If John gets mad, Celeste will be mad (afterwards). cons. FO
b. If John gets mad, Celeste will be mad (then). cons. PO

In (8a), where the consequent is future-oriented, John gets mad and then
Celeste is mad at some later point. In the reading where the consequent
is present-oriented, John gets mad during the time that Celeste is already
mad. (These readings have di↵erent modal “flavors,” which will be consid-
ered later.) Thus statives in consequents can be either FO or PO with respect
to the relevant time in the antecedent.

This pattern is enough to cause us to posit that t*
cons

in (7) through (8)
begins at the same time as the start of t-sit

ant

. With that assumption, we
get the expected relation between t*

cons

and t-sit
cons

: when the consequent is
eventive, t-sit

cons

must be future-oriented with respect to t*
cons

(i.e., it must
start at least a little after the beginning of t*

cons

), and when the consequent is
stative, t-sit

cons

can be either present-oriented or future-oriented with respect
to t*

cons

.
The situation is similar when the antecedent is stative and PO, as in (9).

(9) a. If Xander is cranky now, Zoe will get cranky. eventive cons., FO
b. If Xander is cranky now, Zoe will be cranky (now).stative cons.,

PO
c. If Xander is cranky now, Zoe will be cranky (the next day).stative

cons., FO

The familiar pattern is there: eventive consequents must be future-oriented,
and stative consequents can be either present-oriented or future-oriented.
The data in (9) are also compatible with the idea that t*

cons

is constrained
to start when t-sit

ant

starts. But in fact there would be another possible
hypothesis if we were just to look at the data in (9) on its own, since in
stative PO antecedents, t-sit

ant

has to overlap t*
ant

. So the data in (9) are
also compatible with a hypothesis that t*

ant

(not t-sit
ant

) is what constrains
t*

cons

.
This alternative hypothesis turns out to be appropriate when the an-

tecedent has additional tense-aspect morphology (that is, it is what Condo-
ravdi calls a “temporal” predicate), as in (10).

(10) If Xander was cranky yesterday, Zoe will be cranky now/#then/the
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day after tomorrow.

The time in the antecedent that constrains the temporal location of t*
cons

cannot be t-sit
ant

. If it were, we would expect Zoe’s crankiness to be either
overlapping t-sit

ant

or later than it. But it cannot do this (as shown by the
non-acceptability of then); instead, it either overlaps or is later than t

u

–
which we assume has the same value as t*

ant

. So the alternative hypothesis,
namely that t*

ant

is the antecedent time that matters, works here, and the
original hypothesis is not appropriate.

On the other hand, the original hypothesis is appropriate when the an-
tecedent is a future-oriented stative, again on the assumption that t*

ant

is
t
u

:

(11) If Xander is cranky tomorrow, Zoe will be cranky #now/then/the
next day.

Here, by parallel argumentation to (10), t*
cons

cannot have the same value
as t

u

, but rather, has to be in the future.
The two hypotheses about the relationship between t*

cons

and the an-
tecedent are summarized in (12):

(12) a. Original hypothesis: t*
cons

begins when t-sit
ant

begins.
Accounts for eventive antecedents and future-oriented stative
antecedents.
Compatible with present-oriented stative antecedents.

b. Alternative hypothesis: t*
cons

begins when t*
ant

begins.
Accounts for temporal antecedents.
Compatible with present-oriented stative antecedents.

It is important to remember that even with this complex picture, there is
one clear result: Consequents behave just like antecedents (and like the com-
plements of modals) in relating their t* to their t-sit: With eventive con-
sequents, t-sit

cons

is future-oriented with respect to t*
cons

, and with stative
consequents, t-sit

cons

can be either present-oriented or future-oriented with
respect to t*

cons

.6

Incidentally, the existence of this pattern for both the antecedent and
consequent of will conditionals suggests that will contributes no extra future
or non-past tense meaning of any kind to the relationship between t* and

6Temporal predicates, of course, further alter the relationship between t* and t-sit.
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t-sit in the consequent – at least, none that it does not also contribute to the
antecedent. There are at least two ways we might account for this fact: will
might take wide scope, or it might mark agreement with a null modal that
takes wide scope. Either way is fine; I will assume the first.

We now have the basic facts about the relation between t* and t-sit in
both antecedents and consequents. We also know that these facts hinge on
the eventuality type of the antecedent and consequent: eventives must be FO,
while statives can be either FO or PO. Our next move is not to explain these
facts, but first, to dismantle a popular type of explanation for these facts.
After that, we will interest ourselves in the possibility of a di↵erent kind of
explanation for temporal orientation within the antecedent and consequent,
one that makes reference to modal flavor.

2 Away from an explanation

Given that we see the same relationship between t* and t-sit in antecedents,
complements of modals, and consequents – i.e., in modal contexts – it is
reasonable to think that it is all for the same reason. The most reasonable
reason to propose, and one that has often been proposed for such situations,
is what we will be calling the “present eventive constraint” (PEC). It says
that both FO and PO readings are in principle possible, but that eventive
FO readings are alone in being ruled out. However, we will see that the
PEC is not in fact the right way to deal with these environments, since a key
assumption motivating the PEC is not valid. This development will make us
rethink it as an explanation for this pattern.

We have just seen that t-sit in a modal context can apparently be either
PO or FO with respect to the t*. Consider the matrix will sentences below
in (13). It is clear that t-sit can be PO with respect to t

u

, as in (13a), or FO
with respect to t

u

, as in (13b).7

(13) a. Zoe will be cranky (right now). “epistemic will;” PO
b. Zoe will be cranky at 4 tomorrow. FO

7Some readers may see a modal, epistemic will (13a), and a non-modal, future tense will

in (13b). Instead of treating (13b) as having a future tense, we are treating it as having a
modal with metaphysical modal flavor. See Condoravdi (2003) for arguments motivating
a unitary modal analysis of will. In any case, at the moment we are concerned with the
di↵erence in the temporal orientation of the eventualities in (13a) and (13b), though the
di↵erence in modal flavor will come to be relevant towards the end of the paper.

8



Note that (14), which lacks a temporal adverbial, sounds somewhat incom-
plete when it has an intended future orientation, or as if the temporal spec-
ification must be somehow understood from the context.

(14) Zoe will be cranky.

This need for a temporal adverbial is commonly referred to as “anchoring.”
Anchoring can be accomplished in a number of ways: with a temporal ad-
verbial as in (15a), with a when clause as in (15b), or with an if clause, as
in (15c). (The if clause does something else modal in addition to providing
a temporal anchor, of course, but the point here is that it does provide the
temporal anchoring.)

(15) a. At 4, Zoe will be cranky.
b. When you see Zoe, she will be cranky.
c. If you see Zoe, she will be cranky.

So anchoring must do what (we decided in the last section) the eventive
antecedent does: It shifts forward the t* of Zoe be cranky. (For reasons
discussed above, we can assume in all cases that will takes wide scope.)

We can confirm that it is t* and not t-sit that is shifted forward by consid-
ering a temporal predicate, that is, one with temporal-aspectual morphology,
as in (16):

(16) (At 4/When you see Zoe/If you see Zoe), she will have been cranky.

In the sentence in (16), what is shifted forward is the time that is the argu-
ment of Zoe have been cranky, not the time of the crankiness itself (which,
according to the meaning of the future perfect, could take place before the
anchor). This is additional evidence that the time being anchored is not t-sit,
but is rather t*.

So t-sit in (14) is FO with respect to t
u

exactly when t* is shifted forward
by an anchor: It can be shifted forward contextually, or with a temporal
adverbial, or with a when-clause, or with an if clause. But if these “anchors,”
essentially reference time shifters, are absent, t-sit must be PO with respect
to t

u

.
This need for anchoring has two important corollaries for us. The first

is that t* is not always the same as t
u

; it can be shifted forward into the
future. The second is that t-sit is always PO with respect to t*. Because if
it were allowed to be FO with respect to its t*, the sentence in (16) could
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have a FO reading in the absence of an anchor, as eventives do. To see the
contrast, compare the sentence in (14) (repeated below as (17a)) with that
in (17b):

(17) a. Zoe will be cranky.
b. Zoe will leave.

In (17a), there is a strong feeling that a contextually-specified time is needed
(i.e., an anchor) if the sentence is to be read with future orientation of t-sit
with respect to t

u

. In (17b), on the other hand, there is future orientation
of t-sit with respect to t

u

even though there is no anchoring. This indicates
that t-sit in (17b) really is FO with respect to t*, and t* is to be identified
with t

u

.
We have seen that it is possible to shift the t* of an eventive clause forward

in at least one case. The t*
cons

is shifted forward by an eventive antecedent,
as in (18) below.

(18) If it rains, Max will get cranky.

So there is one future shift for t*
cons

with respect to t
u

, accomplished by the
antecedent, and a second one for t-sit

cons

with respect to t*
cons

, accomplished
by the eventive itself. This second shift is exactly what statives cannot do.

Interestingly, it’s quite di�cult to shift the reference time for eventives
with temporal adverbials. There seems only to be one shift into the future
in (19); the getting cranky seems to have to be at 4.

(19) At 4, Max will get cranky.

So in (19), t* apparently shares the same value with t
u

, and at 4 characterizes
t-sit, even though it is pronounced at the beginning of the sentence.8 For
now, it is puzzling why this should be so; we will return to this case later.

We have so far considered stative predicates in complements of will and in
consequents of will conditionals. We have seen in these cases that when the
t-sit is FO with respect to t

u

, it cannot be because t-sit is FO with respect
to t*, but must be because t* is FO with respect to t

u

; t-sit is always PO
with respect to t*. This behavior contrasts with that of eventives, in which
t-sit is always FO with respect to t* (but as with statives, t* may or may

8Syntactically, what this would mean is that the temporal adverbial at 4 in (19) is
interpreted in the vP, and cannot be interpreted up high.
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not be PO with respect to t
u

.) We can represent these generalizations as
in (20) and (21), borrowing the neo-Reichenbachian notation in which “t1,
t2” denotes present orientation of t2 with respect to t1 (or equivalently, of t1

with respect to t2), and “t1 t2 denotes future orientation of t2 with respect
to t1.

(20) Statives:

a. t
u

, t*, t-sit e.g., Zoe will be cranky now.
b. t

u

t*, t-sit e.g., Zoe will be cranky at 4.
c. Not possible: t

u

, t* t-sit

(21) Eventives:

a. t
u

, t* t-sit e.g., Zoe will leave.
b. t

u

t* t-sit e.g., If Max shows up, Zoe will leave
(only possible with when or if anchors)

For further evidence for these generalizations, let us consider the behavior of
antecedents. Stative antecedents behave as expected. Without an (overt or
contextual) adverbial to anchor the stative, t-sit

ant

is PO with respect to t
u

,
but with an adverbial to fix a time in the future, t-sit

ant

is FO with respect
to t

u

.

(22) a. If Zoe is cranky, . . . PO (FO with context)
b. If Zoe is cranky at 4 tomorrow, . . . FO
c. If, when you see her, Zoe is cranky, . . . FO

As before, the need for the anchor to shift t* forward is evidence that t-sit
is not allowed to shift forward on its own.9

For eventive antecedents, as before, t-sit
ant

is normally FO with respect

9Under what conditions is t* allowed to shift forward? The examples in (i) seem to
indicate that will (or presumably, another modal) must be in the consequent:

(i) a. If John is cranky tomorrow at 4, Mary will be happy.
b. #If John is cranky tomorrow at 4, Mary is happy.

This is further evidence that will has to take wide scope in all the conditionals we have
been looking at. It is also reminiscent of theories in which will is a non-past tense, since
will here shifts t* (as we might expect of a tense) rather than t-sit (as we would expect
of aspect). Of course some modal element is required too in order to get the conditional
semantics; I assume that will contains the modal element, though nothing in particular
hangs on that assumption here.
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to t
u

even without an as in (23a), and this does not change with a temporal
adverbial, as in (23b). But, with a when clause, we get the double future
orientation; the onset of the crankiness in (23c) must be after the onset of
your seeing Zoe.

(23) a. If Zoe gets cranky, . . .
b. If Zoe gets cranky at 4 tomorrow, . . .
c. If, when you see her, Zoe gets cranky, . . .

This behavior is exactly what we expect.
So both stative and eventive predicates can have a t* that is PO or FO

with respect to t
u

. But eventives always have a t-sit that is FO with respect
to t*, and statives always have a t-sit that is PO with respect to the reference
time. But if this is always true, then we have no “real” FO statives – that
is, no statives that can shift forward by themselves. They only shift forward
because of an independent mechanism that allows a future shifting of t*, a
process that is common to eventives as well.

What do these facts mean for the present eventive constraint?
We began by noting that it was possible to have future orientation of t-sit

with respect to t
u

in antecedents (these were the “UFOs”), and more gener-
ally under modals and in consequents, without any obvious future-orienting
morphology. Since it is obligatory for eventives, and optional for statives, the
traditional response to this fact has been to generally rule in both present
and future orientation of t-sit with respect to t

u

. Then it is just PO eventives
that need to be ruled out. These were ruled out by some version of a “present
eventive constraint”.

But now we see that, if more attention is paid to t* – which can be
either present- or future-oriented itself with respect to the t

u

– it is clear
that the relationship between t-sit and t

u

should be broken down into two
relationships, one between t

u

and t*, and one between t* and t-sit. Once we
do that, we can conclude that eventives always have a t-sit that is FO with
respect to t*, and statives always have a t-sit that is PO with respect to t*.
But now it is unsatisfactory to have one constraint to rule out PO eventives
and another constraint just to rule out FO statives; two constraints to rule
out two of four possibilities is arguably too much theoretical machinery.

Moreover, it is not even clear how we would justify a “future stative
constraint.” The usual explanation for the PEC goes like this: Eventives
can not be evaluated at the present moment because the present moment is
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homogenous, and cannot have an event take place during it.10 Can such an
explanation be extended to account for a putative FSC, i.e., to explain why
statives might not be evaluated except at their input time? At this point, it
is hard to think of how it could be.

Thus the PEC is really not worth pursuing further as an explanation for
UFOs and other temporal orientation facts in conditionals and other modal
contexts; it cannot explain the unexpected lack of future orientation for sta-
tives. But fortunately, there is something associated with present orientation
and future orientation that we can mine for an explanation: namely, modal
flavor. We now, therefore, turn our expectant hopes towards the possibility
of a modal explanation for the temporal facts.

3 Towards an explanation

In (24a) below, a prediction is made that has the flavor of being about how
the world turns out, whether we get to check and see it or not. We will
refer to this as a “metaphysical flavor;” Zoe’s actually getting cranky is FO
with respect to the utterance time. In (24b), however, the prediction has
the flavor of being about what is true now (PO), and there is a suggestion,
perhaps, that we are about to check whether that is so. If anything about
the situation in (24b) is in the future, it is the finding out, rather than Zoe’s
being cranky. We will refer to this flavor as an “epistemic flavor.”

(24) a. Mary will get cranky tomorrow. metaphysical; FO
b. Mary will be cranky right now. epistemic; PO

In this case, the present orientation of t-sit with respect to t* is associated
with the epistemic flavor, while the future orientation of t-sit with respect to
t* is associated with the metaphysical flavor.

The question now is whether we can connect the temporal orientation
facts to something modal. That is, can we say that statives, in addition to
always having a t-sit that is PO with respect to t*, are also always epistemic?
And that eventives, in addition to always having a t-sit that is FO with
respect to t*, are always metaphysical? And having demonstrated both of

10At any rate, such an explanation needs special pleading to account for the PEC-like
e↵ects with future-shifted t*, since the future t* is not the present moment, but eventives
still must have their t-sit shifted into the future with respect to the t*. At the very least,
it must be made clear how a future t* might be treated as though it were tu.
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these, can we give an explanation for the temporal facts that is based on the
modal facts?

Condoravdi proposes (for independent reasons) an argument that, if valid,
would vitiate such a line of reasoning. She argues that there are epistemic
eventives. If she is correct, we cannot appeal to modal flavor to explain the
correlation between temporal orientation and eventuality type. I will argue
now, however, that epistemic eventives do not actually exist. It is not that
Condoravdi’s examples are not actually epistemic; it is that they are derived
statives, and therefore not actually eventive.

3.1 No real epistemic eventives

To argue for the existence of epistemic eventives in modal contexts, Condo-
ravdi considers a context where we know that a certain professor will meet
with one senior administrator. Then both the discourse in (25) and the
discourse in (26) are coherent.

(25) a. It hasn’t been decided yet who he will meet with.
b. He may see the dean. He may see the provost.

(26) a. It has been decided who he will meet with but I don’t know who
it is.

b. He may see the dean. He may see the provost.

Condoravdi’s idea is that the sentences in (25b) and (26b) are assertable
whether the future-oriented event is not yet settled, as in the context provided
by (25a), or already settled, as in the context provided by (26a). I find that
the settled reading can be a bit di�cult to get, but the dialogue in (27)
highlights that reading.

(27) a. Who does he see tomorrow?
b. Someone. Let’s see. Darn, I can’t find the book. He may see

the dean, he may see the provost. I don’t know. Go ask him.

When something is assumed settled, like the identity of the person being
seen tomorrow, one can check now to see whether it is true or not (at least,
that is what the sentences in question presuppose). That is, what we get
when something is settled is epistemic modal flavor. For Condoravdi, it is
settledness itself that makes metaphysical modality impossible. However,
to stop there is to miss a generalization. Settledness is linked to another
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phenomenon aside from modal flavor, namely the ability to be predicated of
the present time, as we will see now. This ability makes “settled eventives”
look more like statives.

The sentence in (28a), which has a stative, can describe something that
is currently taking place. But (28b) cannot be used to describe something
taking place at the present moment.

(28) a. Toby likes the dean. (does describe a current Toby-like-the-dean
state)

b. #Toby sees the dean. (cannot describe a current Toby-see-the-
dean event)

In English, if you want to use an eventive verb phrase to refer to current
goings on, you can, but the meaning is either habitual, as in (29a), or some-
thing very much like Condoravdi’s settled case, but without a modal (a simple
present futurate), as in (29b).

(29) a. Right now, Toby sees the dean on Mondays. habitual
b. Right now, Toby sees the dean tomorrow. simple futurate

(like Condoravdi’s “settled” case)

The important point here is that the “settled” futurate case in (29b) is fine,
just like the habitual in (29a). Also like the habitual, it seems to say some-
thing about the utterance time t

u

, even though t-sit is di↵erent (i.e., for the
habitual, today need not be a Monday for (29a) to be true).11 In the habitual
case, if it is truly asserted, what is true right now is that Toby has the habit
of seeing the dean on Mondays (or perhaps, what is true right now is that

11In fact, if we consider other things we can do to eventive predicates to form sentences
that describe a current state, we can construct parallel examples with may that are also
fine.

(i) a. Toby sees the dean on Mondays. habitual
b. Toby is seeing the dean right now. ongoing progressive
c. Toby is seeing the dean tomorrow. futurate progressive

(ii) Everyone has a special administrator who they see for advice. He may see the
dean, he may see the provost, I don’t know. habitual

(iii) He may be seeing the dean. He may be seeing the provost. ongoing or futurate
progressive
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there is a rule that compels him to do so). In the futurate case, if it is truly
asserted, what is true at t

u

is that there is a schedule or plan for Toby to see
the dean tomorrow.12

Both habitual sentences and futurate sentences, then, behave like stative
sentences in that they can both be asserted of the present moment.

Now, the work of the PEC in distinguishing eventives and statives is done
in Condoravdi’s theory by her AT function, given below in (30).

(30) AT(t, w, P ) = 9e[P (w)(e) & ⌧(e, w) ✓ t] if P is eventive
= 9e[P (w)(e) & ⌧(e, w) � t] if P is stative
= P (w)(t) if P is temporal

Eventives, treated in the first clause of the definition, are given a run time ⌧
(i.e., t-sit) that is included in the interval t. Statives, treated in the second
clause, have a run time overlapping the interval t. In a matrix clause, the
interval t will have the value now, which for these purposes is an interval that
begins at the moment of utterance and extends infinitely into the future. 13

Based on Condoravdi’s treatment of the “settled” cases under modals,
as in (26b) and (27b) above, how would her theory handle the di↵erence in
judgments between (31a), a “settled” or futurate case, and (31b), an ordinary
eventive case?

(31) a. Toby sees the dean tomorrow.
b. #It rains tomorrow.

Both have present tense, which for Condoravdi is as in (32).

(32) PRES: �P�w [AT(now,w,P)]

The AT function guarantees that the eventive in both cases is shifted to
the future. But what rules out (31b)? Presumably it is that (31b) does
not describe a settled event – since we don’t normally presuppose it to be
settled that it is going to rain tomorrow – while (31a) does describe a settled
event. Condoravdi doesn’t discuss these cases, and treats settledness as a
property that only applies to complements of modals. But let’s try to extend

12See also Copley (2002) and ? for how the schedule or plan interacts with the rest of
the denotation, as well as Copley (2005) for thoughts on the nature of the schedule or
plan.

13This function incorporates a version of the PEC, and thus does not address the remarks
above about the non-existence of “real” FO statives.
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her theory by expanding the notion of settledness to include the non-modal
cases, and adding the constraint that assertions can only be about things
that are already settled:

(33) For any P, w, t: “P” can be asserted at w, t only if P is settled at
w, t.

This addition may be the simplest one to make to account for the di↵erence
between (32a) and (32b). But it is also problematic. We will need to extend
the definition of settledness to include temporal predicates, because one does
not assert just “P” in this account, but rather “PRES P.” There shouldn’t
be a problem with that. But what about extending the notion of settledness
to something with a modal, like will P? Surely we want to say that sentence
such as that in (34) can be asserted.

(34) It will rain tomorrow.

In that case, then, according to the requirement in (33), it should be settled
that “will P.” But do we really want to say that in order to assert (34), it
should be settled that it will rain tomorrow? And that if it is not settled that
it will rain tomorrow, that (34) is just as bad as (31b)? One alternative is to
define the settledness of will P in some other way to entail that it is assertable
even when it is not settled whether P will happen or not. Another alternative
is to relax the requirement in (33) in such a way as to exclude the sentence
in (34). But each of these alternatives seems to be quite inconvenient.

This line of inquiry having hit an obstacle, we should wonder if there
is anything else we could try, to explain the di↵erence between (31a) and
(31b), and account for the future orientation of settled eventives. We noted
above that futurate readings and habitual readings do not predicate the
event of their reference time (the present time, when the sentences are in
the present tense). Habituals predicate of the reference time something like
lawlike behavior, while futurates predicate of the reference time a current
rule or schedule. Thus it makes sense to say that the futurate cases, like the
habituals, are really derived statives. It is whatever the futurate semantics
is, presumably something14 in the semantics of the imperfective, that pushes

14If this something is a modal, which seems plausible, then we can return to Condoravdi’s
idea of settledness as being a property that is only relevant to complements of modals.
But this modal would not be an epistemic one, rather one having to do with natural
laws/current schedules, so there would still be no epistemic eventives.
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the occurrence of the event into the future. So when it combines with a
modal, as far as the modal is concerned, it is just combining with a stative.
And when we assert a futurate, we are asserting a stative of the present, not
asserting an eventive of the future.

Additional evidence for this idea comes from the fact that futurate even-
tive antecedents do not behave like ordinary (non-futurate) eventive an-
tecedents, but rather like stative antecedents, in that the time that enters
into a temporal relationship with the consequent is t*, not t-sit. Consider
the conditional in (35). The antecedent could have a non-futurate reading,
in which the speaker will give Mary a call after she actually leaves (and noth-
ing is implied about Mary’s current plans), as well as a futurate reading, in
which case the speaker is saying she’ll give Mary a call as soon as she finds
out that she has plans to leave on Monday.

(35) If Mary leaves on Monday, I’ll give her a call.

The dialogue in (36) further demonstrates the existence of the futurate read-
ing for the antecedent If Mary leaves on Monday; the addition of today to
the consequent in fact rules out the non-futurate reading:

(36) a. I thought Mary was already out of town.
b. No, she leaves on Monday.
c. Oh, well, if Mary leaves on Monday, I’ll give her a call today.

The di↵erence between the non-futurate and futurate readings is this. As we
saw earlier, with the non-futurate eventive antecedent, the t*

cons

begins when
t-sit

ant

begins. Here, this means that the speaker calls Mary a little bit after
the time when she actually leaves. But with the futurate case, the reference
time of the consequent does not start when t-sit

ant

starts, but rather, with
t* (or equivalently, with t

u

) starts. In this, it behaves similarly to stative
antecedents, discussed above.

If settled eventives are really to be treated as PO statives, the way habit-
uals are treated, there is no more justification for the existence of eventive
FO epistemics, and in fact, there is no justification for the existence of any
eventive epistemics at all, as eventive PO epistemics clearly do not exist, and
so were never at issue. Therefore, all epistemic cases are stative.15

15It is not true, however, that all statives under modals are epistemic. Modals can have
deontic flavor with either statives or eventives. For example, either (ia) (eventive) or (ib)
(progressive, i.e. derived stative) are possible as injunctions for what Mary is supposed to
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3.2 Antecedents have their own modal flavors

The way is almost clear for us to make the case that the correlation between
eventuality type and temporal orientation should be explained in terms of a
correlation with modal flavor. Statives have a t-sit that is PO with respect
to their t*, and they are epistemic in modal flavor; eventives have a t-sit
that is FO with respect to their t*, and they are metaphysical in modal
flavor. One obstacle remains: if modal flavor correlates with eventuality type
and temporal orientation in both antecedents and consequents, we would
expect an antecedent and a consequent in the same conditional to be able to
have di↵erent modal flavors from each other. This question is not addressed
by Kratzer-style (Kratzer, 1986) possible worlds treatments of conditionals,
which assume that a conditional has a single modal flavor (in the absence of
overt embedded modals in either clause).

Yet this traditional assumption, surpisingly, is not warranted. As it turns
out, antecedents have their own modal flavor, and this modal flavor corre-
lates, as we now expect, with eventuality type and temporal orientation.

How do we test a sentence (or an utterance) for modal flavor? In general,
it is necessary to take a native speaker’s word for it, as for judgments of felic-
ity or truth. There is, however, a straightforward test for antecedents.16

Adding it’s true that to the antecedent is good with stative antecedents
(which have an epistemic flavor) but bad with eventive antecedents (which

do:

(i) a. Mary will sing when the queen walks in.
b. Mary will be singing when the queen walks in.

Under deontic must, as in (iia) and (iib), these possibilities have been called “obligation
to do” and “obligation to be” respectively. In (iia) Mary has an obligation to sing, while
in (iib) there is a requirement that she be singing at that point.

(ii) a. Mary must sing when the queen walks in.
b. Mary must be singing when the queen walks in.

Even imperatives can occur both with eventives and statives:

(iii) a. Sing when the queen walks in!
b. Be singing when the queen walks in!

I will not consider such cases further here.
16Recall that I also argued for a correlation between epistemic modal flavor and the

ability to occur on its own without the modal, so that would consitute a test as well.
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have a metaphysical flavor).17 The stative antecedent in (37a), even before
the consequent is heard, has an epistemic flavor, and is fine with it’s true
that, as shown in (37b).

(37) stative

a. If it’s cold out right now, . . .
b. If it’s true that it’s cold out right now, . . .

The eventive antecedent in (38a), on the other hand, has a metaphysical
flavor, and is not good with it’s true that, as in (38b).

(38) eventive

a. If it rains tomorrow, . . .
b. #If it’s true that it rains tomorrow, . . .

(38b) may be good for certain speakers of philosophical English, but for most
speakers it is terrible. Why is (38b) so bad? Let us suppose that #it rains
tomorrow does not express a proposition; therefore it can’t be true or false,
and can’t be asserted.

Anchored stative antecedents (i.e, those with a future-oriented t*) seem
at first blush to behave like eventives, in that they are not possible with “it’s
true that”:

(39) anchored “FO” stative

a. If it’s raining at 4 tomorrow, . . .
b. #If it’s true (now) that it’s raining at 4 tomorrow . . .

There is however a variant of (39b) that is acceptable, namely (40).

(40) If at 4 tomorrow it’s true that it’s raining (at that time) . . .

This has an epistemic flavor as well. These data show that anchored statives
are possible, but they are not propositions evaluated at the present moment
(because if they were, (39b) would be good). Rather, they are propositions
evaluated at the future time provided by the temporal adverbial. This ex-
plains why (40) is acceptable, and is exactly the result that was obtained
in the earlier discussion of the status of these future-oriented statives: t*

ant

,

17It’s unlikely that I am the first person to notice this, so I would be grateful to hear
about any earlier statements of this fact.
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the argument of the antecedent proposition, is FO with respect to t
u

, and
t-sit

ant

is interpreted as PO with respect to t*
ant

.
Note that the anchored stative in (39b) is ruled out for a di↵erent reason

than the FO eventive in (38b), which is (we suspect) itself ruled out for not
being a proposition. This di↵erence is confirmed by the fact that the eventive
remains unacceptable in (41), unlike the stative in (40).

(41) #If at 4 tomorrow it’s true that it rains (at that time) . . .

So the stative antecedents are things that can be true, either now or at
some future t*. The FO eventives cannot be true, now or ever, and we thus
surmise that they are not propositions at all.

It makes sense that stative antecedents, always PO with respect to t*
ant

,
would have an epistemic flavor. The reason is that what one knows has to
do (presumably) with which propositions one has added to a set of known
propositions as of t*. It’s not clear yet what the eventive antecedents are –
perhaps they are predicates of events – but if they are not propositions, as
we suspect, we should not be surprised that they invoke a di↵erent flavor of
modality, one that does not have to do with adding propositions to a set of
known propositions.

It is worth confirming that an antecedent and consequent in the same
conditional can have di↵erent modal flavors, based on their eventuality type.
That is, if we look at conditionals of the forms in (42a) and (43a), will they
correspond to modal flavors as in (42b) and (43b) respectively?

(42) a. If stative, will eventive =?
b. If epistemic, will metaphysical

(43) a. If eventive, will stative =?
b. If metaphysical, will epistemic

We exemplify the combinations we want with the stative predicate be sick and
the eventive predicate get sick. (We will stay away from the tricky anchored
statives.)

(44) a. If John gets sick tomorrow, Mary will be sick then. FO + PO
b. If John is sick right now, Mary will get sick tomorrow. PO +

FO

Now, the question is for each of these readings, what modal flavor is pos-
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sible in the antecedent, and what modal flavor is possible in the consequent?
Speakers’ judgments are as follows. In (44a), the antecedent supposes that
something happens (metaphysical flavor), while the consequent conveys that
in such a situation, we will find something out that is already the case (epis-
temic flavor). Conversely, in (44b), the antecedent supposes that we find
something out now that is already the case (epistemic flavor), and the conse-
quent then discusses what we are entitled to conclude will happen. In other
words: the conditionals in (44) behave as hoped.

Thus, it is o�cial that we need a theory that can specify a di↵erent modal
flavor for both the antecedent and the consequent; this is the expected result,
since the correlation between eventuality type and modal flavor predicts that
the antecedent and consequent modal flavors are entirely independent of each
other.

More urgently, we need a theory of modality that can actually account
for the correlations between modal flavor, eventuality type, and temporal
orientation. Moreover, this theory must be able to account for the fact that
both kinds of modal flavor can occur in a single conditional, even though
epistemic modality apparently has to do with propositions, and metaphysical
modality apparently does not.

4 Conclusion

At this point we have, I hope, some “proof of concept” that a certain kind
of modal theory of temporal orientation in conditionals is an attractive one.
To reach this conclusion, I argued that there is a stronger correlation than
previously thought between eventuality type and temporal orientation in
conditionals, and between both of these and modal flavor. Stativity, present
orientation with respect to t*, and epistemic modality are correlated; like-
wise, eventivity, future orientation with respect to the t*, and metaphysical
modality are correlated. (We set aside deontic modality, which can occur
with both eventives and statives.)

These correlations make the traditional “present eventive constraint” less
attractive as a way to explain temporal orientation in conditionals and other
modal contexts, since it is not just present-oriented eventives that need to be
ruled out, but also future-oriented statives. An explanation of the temporal
facts based on the correlation with modal flavor is more attractive, once the
objections to this kind of explanation are removed.
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An interesting result of this investigation was the finding that antecedents
have their own modal flavor, independently from that of the consequent.
One upshot is that we can no longer talk about “epistemic conditionals,”
for instance, unless by that we mean a conditional whose antecedent and
consequent are both epistemic. The modal independence of antecedents is
predicted to be true by the viewpoint presented here, because the modal fla-
vor is correlated with the eventuality type of the predicate. The judgments on
modal flavor in antecedents corroborate this prediction quite clearly, though
oddly, in the mainstream generative linguistic literature, the modal flavor of
the antecedent has largely passed unnoticed.
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