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We have defined a story as a narrative of events arranged in their time-sequence. A plot
is also a narrative of events, the emphasis falling on causality. “The king died and then
the queen died” is a story. “The king died, and then the queen died of grief” is a plot.
The time-sequence is preserved, but the sense of causality overshadows it...Consider
the death of the queen. If it is in a story we say “and then?” If it is in a plot we ask
“why?” (Forster, 1927, 30)

6.0 Questions & answers

(1) Why do you think both linguists and philosophers find narrative and point
of view interesting?

Questions about narrative structure, and discourse structure more generally,
ultimately concern whether there are linguistic representations beyond the sen-
tence level, an issue of import to linguists working at the semantics-pragmatics
interface, as well as to philosophers of language. The question of modes of dis-
course goes back to at least Plato, with implications for philosophy of mind if
narrative text is delimited in some way, to say nothing of how it is delimited
(e.g., by relationship to time, event ontology, or causality). At the same time,
issues of point of view in natural language interpretation have loomed large,
in both linguistics and philosophy, across several empirical domains. In this
chapter, we introduce a puzzle involving an interaction between how tenses
and predicates of personal taste (PPTs) are used in narrative discourse. After
pinning down which notions of point of view are sensible in these domains,
we develop a solution that may help us understand larger architectural ques-
tions about narrative structure.

(2) What recent developments in linguistics and philosophy do you think are
most exciting in thinking about narrative and point of view?
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Recent relativist treatments that split utterance and assessment times have
provided new tools for understanding the core properties of PPTs (MacFarlane,
2014). These have also provided useful for tackling certain puzzling tense uses
(Schlenker 2004; Sharvit 2008; Anand & Toosarvandani 2017, 2018, 2020;
Bary, this volume). We believe the additional degrees of freedom afforded by
relativism offers a framework for attacking the puzzle in this chapter and en-
ables an understanding of the interaction between tense and PPTs that is more
nuanced than would have been possible before.

(3) What do you consider to be the key ingredients in adequately analyzing
narrative and point of view?

Relativist semantics for tense and PPTs are necessary ingredients for solv-
ing the puzzle introduced in this chapter. But a theory of narrative structure
is needed, in addition, that yokes together the point of view encoded in these
two domains. We offer the beginnings of such a theory grounded in the prag-
matic conventions underlying the narrative genre. Building on the results from
the psychology of collaborative storytelling (Edwards & Middleton, 1986) and
from discourse analysis (Labov & Waletzky, 1966), this theory provides a top-
down structure for narratives, in which events are described from a unitary
perspective.

(4) What do you consider to be the outstanding questions pertaining to narra-
tive and point of view?

One set of questions involves the appropriate formalization of the theory
of narrative structure offered. What is the appropriate formal framework for
encoding perspective in narratives so that it interfaces appropriately with the
intentions and expectations of the speaker (author) and hearers (readers)? How
does this framework relate to other formal discourse models (based in, for
instance, questions under discussion or discourse representation theory)? A
more explanatory question is also relevant here: Why is narrative structured in
the way it is and not another way?

Another set of more specific questions has to do with the semantics for tense
and PPTs. While we advance relativist semantics for both kinds of linguistic ex-
pressions, much remains to be understood. For tense: Is the temporal perspec-
tive encoded by present and past tense in English shared by their correlates
in other languages? How is the point of view represented in so-called “narra-
tive” tenses related to the notions introduced in the chapter? For PPTs: How is
the judge for these expressions determined in narratives, and how might this
underlie judge selection in other discourse genres? To what extent do related
expressions (e.g., epistemic modals) track PPTs in narratives or require distinct
perspectival-taking mechanisms?
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6.1 Setting the scene

As any reader of a novel or short story knows, the events in a narrative can
be described in more than one way. The point of view, or perspective, can
shift many times in the course of even a single narrative, sometimes from one
sentence to another. When theorists use terms like “point of view” or “perspec-
tive,” though, they may have different ideas in mind. In many cases, point of
view is meant logically, to represent an implicit argument or parameter nec-
essary for the evaluation of a relational predicate, as is sometimes invoked for
positionals like left and behind or the temporal landmark for tense. In other
cases, the term is meant to invoke something more cognitive or experiential,
such as the epistemic or evaluative state of some salient protagonist, or the em-
bodied experience of a situation (as in the inside-outside distinction discussed
in work on mimesis, e.g., Vendler 1982; Walton 1990; Recanati 2007).

While undoubtedly all these perspectival notions are constituents of the aes-
thetic effect of a narrative, from the point of view of philosophy of language
and formal semantics the central questions are about how such categories in-
tersect the structure of natural language: Are there forms or constructions that
privilege particular kinds of perspective? Do these forms or perspectives inter-
act? And how do they connect with what makes narrative genres so apparently
replete with perspectival switching?

In this chapter, we explore these questions by examining a previously undis-
cussed interaction between temporal perspective, in the form of the historical
present, and evaluative perspective, in the form of predicates of personal taste.
By historical present, we mean the noncanonical use of a present tense to de-
scribe a past event (see also Bary, this volume) and exemplified below.

(1) If the funeral had been yesterday, I could not recollect it better[. . . ]Mr.
Chillip is in the room, and comes to speak to me. ‘And how is Master
David?’ he says, kindly. I cannot tell him very well. I give him my
hand, which he holds in his. (Dickens, David Copperfield)

While the historical present clearly changes the logical perspective for tense,
it is often claimed to do more, giving the effect that the narrator, the reader,
or both are witnessing events before their eyes. It is, thus, a fitting vehicle for
exploring how logical perspective shifts may coincide with other notions of
point of view.

Our puzzle starts from one of the central issues in the literature on pred-
icates of personal taste (PPTs): disagreements involving individual-standard-
dependent predicates like delicious or fun seem to be faultless (Kölbel, 2003),
that is, they have no clear fact of the matter. Consider the following toy dialog:
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(2) [A and B are tasting a bottle of cider at an apple orchard.]

A: This cider is delicious!

B: No, it’s not delicious.

Intuitively, what is delicious to A here need not be delicious to B, and this
is sufficient to allow neither A nor B to be making a mistake despite their
seemingly contradictory beliefs.

There is little reason to think this kind of perspective taking has much to do
with what an author does by deploying the historical present. And yet, the two
interact, as can be seen by embedding the disagreement above in a joint oral
narrative like (3), where A and B together describe a shared experience.

(3) C: [talking to A and B] How was your vacation?

A: Well, after we arrive in Paris, we take a bus to the Normandy coast.
We visit an apple orchard.

B: They have their own cider. It’s delicious!

A1: No, it isn’t delicious.

A2: No, it wasn’t delicious.

In this context, the faultlessness canonically associated with PPTs varies with
the tense of A’s response. If A uses the simple past, as in the A2 response, the
sense of faultlessness can persist. However, if A uses the present tense, as in
the A1 response, the disagreement never seems faultless: either she or B has
made a mistake about the taste of the cider at the orchard. In short, A can only
disagree faultlessly by using the past tense.

The solution to this puzzle, we will advance, lies in the pragmatic conven-
tions that shape the narrative genre. To motivate these conventions, we will
draw on the literature on joint oral narratives within psychology. A key empiri-
cal generalization comes from Edwards & Middleton’s (1986) seminal study of
collaborative story telling. They show that the participants engaged in such en-
terprises are strongly motivated to collaboratively construct a story line. How-
ever, after a consensus version of what happened has been reached, participants
are free to (faultlessly) share their own take on the significance of those events
to themselves or others. We take this perspectival structure to characterize nar-
ratives in general, a generalization which we state as follows:

(4) Narrative Perspectival Generalization (NPG):
Assertions in the complication of a narrative are all evaluated relative
to the same perspective. Assertions in the evaluation are evaluated rel-
ative to speakers’ own perspectives.
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In framing this generalization, we draw on Labov & Waletzky’s (1966) theory
of narrative structure. This foundational work within the linguistic discipline
of discourse analysis includes a place, not just for a sequence of event descrip-
tions, what Labov & Waletzky call a complication, but also for some compo-
nent conveying the significance of those situations to conversational partici-
pants, what they call an evaluation. While a unitary perspective is enforced
in the complication, speakers’ perspectives are permitted to diverge when the
broader significance of these events is being considered in the evaluation.

The puzzle in (3) forms the empirical foundation for the NPG, whose ef-
fects might be hard to discern in single-authored written narratives. We argue
that those effects are revealed in such joint oral narratives, where there are
multiple speakers whose points of view can, in principle, diverge. However,
a linguistic theory of this contrast, involving tense and PPTs, needs more than
just this empirical generalization. It requires a formal system that can represent
the pragmatic principles underlying narrative structure in such a way that they
meaningfully interact with the semantic theories of the relevant phenomena.
The existing theories of discourse structure within formal semantics, reviewed
by Bary, Hunter and Thompson, and Pavese (this volume), make non-trivial
claims about the point of view invoked by grammatical and lexical aspect, but
they do not enable an understanding of the interaction between tense and ap-
praisal. We instead turn, in §6.2, to Roberts’s (2012) notion of a strategy of
inquiry, a sequence of questions representing the conversational goals of a dis-
course that directs the contributions that participants can make. We offer a way
to encode the division between complication and evaluation, along with the
perspectival limitations these come with, in a strategy of inquiry for narratives.

To connect this theory of narrative structure to the contrast in (3), we intro-
duce a semantics for PPTs in §6.3. First, we survey contextualist and relativist
approaches, aiming to uncover their respective understandings of faultless dis-
agreement. We adopt a relativist approach, in which the notion of propositional
content is revised to include a place for a perspective point (Kölbel, 2003;
Lasersohn, 2005; MacFarlane, 2014). While there are substantive differences
amongst relativist accounts, they all attribute faultlessness to heteroperspec-
tival appraisal — evaluation relative to distinct perspectives — while non-
faultless disagreement arises from homoperspectival appraisal — evaluation
relative to a single perspective. Ultimately, we build our account on MacFar-
lane’s bicontextual semantics for PPTs, where the relevant perspective point is
a parameter, not in the context of utterance, but a context of assessment.

To derive the contrast in (3), a semantics for tense is also required. A recent
line of work, which we discuss in §6.4, has sought to capture certain unex-
pected tense uses, including the historical present, by deploying a bicontext
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(Schlenker, 2004; Sharvit, 2004, 2008; Eckardt, 2012; Anand & Toosarvan-
dani, 2017, 2018, 2020). In our extension of Sharvit’s bicontextual semantics
of tense, present and past tense describe reference time intervals relative to
the time of the assessment context. With both PPTs and tense sensitive to the
context of assessment, albeit to different parameters, a path to the solution
for our puzzle opens up. The NPG can be cashed out as a requirement, en-
coded in a strategy of inquiry, that the complication of a narrative be evaluated
from a unitary context of assessment. In a nutshell, the present tense leads to
non-faultless disagreement when it describes past events, as in (3), because its
semantics tightly binds the temporal location of an event to the contextual pa-
rameter relevant for appraisal. The past tense permits a distal temporal point of
view on the events described, and so it is compatible, outside of complications,
with appraisal involving past events from present perspectives.

It is important to point out that, while the past tense can be used in (3) to
disagree faultlessly, it does not have to be. The simple past in English per-
mits faultless disagreement, though a speaker can also use it, like the historical
present, to disagree non-faultlessly. In §6.5, we explore this flexibility, tying it
to the broader distribution of past tense forms in narrative. While the historical
present is restricted to complications, the simple past can be used throughout a
narrative (Wolfson 1979, 171–172; Schiffrin 1981). We revise the existing se-
mantics for past tense to enable this flexibility, engendering a new perspective
on the crosslinguistic variation in tense usage.

6.2 The structure of narratives

We can start with what a narrative is. A narrative can be transmitted in a writ-
ten form (e.g., David Copperfield) or orally (e.g., Aesop’s fables or the Pan-
chatantra before they were committed to paper). The events described can be
part of an imagined world (a novel) or the actual one (a biography). And for
oral narratives, these can be narrated by just a single speaker or jointly by more
than one person, as (3) is.

Despite these differences, all narratives describe events, the individuals par-
ticipating in them, and where these events and individuals are located in time
and space. There is no necessary correspondence between how these elements
are structured within the story world (what narratologists call the fabula) and
how they are described in the narrative (the syuzhet). Mismatches between
them could in principle involve any aspect of an event or individual that can be
described. But, temporal correspondences between the story world and narra-
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tive are particularly salient, perhaps due to the important role that events play
in scaffolding our understanding of a story.

Since the sequence of descriptions in a narrative is dictated entirely by the
act of speaking or writing, the temporal ordering of events in a story world,
whether imagined or real, must be inferred by hearers and readers. A narra-
tive can describe a sequence of events iconically in a forward-moving fashion
through narrative progression, as in (5a). Or, the temporal order can fail to
correspond to the narrative order, with events temporally overlapping or even
inverted through backshifting, as in (5b).

(5) a. Max stood up. John greeted him.

b. Max fell. John pushed him.

It is these temporal mappings which have primarily animated formal seman-
ticists’ investigations of narrative. The theories they have developed can be
divided between two main approaches: reference time theories and discourse
coherence theories. We review these briefly below, though reference time the-
ories are discussed further by Bary (this volume) and discourse coherence the-
ories by Hunter and Thompson (this volume) and Pavese (this volume).

To make progress on our puzzle, we will argue for a theory of narrative
which, unlike reference time or discourse coherence theories, encodes the goals
of narrative production. We will review certain empirical generalizations from
discourse analysis and psychology that will allow us to begin to understand
what the speakers in narratives, both monologic and dialogic, are aiming to do.
And these generalizations, once constituted as pragmatic conventions of the
genre and formalized in the question-under-discussion framework (Roberts,
2012), will provide a path to understanding how the historical present can be
deployed in a narratives, and how this leads to a lack of faultlessness with PPTs.

6.2.1 Formal semantic treatments of narrative

While formal semanticists have investigated the temporal properties of narra-
tives, developing theories to account for them, they have not necessarily aimed
for a theory of narrative.

Reference time theories, for instance, have a relatively restricted scope, seek-
ing primarily to derive the temporal inferences in a narrative from how tense
finds a referent in the discourse (Partee, 1984; Hinrichs, 1986; Dowty, 1986;
Webber, 1988; Caenepeel, 1989), as in an anaphoric theory of tense (Partee,
1973). Within many of these theories, the variability in temporal relations is
traced to lexical and grammatical aspect. The first two sentences of (6), for
instance, are understood as taking place one after another, because they are
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eventive. By contrast, the last two sentences in (6) are interpreted as tempo-
rally overlapping the preceding sentences, since they are stative.

(6) He went to the window. He pulled aside the soft drapes. It was a case-
ment window. Both panels were cranked out to let in the night air.

(after Hinrichs 1986, 67)

Reference time theories might seem, at first, well furnished to solve the puzzle
posed by (3), given the deep connection they posit between narrative structure
and tense. However, their notion of perspective is not particularly well-suited
to handle a contrast in faultlessness.

Reference time theories assume a single narrator’s perspective, with the nar-
rative representing their beliefs about the temporal order of events (even if
this order is also reflected in the perceptions of a protagonist, as Dowty and
Caenepeel contemplate). These theories thus posit a relatively slight formal
machinery that includes no explicit place for the speaker-author. But this sim-
plification also prevents these theories from extending to joint oral narratives,
like the one in (3), which have more than one speaker. If the possibility or im-
possibility of faultless disagreement with PPTs depends on the individualistic
perspective inherent to appraisal, then these individuals and their perspectives
must find their way, somehow, into the structure for a narrative.

The goals of discourse coherence theories are, by contrast, more general,
aiming to uncover the principles that organize texts of all types (Halliday &
Hasan, 1976; Mann & Thompson, 1988; Hobbs, 1979, 1990; Lascarides &
Asher, 1993; Kehler, 2002; Asher & Lascarides, 2003). They posit an inven-
tory of primitive coherence relations between sentences, containing temporal
information as well as other kinds of information (e.g., causal, spatial), as de-
scribed by Hunter and Thompson (this volume) and Pavese (this volume). The
temporal inferences between sentences in a narrative come from which co-
herence relations are inferred, rather than being rigidly tied to the aspectual
properties of the sentences. When no coherence relation can be inferred, a dis-
course is infelicitous, as in the defective narrative in (7): it is simply not clear
why these events are described in the way they are.

(7) ? My car broke down. The sun set. (Lascarides & Asher, 1993, 463)

Discourse coherence theories have more room, in principle, for developing an
account of the faultlessness contrast in (3), since they aim for a general un-
derstanding of why texts cohere. In general terms, the historical present would
only be coherent when deployed in a joint narrative if the perspective taken
precludes the possibility of faultless disagreement. Since coherence, or the lack
thereof, depends on the specific inventory of coherence relations adopted, as
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well as a calculus for combining them, saying something about faultlessness
disagreement would require that discourse coherence theories make reference
in some fashion to the primitives underlying faultlessness.

While it may be possible to enrich a discourse coherence theory like Seg-
mented Discourse Representation Theory (Asher & Lascarides, 2003) in this
way, we pursue a different path here. A core property of narratives relevant for
our puzzle, we believe, involves what speakers are trying to do when they de-
scribe a sequence of events. This intentional structure suggests a top-down or-
ganization for narratives, which we formalize within Roberts’s (2012) question-
under-discussion framework. This is, in principle, compatible with an analysis
of narrative in terms of discourse coherence, with the intentional structure be-
ing layered onto the network of coherence relations connecting a narrative.1

6.2.2 Toward a theory of narrative structure

In the question-under-discussion (QUD) framework, questions represent the
goals of conversational participants (see Westera, this volume). For a typical
information-seeking exchange, the goal might, for instance, be to answer the
question What is the way things are? These questions, which represent the
shared goals of speakers and hearers, can be introduced explicitly, signaled
covertly through prosody or other linguistic means, or just inferred. Both con-
versational participants’ contributions and their expectations about these con-
tributions are involved in inferences about the question under discussion.

As Roberts points out, no discourse comprises answers to some randomly
selected set of questions. Conversational participants work together in a sys-
tematic fashion towards reaching their final goal. She proposes that a strategy
of inquiry is the way they do this: it comprises the QUD that is the discourse’s
overall goal, along with a sequence of other QUDs that they plan to use to
answer it. It is possible, we think, to characterize narrative in terms of a con-
ventionalized strategy of inquiry. In other words, what goes wrong in a defec-
tive narrative like (7) is that we, as readers, cannot infer a suitable strategy of
inquiry based on just the two sentences provided.

What might this strategy of inquiry be? Labov & Waletzky (1966), in their
influential analysis of oral narratives, show that these are conventionally di-
vided into several parts, illustrated by the narrative below. After an initial ori-
entation (8a), the complication describes the main series of events (8b); this is

1 To this point, various rapprochements between question-under-discussion and discourse
coherence theories have been attempted (Kamp, 2017; Roberts, 2016; Hunter & Abrusán,
2017).
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always accompanied by an evaluation, which conveys the broader significance
of these events (8c). (These can be followed by a resolution, and then a coda.)

(8) a. [. . . ]We were all going out for lunch // it was our birthdays // and
we were C.I.T.’s // so we were allowed to.

b. We borrowed someone’s car // and we got BLOWN OUT. [. . . ] So
we asked some guy // t’ come over an’ HELP us. // So he opens
the car // and everyone gets out except me and my girlfriend. // We
were in front // and we just didn’t feel like getting out. // And all of
a sudden all these sparks // start t’ fly. // So the girl says, // ‘Look,
do you know what you’re doing? Because y’ know um. . . this is
not my car // an’ if you don’t know what you’re doing, // just don’t
DO anything.’ // And he says, //‘Yeh, I have t’ do it from inside.’ //
And all of a sudden he gets in the car, // sits down, // and starts t’
turn on the motor.

c. We thought he was taking off with us // We really thought- h-
he was- // he was like real- with all tattoos and smelled- an’ we
thought that was it! hhh // But he got out hhh after awhile. I re-
ally thought I was gonna die // or be taken someplace far away. It
was so crazy, // because we couldn’t call anybody. // It was really
funny. (Schiffrin, 1981, 47–48)

Formal semanticists have been primarily interested in the complication, which
is comprised primarily of event descriptions with an iconic temporal order-
ing. Changing the order of the sentences in this narrative spine changes their
temporal order, though the complication can also contain additional satellite
material that is not temporally ordered relative to the narrative spine.

Labov & Waletzky argue that the evaluation is just as integral to the con-
struction of a coherent narrative as the complication. It assigns an external
significance to the events described in the story world. They identify two ways
in which evaluations can be realized in narratives. In (8), the evaluation is ex-
ternal: it is a distinct textual segment following the complication, in which the
speaker exits the story world, characterizing the events contained within it for
the hearers. They suggest an evaluation can also be integrated into the compli-
cation itself. In such an internal evaluation, the event descriptions themselves
give significance to the story, making its point clear. They can do this relatively
indirectly, by inviting the addressee to infer the importance of those events on
their own, rather than telling them directly.

Building on these empirical generalizations, we suggest that narratives are
the product of a conventionalized strategy of inquiry, an initial version of which
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we state in (9): the questions it contains correspond to the different components
of a narrative identified by Labov & Waletzky.

(9) Narrative Strategy of Inquiry (NSI; initial version):
A narrative is the product of a strategy of inquiry to answer a QUD,
which contains at least the question What is the way things are (in the
story world)?

The evaluation emerges from answering whatever QUD the entire strategy of
inquiry is dedicated to resolving. This must involve some sequence of event
descriptions, a requirement that is encoded by having one of the questions in
the strategy be What is the way things are (in the story world)?. There might be
any number of substrategies for answering this question depending on the com-
plexity of the complication. For the forward-moving sequence comprising the
narrative spine, the substrategy might be: What happened first? What happened
second?. . . ; for satellite descriptions, the substrategy might include questions
like What was it like then? or Why did that happen? (see also van Kuppevelt
1995; von Stutterheim & Klein 1989; Onea 2016; Velleman & Beaver 2016;
Kamp 2017; Riester 2019). If the evaluation is internal, this might be all that
the strategy of inquiry for a narrative contains. But if the evaluation is external,
there will need to be additional questions, possibly organized in substrategies
of their own, explicitly relating the events described to the highest-level QUD.

Under this view, the problem with the defective narrative in (7) is that the
QUD at the root of the entire strategy of inquiry cannot be inferred based solely
on the information that is provided. It is clearly possible to understand how
the two sentences are related to one another in order to answer the question
What are the way things are?. But without saying more, it is simply not pos-
sible to understand what higher-level QUD this is directed toward answering.
For the NSI to be explanatory, actual narrative strategies of inquiry have to be
more restrictive than this schematic one. It should be pointed out that there is,
in general, no problem with two-sentence narratives,2 as the invited six-word
science fiction stories in (10)–(11) from Wired magazine demonstrate.3

(10) Corpse parts missing. Doctor buys yacht. (Margaret Atwood)

(11) Easy. Just touch the match to (Ursula K. LeGuin)

Based on our knowledge about who the authors are and the context in which
these stories are presented, we can infer the QUDs these narratives are dedicated

2 For the following discussion, we are indebted to an anonymous reviewer for referring us to
Klauk et al. (2016), which insightfully discusses several of the topics we consider.

3 “Very short stories.” Wired, November 1, 2006.
https://www.wired.com/2006/11/very-short-stories/ (accessed May 11, 2020).
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to answering. Klauk et al. (2016) suggest that, for (10), this is Who did it?, the
conventional goal of a whodunit detective story. The inference involved here is
clearly complex, and Klauk et al. observe that we probably cannot even arrive
at this conclusion until after reading both sentences in the narrative.

The short narrative by Ursula K. LeGuin illustrates a different point about
what is, and is not, required in a narrative strategy of inquiry. The events de-
scribed need not reach any sort of intuitive finality, what in literary studies
is called narrative closure. In (11), events are, in fact, described only incom-
pletely for humorous effect. Carroll (2007, 4) treats narrative closure infor-
mally as a sensation that arises “when all of the questions that have been
saliently posed by the narrative get answered.” Klauk et al. make clear that
the questions that must be answered for narrative closure to arise are only
those that “have the plot. . . as an object” (p. 45). If we take these, roughly,
to resolve the question What is the way things are (in the story world)? in the
NSI, it is clear then that this strategy does not require that a narrative provide
a “complete” description of events in any sense. What the NSI does require,
however, is what Klauk et al. refer to as tellability closure, the sense that the
narrative has a point. They refer to Labov & Waletzky’s observation that oral
narratives always have an evaluation. This requirement is encoded in the NSI,
since a strategy of inquiry’s aim, in Roberts’ sense, is to answer a given QUD.
So, while narrative closure may not be required, depending on what questions
are in the strategy of inquiry, the presence of an evaluation, which gives rise to
tellability closure, is necessary for a narrative to be complete.

The NSI is, by design, somewhat schematic. It is silent about the relationship
between the question that is answered in the complication and the higher-level
QUD the entire strategy is dedicated to. This freedom is needed to capture the
wide variety of functions that narratives serve. A speaker may describe some
sequence of events to convey something about who they are, as in a personal
anecdote. Or, a narrative may be used to convey a prescription that the hearer-
reader should follow, as in Aesop’s fables. In origin myths, the narrative serves
to explain why the world is the way it is within a given ideological or belief sys-
tem. In the fictional written narratives in (10)–(11), their goal is circumscribed
by the relatively narrow conventions of specific literary genres (a whodunit or
thriller). Given the wide ranging goals of narratives, it seems only appropriate
that certain aspects of the NSI are filled in by more specific conventions.

At the same time, there are some necessary characteristics of narratives,
which have not been included in the initial version of the NSI in (9). These
come from looking at joint oral narratives, which exhibit a particularly inter-
esting combination of properties: they are narrated by more than one speaker,
whose individual contributions are easily distinguishable. While joint oral nar-
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ratives are not, as a genre, attended to much by linguists, they are widely stud-
ied in research on human psychological processes, including language devel-
opment, belief formation, episodic recall, collective memory, well-being, and
social identity (see, e.g., Edwards & Middleton 1986; Hirst et al. 1997; Holm-
berg et al. 2004; Ekeocha & Brennan 2008; Kellas 2005; Pinto et al. 2018).
One persistent finding in this literature is that the collaborative nature of these
enterprises produces a strong motivation for consensus about the story line. For
instance, in Edwards & Middleton’s seminal work on the topic, eight acquain-
tances were asked to recall the plot and memorable episodes of the movie E.T.
The resulting narrative was analyzed for a wide variety of linguistic markers
of dialog structure, meta-narrative negotiation, and social function. Edwards &
Middleton note that participants quickly established a routine: first, providing
essentially chronological description, frequently in the historical present, and
then after this plot outline, engaging in a more freewheeling, temporally in-
consistent sharing of what they found memorable or significant about the film.
In other words, participants first collaboratively constructed the complication
of the story, interspersed with some evaluative commentary, and then engaged
in (external) evaluation. In the complication portion, the motivation for con-
sensus was so strong that it even frequently carried over into negotiations over
the evaluative commentary, which included PPTs, so that there was a consen-
sus perspective on those issues as well. In contrast, during the final evaluation,
there was far less of this. Participants could share their own private opinions
without any negotiation, agreeing to disagree.

Joint oral narratives, it turns out then, hew rather closely to a particular set
of pragmatic conventions, stated in (4). The event descriptions in the complica-
tion must all be evaluated relative to a single shared perspective. By contrast,
contributions in the evaluation are relative to the individual perspectives of
speakers, which may coincide or diverge, as the case may be.

(4) Narrative Perspectival Generalization (NPG):
Assertions in the complication of a narrative are all evaluated relative
to the same perspective. Assertions in the evaluation are evaluated rel-
ative to speakers’ own perspectives.

While this generalization is motivated by findings about joint oral narratives,
it plausibly characterizes all narratives. Joint oral narratives simply provide
a way of seeing the generalization in a way that is not possible with other
kinds of narratives. They have multiple speakers who can have, in principle,
divergent perspectives. In a monologic narrative, by contrast, where there is a
sole speaker-author, there is only ever a single perspective to represent.

This means, then, that the NPG should be incorporated into the NSI. We
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do this by relativizing different QUDs in the strategy of inquiry to different
perspectives. The highest-level QUD is evaluated relative to the utterance event,
while the sub-question for the complication is evaluated relative to a salient
perspective point that we represent, for now, as ρ.

(12) Narrative Strategy of Inquiry (NSI; revised version):
A narrative is the product of a strategy of inquiry to answer a QUD

relative to the utterance event, which contains at least the question
What is the way things are (in the story world) relative to ρ?

This enforces a shared perspective for the event descriptions in the complica-
tion. But contributions directed toward resolving the highest-level QUD will
allow diverging points of view, as these will be evaluated relative to distinct
utterance events, whose speakers and their perspectives may diverge.

6.2.3 Tense in narratives

The contours of a solution to our puzzle should now be emerging. Disagree-
ment with the historical present is not faultless in (3) because the events in
the complication of a narrative are described from a unitary perspective. This
attributes the absence of faultlessness, in other words, to the perspectival prop-
erties of narratives. Of course, we still need an understanding of how tense and
PPTs are sensitive to this particular kind of perspective taking, and the remain-
der of this chapter will establish just this. Building on recent developments in
the formal semantic and philosophical literatures, we will provide a semantics
for tense and PPTs, which makes them both sensitive to the perspective point
invoked by the complication in a narrative, represented simply as ρ above.

For PPTs, it is more clear what direction this line of inquiry will take, given
their more transparent perspectival sensitivity. For tense, this is perhaps some-
what less obvious. In contemporary theories of tense, which build on the work
of Reichenbach (1947) and Klein (1994), it is commonplace for this grammat-
ical category also to encode a type of temporal perspective. Any tense must
minimally locate the reference time relative to a time coordinate that can, at
least sometimes, be identified with the “now” of an utterance. Fairly standard
denotations are given in (13) for present and past tense (cf. Kratzer 1998, 101).

(13) a. J PRESn Kc,g = g(n); defined iff g(n)⊆ TIME(c)

b. J PASTn Kc,g = g(n); defined iff g(n)< TIME(c)

The present tense locates an eventuality at the temporal perspective point,
while the past tense locates an eventuality before it. Under attitude predicates,
this time coordinate is the “now” of an attitude holder (Abusch, 1997).
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As Bary (this volume) discusses, the relatively simple semantics in (13) con-
fronts a problem with the historical present, which in root clauses does not
describe eventualities not located at the time of utterance. In one line of think-
ing, this variability can be traced to the temporal perspective that is part of the
meaning of tense (Schlenker, 2004; Eckardt, 2012; Anand & Toosarvandani,
2017, 2018). Rather than locating the the reference time relative to the “now”
of the actual utterance, tense locates it with respect to a temporal coordinate
that can be located at the utterance event or float free. Under this view, the
historical present arises when it is dissociated from the utterance time, thereby
allowing for the description of non-present eventualities. It is this temporal
perspective point that we will propose is associated with ρ in the NSI in (12).

Some initial evidence in support of this possibility comes from the distribu-
tion of the historical present in oral narratives. As Schiffrin (1981) shows, fol-
lowing earlier observations by Wolfson (1979, 171–172), the historical present
is essentially found only in complications. In a corpus of 73 oral narratives,
she finds no occurrences of the historical present in external evaluations or
codas, with only a few instances in orientations (3% of verbs). The historical
present appears almost entirely in complications (on 30% of verbs, or 381 out
of 1288). In the narrative in (8), too, it appears only in the complication. This
distributional restriction has a plausible source in the perspectival properties of
narratives. If the present tense can only describe past events when the tempo-
ral perspective point at which it locates events is divorced from the utterance
event, and if this temporal coordinate is related, in some fashion, to the uni-
tary perspective point present in the complication, then we might expect the
historical present to only show up inside complications.

This is admittedly somewhat suggestive so far. We will be returning to the
semantics for tense in §6.4, advancing a formal proposal based on our own
earlier work, that incorporates an additional time parameter. This will serve,
as we will see, to explicitly connect the temporal perspective invoked by the
historical present to the appraisal inherent to PPTs. But before we do this, we
first need a better understanding of these latter expressions.

6.3 Point of view in predicates of personal taste

The past decade and a half has seen a renewed attention, in both formal seman-
tics and the philosophy of language, to subjective expressions in natural lan-
guage. There has been a particular focus on predicates of personal taste (PPTs)
(Kölbel, 2003; Lasersohn, 2005): expressions like tasty or beautiful which, in-
tuitively, describe objects in terms of characteristics that vary from individual
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to individual. What is tasty or beautiful to one person need not be the same for
others, and there are many cases on which there is likely no consensus.

There are three interconnected puzzles that PPTs pose for conventional truth-
conditional semantics. First, if the standards for taste and beauty are perspec-
tival, the foundational question is how that perspective is represented. Second,
whatever that representation of perspective is, it must be flexible enough to
allow people not simply to assert perspectivally-situated claims, as A does in
(14), but to also disagree with such claims, as B does.

(14) [A and B are tasting a bottle of cider at an apple orchard.]

A: This cider is delicious!

B: No, it’s not delicious.

Intuitively, in the heteroperspectival dialog in (14), A and B are making claims
about the cider relative to their own perspectival standards. So it is not clear
why this should be construed as a coherent disagreement. Compare this to a
parallel dialog using the expression local, which is also intuitively speaking
perspectival, though not to a standard of taste, but a locative origio.

(15) A: [in Los Angeles] This cider is from a local farm.

B: [in New York] No, it’s {not from a local farm, from the east coast}.

In contrast to (14), (15) is coherent only if A and B are referencing the same
origio. If, for example, they reference their different coasts, the polarity particle
no is not licensed. Given this contrast, PPTs must have some property beyond
general perspectival-dependence, which interacts with the pragmatics of dialog
to allow for heteroperspectival disagreements.

This point brings us to the third puzzle, the one of central concern to this
chapter. The dialogs in (14) and (15) vary, not only in whether they allow het-
eroperspectival disagreement, but also in the objectivity of the disagreement.
In the case of (15), there does seem to be a fact of the matter that is in dispute:
one of the two parties is mistaken. In the case of (14), by contrast, many people
report that it allows for instances where there is no mistake: both parties can
be equally correct in their claims. It is this state of the discourse that Kölbel
(2003) terms faultless disagreement, which he describes as follows:

(16) A faultless disagreement is a situation where there is a thinker A, a
thinker B, and a proposition (content of judgment) p, such that:

a. A believes (judges) that p and B believes (judges) that not-p

b. Neither A nor B has made a mistake (is at fault).
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The problem, then, is how A and B can believe what seem to be contradictories
without one being somehow in error.

These three questions — how perspective is represented for PPTs, how het-
eroperspectival disagreements are possible with PPTs, and how heteroperspec-
tival disagreements can be understood as faultless — have led to a rich theoret-
ical landscape (see MacFarlane 2014 and Lasersohn 2017 for detailed discus-
sions). For our purposes, it is useful to consider three approaches: contextualist
relativism, utterance-sensitive relativism, and bicontextualism.4 On all three
accounts, PPTs are, at least at some conceptual level, dyadic predicates hold-
ing of an object and some perspectival component. Suggestive evidence for
this position comes from the fact that, in addition to their “bare” uses, many
PPTs allow overt experiencer phrases such as to me or for her, which make the
perspective explicit (Lasersohn 2005; Stephenson 2007; Bylinina 2017).

6.3.1 Contextualist approaches

In contextualist approaches, the perspectival component is typically treated as
a variable in logical form, akin to a pronoun.5 In typical usage, this pronominal
is identified with the speaker, so that the PPT is interpreted as an assertion from
the speaker’s perspective, what Lasersohn (2005) calls an autocentric use.

Under this account, the logical form of a sentence on an autocentric use
varies with the utterer, as does the content of the sentence. To illustrate, the
logical forms for A and B’s assertions in (14) can be schematized as follows:

(17) a. PRES the cider be delicious x2

b. PRES the cider not be delicious x9

Pronunciation not withstanding, these two propositions are logically indepen-
dent. A’s assertion is roughly equivalent to The cider is delicious to A (if x2

refers to A), and B’s assertion to The cider is not delicious to B (if x9 refers to
B). This makes it possible for them to be simultaneously true, and hence for
no fault or mistake to arise on the part of either interlocutor.

However, as Kölbel (2003) notes, contextualism achieves this result without
explaining why the dialog in (14) feels like a disagreement, or why ellipsis and
polarity particles (i.e., expressions like yes and no) are possible in heteroper-
spectival disagreements with PPTs but not with perspectival expressions like
local. More pointedly, as Lasersohn (2005) notes, heteroperspectival disagree-
ments seem markedly worse with overt experiencers.
4 There is a long-standing terminological debate in this literature regarding what counts as

relativism; see MacFarlane 2014 for discussion. MacFarlane’s terms for our approaches is
indexical contextualism, non-indexical contextualism, and relativism.

5 It could also involve an indexical like I, a distinction that is not central here.
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(18) A: The cider is delicious to me.

B: #No, it’s not delicious to me.

That overt experiences do not pattern with the implicit perspective of delicious
is a deep problem for contextualist accounts, since they would naturally receive
the same treatment as implicit perspectives.

Thus, while simple contextualism avoids fault in disagreements with a PPT,
it leaves unclear how there is even a disagreement in the first place. One re-
sponse is group contextualism (DeRose, 1991; Anand, 2009; Moltmann, 2012;
Pearson, 2013). It posits that the implicit perspective in these cases belongs to
a group containing both A and B (and perhaps others), as illustrated in (19).

(19) A: The cider is delicious to {us, people like us}.

B: No, it’s not delicious to {us, people like us}.

This dialog is coherent and is, moreover, construed as a disagreement. How-
ever, it accomplishes those goals at the cost of giving up the explanation for
faultlessness, since now the contents of A and B’s assertions are the same.

The fundamental challenge for contextualist accounts, then, is that the con-
tents of utterances with PPTs contain the perspective point. In reaction to this,
a large family of approaches has sought to remove the perspective point from
propositional content. In this way, the content of two claims might be directly
related (as logical opposites) without giving up faultlessness.

6.3.2 Relativist approaches

For relativists like Kölbel (2003), Lasersohn (2005), and MacFarlane (2014),
propositional content is revised to directly include a notion of perspective, to
which some expressions are sensitive. Propositions under this view correspond
not to world-time pairs, but to judge-world-time triples. Expressions like PPTs
are sensitive to both the judge and world-time coordinates; non-subjective ex-
pressions, like Californian, are sensitive only to the world-time coordinates.

(20) a. Jdelicious Kc,〈 j,w,t〉,g = λx. 1 iff x is delicious to j in w at t

b. JCalifornian Kc,〈 j,w,t〉,g = λx. 1 iff x is Californian in w at t

Thus, as desired, A’s and B’s assertions in (14) are contradictories (i.e., if one
is true at index i the other must be false at i): one predicates that the cider is
delicious to the judge of the evaluation index and the other that it is not.

In an intensional logic, the truth of an assertion in context is determined by
evaluating the propositional content of the assertion relative to a contextually-
supplied world, typically the world in which the assertion was made. Lasersohn
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and MacFarlane both propose that assertions are likewise evaluated relative to
a contextually-supplied judge. But they differ in what sort of context supplies
that judge, and what contextual flexibility exists. For Lasersohn, the context of
utterance determines the judge, just as it determines the world of evaluation.

(21) Truth in a Context:
α is true in context c iff Jα Kc,〈JUDGE(c),WORLD(c),TIME(c)〉,g = 1.

Under his approach, the context of utterance crucially negotiates how the truth
of judge-dependent material is calculated. In MacFarlane’s subtly different
view, that task is taken up not by the context of utterance, but the context of
assessment, a distinct context whose role is to fix parameters of appraisal and
evaluation. For him, then, truth is defined not at a context, but at a bicontext.

(22) Truth in a Bicontext:
α is true at utterance context c1 and assessment context c2 iff
Jα Kc1,〈JUDGE(c2),WORLD(c1),TIME(c1)〉,g = 1.

MacFarlane’s goal is to capture a range of behaviors linked to individuals
standing in a state of disagreement. To understand his concern, consider how
relativist treatments of PPTs handle the coherence of heteroperspectival dis-
agreements. We have seen that because judges enter propositional content, it is
possible to say that the contents of A’s and B’s assertions are contradictories.
But the same could be said for a temporally-variant proposition. If A says It is
noon, and then hours later B says It isn’t noon, there is no sense of disagree-
ment. What explains this contrast between judges and times? Without a satis-
fying answer to this question, it is not clear that relativist treatments improve
much beyond contextualist ones in deriving a sense of disagreement. For Mac-
Farlane, the answer comes from the the bicontextual pragmatics of truth: since
the context of assessment supplies the judge, judge-sensitive propositions will
differ from those that are purely time-sensitive. Thus, only the former show an
ability to consider the truth of an assertion relative to a judge different from
the one supplied by the context of utterance.6

We will ultimately build our account in terms of a bicontextual semantics,
though MacFarlane’s particular philosophical commitments lead to a view of
the context of assessment that is not empirically borne out. As a result, we will
end up arguing for a bicontextual semantics with a bit more expressive free-
dom, which we will exploit in building an account of faultless disagreement
and our core contrast in (3). We can start by scrutinizing how these two flavors
of relativism handle cases where the judge is, intuitively, not the speaker.
6 MacFarlane’s main empirical target is the retraction of taste claims, in which one rejects a

taste claim after one’s tastes change over time. He argues that only bicontextualism correctly
predicts that retraction is mandatory when one’s tastes change.
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6.3.3 Relativism and exocentric readings

While the contextual world of evaluation is not typically very flexible, Laser-
sohn argues that the contextual judge has considerable freedom. Beyond auto-
centric uses, it also has exocentric uses, as in questions posed to the addressee
(23) or in discussions of some relevant protagonist (24).

(23) A: [asking B about a book B is reading] Is the book good?

(24) Mary: How did Bill like the rides?
John: Well, the merry-go-round was fun, but the water slide was a little
too scary. (Lasersohn, 2005, 672)

In contrast, MacFarlane assumes that the assessment context is quite rigid, pro-
viding only the assessment standard of the assessor at the time of assessment.
For exocentric uses, he follows Stephenson (2007), who proposes that, while
autocentric uses are relative to the contextually-supplied judge, exocentric uses
are derived via variables in the logical form, as under contextualist accounts.
As evidence for this hybrid system, Stephenson observes that exocentric read-
ings do not readily lead to coherent heteroperspectival disagreements.

(25) Sam: The tuna is tasty.

Sue: (#)No, it isn’t! It’s not tasty at all! (Stephenson, 2007, 521)

Stephenson notes that if Sam intends exocentrically to reference a salient cat’s
judgment of the tuna, and if Sue (knowing this) then brings in her perspective,
Sue’s statement is incoherent. Under the theory that exocentric readings require
variables that lead to judge-invariant propositional content, such mismatches
are predicted, while under the one where exocentric readings arise from the
context of utterance, they are not.

But a dialog like (25) can be felicitous depending on the individuals that
are referenced by the interlocutors. Consider the scenario in (26), where two
parents are discussing how a certain child enjoyed their birthday party. It seems
much more acceptable here for another child to offer their own opinion.

(26) Parent A: How was the cake at the party?

Parent B: It was delicious.

Child: No, it wasn’t! It was disgusting.

This suggests that what is going on in exocentric-autocentric mismatches is not
as clear cut as Stephenson suggests, and that the infelicity of (25) is not a matter
of mismatching logical forms, but rather of overall discourse coherence.7

7 It is worth noting that the oddity of Sue’s assertion in (25) fails to improve if Sue says instead
I didn’t like it at all!, which suggests that the problem is about the plausibility of the relevance
of a QUD like What do you and the cat think about the tuna?
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In addition, based on tests furnished by MacFarlane, as well as Anand & Ko-
rotkova (2018), exocentric readings of bare PPTs can be shown to be distinct
from those with overt experiencers. MacFarlane notes that PPTs with overt ex-
periencers evaluate the predicate relative to a standard determined by the overt
experiencer’s standards of taste in the index of evaluation, while bare PPTs do
not. One vivid illustration comes a contrast he observes in counterfactual con-
ditionals. In (27a), the counterfactual state of affairs involves some change in
the structure of horse manure that would make it tasty relative to the assessor’s
real-world standards of taste. In contrast, (27b) admits a state of affairs where
the speaker’s standards of taste are different from their real-world standards.

(27) a. If horse manure were tasty, I would never go hungry.

b. If horse manure were tasty to me, I would never go hungry.
(after MacFarlane 2014)

Similarly, Anand & Korotkova show that overt experiencers change the sig-
nature of the acquaintance inference that PPTs impose. Bare PPTs in typical
autocentric assertive contexts give rise to the inference that the speaker has
some direct evidence for their judgment (Stephenson, 2007; Pearson, 2013).
This inference disappears under operators like epistemic maybe (Ninan, 2014).

(28) a. #The cake was delicious, but I never tasted it.

b. The cake maybe was delicious, but I never tasted it.
(Anand & Korotkova, 2018, 56)

In sharp contrast, PPTs with overt experiencers do not lose the acquaintance
inference, behaving exactly analogous to other predicates with experiencer ar-
guments, including psych-predicates, such as like.

(29) a. #The cake maybe was delicious to me, but I never tasted it.

b. #I maybe liked the cake, but I never tasted it.
(Anand & Korotkova, 2018, 56)

These facts do not depend on autocentric judgment: exocentric judgments also
require acquaintance and show the same signature of obviation.

(30) a. #Hobbes’s new food was tasty, but he never ever tried it.

b. Hobbes’s new food maybe was tasty, but he never tried it.

c. #Hobbes’s new food maybe was tasty to him, but he never tried it.
(after Anand & Korotkova 2018, 63)

Returning now to the counterfactual examples in (27), we see the same pattern.
Consider a situation where two parents are discussing their child’s picky eating
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habits. An overt experiencer, as in (31b), allows the parents to consider a state
of affairs where the child’s eating habits are different from in the real world.

(31) a. If our dinner had been tasty, he would have eaten it.

b. If our dinner had been tasty to him, he would have eaten it.

Importantly, the bare PPT form in (31a) does not: it only allows consideration
of a state of affairs where the subject of the PPT itself changes composition.

In sum, if exocentric readings involve variables, as Stephenson and MacFar-
lane suggest, bare PPTs in counterfactuals and acquaintance-obviation environ-
ments should pattern with their overt experiencer counterparts when the PPT is
interpreted relative to an exocentric perspective. This prediction does not seem
to hold: both exocentric and autocentric perspectives show the same contrast
with their corresponding overt experiencer forms.

6.3.4 Relativism and faultless disagreement

We take the facts above, about exocentric readings, as evidence for Lasersohn’s
approach, where the context may set the judge to a perspective distinct from
the speaker’s. This is a position, we should note, that is compatible both with
utterance-sensitive relativism and bicontextualism. Importantly, if we adopt
this view, faultless disagreement can be blocked with exocentric readings, but
only if the exocentric perspectives that speakers are employing are the same:
in such a case, it is impossible for a proposition and its negation to be true
relative to the contexts of utterance/assessment.

Taking stock now, in surveying the literature on PPTs, we have argued that
judge contextualism is the most challenged approach and that bicontextual rel-
ativism is the least, while utterance-sensitive relativism needs to explain the
contrast between PPT disagreements and temporally-sensitive sentences like It
is noon. At the same time, we have argued based on contrasts between overt
and covert experiencer data that exocentric readings should both be treated rel-
ativistically, that is, that the context of assessment should be free to choose
judges other than the speaker’s.

But regardless of what one might conclude from disagreements and overt
experiencers, when it comes to explaining the presence or absence of faultless-
ness, contextualist and relativist accounts are remarkably consonant in their ex-
planation. Faultlessness comes from heteroperspectival evaluation (whatever
its source), which allows intuitively contrary propositions to be simultaneously
true because they are evaluated relative to distinct perspectives. And, in turn,
the lack of faultlessness comes from homoperspectival evaluation (whatever
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its source), precisely because in such cases the contrary propositions cannot be
simultaneously true (relative to the same perspective).

6.4 A minimal working solution

We can now return to the puzzle in (3). It has two elements: on the one hand, the
lack of faultlessness with the historical present and, on the other, the possibility
of faultlessness with the simple past. We are ultimately committed to three
theses to account for both of these:

1 The complication in a narrative enforces a single perspective, while the eval-
uation admits diverse perspectives, i.e., the NPG in (4).

2 Faultlessness with PPTs arises from heteroperspectival evaluation (indepen-
dent of auto- vs. exo-centrism), while non-faultlessness arises from homop-
erspectival evaluation.

3 The historical present is only compatible with homoperspectival evaluation,
while the simple past is more flexible.

The first two we have already addressed. Only the third remains. Why should
the historical present have such a restriction? And why should it differ from the
simple past in this regard? Ultimately, we believe the answers to both questions
have their roots in the semantics of tense, as it interacts with the structure of a
narrative. Thus, we aim to reduce the lack of faultlessness with the historical
present to the fact that it is only employed in the complication of a narrative,
and the possibility of faultlessness with the simple past to its availability in
all parts of a narrative. We have already seen, in §6.2.3, that these tenses are
indeed distributed in this way. But how should this be expressed formally? To
answer this question, we turn to a more extensive formal analysis of tense.

6.4.1 A bicontextual semantics for tense

We introduced a standard semantics for tense in (13) above and saw how it
runs into problems with the historical present. If the present tense is sensitive
to the time of the context and if this context encodes aspects of the utterance
event, then it is hard to understand how this tense form could ever describe
a past event. At the same time, there is no evidence for a distinct historical
present morpheme. The historical present is just one use of a tense form that is
also used for other purposes, including the canonical (utterance-time indexical)
present and the so-called play-by-play (or broadcaster) present.

In Anand & Toosarvandani (2017), we argue these three uses can be unified,
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building on Sharvit’s (2004, 2008) bicontextual semantics for free indirect dis-
course, as long as: (i) tense is sensitive to a time in the context of assessment, as
in (32), and (ii) this time of assessment can be set relatively freely. Pronominal
indexicals, e.g., I, are sensitive instead to the utterance context.

(32) a. J PRESn Ku,a,i,g = g(n); defined iff g(n)⊆ TIME(a)

b. J PASTn Ku,a,i,g = g(n); defined iff g(n)< TIME(a)

Because tenses are sensitive to the assessment context, we cannot maintain
MacFarlane’s Truth in a Bicontext (22), which sets the time coordinate of the
index based on the utterance context. We need a more general notion, one
which explicitly evaluates an expression relative to the assessment context:

(33) Truth in a Bicontext (revised):
α is true at utterance context u and assessment context a iff
Jα Ku,a,〈JUDGE(a),WORLD(a),TIME(a)〉,g = 1.

While Sharvit takes the two contexts to be identical at the root level, we pro-
pose, following Schlenker (2004), that the time of assessment is set pragmati-
cally in root contexts (see Bary, this volume for discussion):

(34) a. Canonical present: TIME(a) = TIME(u)

b. Historical present: TIME(a)< TIME(u)

c. Play-by-play present: TIME(u) is a final subinterval of TIME(a)

When the time of assessment is the time of utterance, the canonical present
results. When it is anterior to the actual speech time, the historical present
results. And when it abuts the actual speech time, the play-by-play results.

With bicontextualism, in short, we can retain an indexical theory of the
present tense in English, treating its various uses as arising from the mapping
between the utterance time and the time that tense is indexical to. One compo-
nent of this analysis is that the width of the time of assessment is also contex-
tually determined. For the canonical present, the width is infinitesimal, small
enough that only stative eventualities can occur. But for non-canonical uses,
the interval is set freely, and it is for this reason that both the historical and
play-by-play present allow episodic events while the canonical present does
not. We suggest that for the historical present, in particular, the interval can be
set wide enough to accommodate the entire story. What this means concretely
is that sentences in historical present discourses require the same temporal per-
spective: they are evaluated relative to the same time of assessment.

This suggests, given what we observed about judges above, that the NSI in
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(12) can be rewritten more precisely. The QUDs in the complication of a narra-
tive are all evaluated relative to a single context of assessment, while the QUD

that gives rise to the evaluation is evaluated relative to the utterance context.

(35) Narrative Strategy of Inquiry (NSI; final version):
A narrative is the product of a strategy of inquiry to answer a QUD

relative to the context of utterance u, which contains at least the
question: What is the way things are (in the story world) relative to
some context of assessment a?

For a QUD evaluated relative to a given context, the only relevant answers will
be ones that describe eventualities relative to that same context, assuming a
sufficiently fine-grained conception of relevance. Thus, all assertions in the
complication will be evaluated relative to a single assessment context.

We can see how the semantics of tense interacts with the NSI by looking at
a simplified version of the joint oral narrative in (3).

(36) A: We arrive in Paris. (i)

A: We take a bus to the Normandy coast. (ii)

A: We visit an apple orchard. (iii)

B: They have cider. (iv)

B: It’s delicious. (v)

A: It isn’t delicious. (vi-a)

It wasn’t delicious. (vi-b)

The sentences in (iii) and (iv) have the approximate logical forms in (37a) and
(37b), respectively.

(37) a. PRES3 PFV we8 visit an apple orchard

b. PRES4 PFV they9 have cider

Each sentence is evaluated relative to an utterance context, which is updated
throughout the narrative. But it is also evaluated relative to an assessment con-
text, which we have posited does not change across the complication of a nar-
rative. Thus, these two sentences have the following truth conditions:

(38) a. J PRES3 PFV we8 visit an apple orchard Ku,a,i,g =

∃e∃x[orchard(x)∧ visit(e)∧Agent(g(8),e)∧T heme(x,e)
∧τ(e)⊆ g(3)];
defined only if SPEAKER(u)4 g(8) and g(3)⊆ TIME(a)

b. J PRES4 PFV they9 have cider. Ku,a,i,g =

∃e[have(e)∧Agent(g(9),e)∧T heme(cider,e)∧τ(e)⊆ g(4)];
defined only if g(4)⊆ TIME(a)
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Each sentence commits the speaker to the existence of a particular kind of
eventuality, with the presuppositions of the indexical elements constraining
these eventualities. In both (38a) and (38b), the reference time interval the
present tense denotes is inside the assessment time. Perfective aspect further
requires, again in both, that the eventuality lie within the reference time inter-
val. Since a is constant across the complication of a narrative, according to the
NSI, TIME(a) is as well. So, by the narrative architecture of complications, the
present tense locates both the visiting and possessing eventualities within the
same assessment interval, which by the pragmatic conventions for historical
present precedes the times at which these sentences were uttered.

6.4.2 Adding PPTs

We can now turn to the final sentence of the discourse in (36). We treat deli-
cious as a predicate of events, as in (39), for compositional simplicity.

(39) Jdelicious Ku,a,i,g =

λxλe. 1 iff delicious(e)∧ Judge(JUDGE(i),e)∧T heme(x,e)

Sentence (v) accordingly has the logical form in (40a) and the resulting truth
conditions in (40b).

(40) a. PRES5 PFV it10 be delicious

b. J PRES5 PFV it10 be delicious Ku,a,i,g =

∃e[delicious(e)∧T heme(g(10),e)∧ Judge(JUDGE(i),e)∧
τ(e)⊆ g(5)];
defined only if g(5)⊆ TIME(a)

The perspective for the PPT here is the judge of the index (i), which at the
root level is determined by whichever assessment context is relevant for the
complication of this narrative. Per Truth in a Bicontext (33), (40a) is evaluated
against the sequence 〈u,a,a,g〉, so that its semantics reduces to the following:

(41) J PRES5 PFV it10 be delicious Ku,a,a,g =

∃e[delicious(e)∧T heme(g(10),e)∧ Judge(JUDGE(a),e)∧
τ(e)⊆ g(5)];
defined only if g(5)⊆ TIME(a)

When A follows up with sentence (vi-a), disagreeing with the historical present
by saying It isn’t delicious, only a non-faultless disagreement is possible. To
see why, consider the logical form and truth conditions for A’s assertion:

(42) a. NEG PRES6 PFV it10 be delicious
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b. J NEG PRES5 PFV it10 be delicious Ku,a,i,g =

¬∃e[delicious(e)∧T heme(g(10),e)∧ Judge(JUDGE(i),e)∧
τ(e)⊆ g(5)];
defined only if g(5)⊆ TIME(a)

which, again given Truth in a Bicontext, yields the following semantics:

(43) J NEG PRES5 PFV it10 be delicious Ku,a,a,g =

¬∃e[delicious(e)∧T heme(g(10),e)∧ Judge(JUDGE(a),e)∧
τ(e)⊆ g(5)];
defined only if g(5)⊆ TIME(a)

As with the other sentences in the historical present, A’s disagreement here will
be added to the complication of the narrative. But then, as the NSI requires, the
perspective must be the same as for B’s original assertion. There is, as a result,
no way for faultlessness to arise.

6.4.3 Disagreements using the simple past

This deals with half of the puzzle posed by the joint oral narrative in (36). But
what happens when A disagrees using the simple past, as in sentence (vi-b)? It
seems that, by saying It wasn’t delicious, A can disagree faultlessly.

The truth conditions for this sentence differ from those of its historical
present alternative only in the presupposition triggered by tense:

(44) a. NEG PAST6 PFV it10 be delicious

b. J NEG PAST5 PFV it10 be delicious Ku,a,i,g =

¬∃e[delicious(e)∧T heme(g(10),e)∧ Judge(JUDGE(i),e)∧
τ(e)⊆ g(5)];
defined only if g(5)< TIME(a)

The past tense requires that the reference time precede the assessment time.
Given Truth in a Bicontext, (44) produces the following semantics:

(45) J NEG PAST5 PFV it10 be delicious Ku,a,a,g =

¬∃e[delicious(e)∧T heme(g(10),e)∧ Judge(JUDGE(a),e)∧
τ(e)⊆ g(5)];
defined only if g(5)< TIME(a)

This allows for a more complex set of interpretative possibilities. One is that
the past tense has its canonical use, equating the assessment and utterance
times. Then, A’s disagreement cannot be construed as an addition to the com-
plication, since it is not interpreted relative to the relevant assessment context.
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It does, however, allow A to make an assertion from an autocentric perspective.
In this case, since the judges for B’s and A’s assertions are distinct, a heterop-
erspectival disagreement should result, and thus also a faultless disagreement.8

Since A’s assertion is not part of the complication, it does not contribute to
the consensus description of the story world. This seems intuitively correct. By
using the simple past, A reveals her own perspective on the events described.
What this contribution means dialogically is less clear, since it can signal a
range of intents. The disagreement may be a proposal about the evaluation of
the joint narrative; it might register a dissent to the collective appraisal; or,
finally, it may be a comment outside the narrative entirely, simply stating the
speaker’s opinion. At this point, it not clear how these differ empirically.

One important question is how the identity of the consensus judge in a com-
plication impacts this reasoning. Based on Edwards & Middleton (1986), it
might seem reasonable to assume that this judge is a group containing the ap-
propriate discussants in a conversation. However, this complicates our expla-
nation for the faultlessness made available by using the simple past. Under our
proposal, switching to the simple past requires a change in assessment context,
which opens up the possibility of a change in judges. But a change may not be
enough. If a PPT evaluated relative to a group judge is entailed to be true of its
subgroups, when B says the cider is delicious to the group, it will be delicious
to B and to A. But then a switch from B’s group judge to A’s autocentric judge
is not enough, since B’s claim precludes the truth of A’s claim.

We can see two responses to this objection, the first a more nuanced view of
what non-faultlessness means in these dialogs, and the second a proposal that
the common judge need not be the group, but rather a more abstract narrator.

Varieties of non-faultlessness
Let us first consider nuancing non-faultless disagreements.9 The assertions we
are considering, and their judges in this context, are given below:

(46) B: The cider is delicious. JUDGE(a) = A⊕B

(47) A: The cider isn’t delicious. JUDGE(a) = A⊕B

(48) A: The cider wasn’t delicious. JUDGE(a) = A

We have already seen that, relative to any particular bicontext, (46) is contrary
to both (47) and (48), so the distinction we are making is not about truth-
conditional relations in a bicontext. However, B’s goal in making the assertion
8 A switch in assessment contexts does not force an autocentric judge, and hence would thus

allow a non-faultless disagreement. Whether the non-faultless interpretation is actually
available is not clear, but we do, importantly, predict the presence of faultless disagreement.

9 This section is inspired by MacFarlane’s (2014) discussion of different types of disagreement.
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in (46) is to make a claim about A and B’s common judgment, a fact repre-
sented by the plural judge. In typical information-seeking exchanges, where
the aim is to contribute novel information, asserting that one’s interlocutors
have a particular judgment runs afoul of the first-personal privilege judgments
of taste typically have, and hence comes across as deeply coercive. But in joint
oral narrative, making assertions about another author’s judgment may simply
be reporting what is common belief of both authors already. In this regard, the
assertions in (48) and (47) both start from the common belief that they share a
common judgment. The disagreement is about what the common judgment is,
but not whether there is was common judgment.

In contrast, the autocentric use in (48) is limited to A’s judgments alone. In
doing this, A makes no commitments as to a common judgment. In addition,
because it does not obey the NSI, A’s assertion is made outside the goal of joint
narrative. It thus stands apart in two ways from the assertion that prompted
it, and may thus be seen as a meta-narrative signal about issues with the joint
narrative. Indeed, this is precisely our feeling of the import of the disagree-
ment in (48). B has made a claim about the joint judgment of A and B, and A’s
goal here is simply to react to the assumption that there is a joint judgment,
saying simply that, as for A themselves, the cider is not delicious. In contrast,
(47) goes further, claiming that the joint judgment is that the cider is not deli-
cious. Thus, while both (48) and (47) lead to non-faultless disagreements, their
impacts on the development of the narrative are different. (47) will lead to a
discussion about what the consensus position was, while (48) is an attempt to
deny that there was a consensus to begin with, thus serving as a meta-narrative
comment about what can be part of the complication of the joint narrative.

Narrator judges
Another potential option to be considered for the judge in joint oral narratives
is an abstract narrator. In this way, we could perhaps preserve faultless dis-
agreement in some sense, since the narrator and any particular speaker would
not necessarily be connected in a way that could preclude the narrator and the
speaker from having differing judgments.

Such an avenue is especially attractive when we consider storytelling where
the goal is to construct a fictional narrative. In such cases, there is no com-
pelling reason to claim that PPTs report the judgments of the group. Moreover,
the difference between historical present and canonical past disagreements dis-
solves and the canonical past seems to trigger the same kind of non-faultless
disagreement. Consider a version of our narrative in (36), cast as a fictional
account:
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(49) A: Our story begins as a couple arrives in Paris. (i)

A: They take a bus to the Normandy coast. (ii)

A: They wander around, eventually stopping in an apple orchard. (iii)

B: They have cider. (iv)

B: It’s delicious. (v)

A: No, it isn’t delicious. (vi-a)
No, it wasn’t delicious. (vi-b)

Both of A’s possible responses, in (vi-a) or in (vi-b), now read as non-faultless
attempts to impose a different consensus view of the story. If this is the case,
there must be a way for speakers to felicitously disagree about some storywide
perspective, but where it is not possible to bring in one’s own perspective. If
the storywide perspective is the plural individual for the speaking group, it is
hard to see why that would be. But if we recognize the possibility of an abstract
narrator perspective, then the point would be that in fictional accounts one can
disagree about the narrator’s judgment, but talking about one’s own perspective
on something one is not acquainted with will be problematic.

The central problem with this account is that there is no clear notion of what
the narrator requires, aside from being a perspectival respository (though see
Eckardt 2015, 2021). Is this an individual who exists in some particular world
or is it something more abstract, like a standard of taste? And do we require an
abstract narrator for all narratives, including non-fictional ones? Though these
are important narratological questions, we have not been able to operationalize
them in a way that allows them to be tested. We thus simply note that, while
this option is open to us, advancing it more seriously would require some mo-
tivation for the ontological sophistication it may lead to.

6.5 Narratives in the past

In the preceding, we outlined a solution to our puzzle, one that could handle
both why the historical present cannot be used to disagree faultlessly and why
the simple past can. But we have yet to address another aspect of the joint oral
narrative in (36). While A can make an assertion relative to her own autocentric
perspective by using to the simple past, A could also convey appraisal relative
to the consensus judge with this tense form. That is, she can do with the simple
past what she does with the historical present, disagreeing non-faultlessly.

This perspectival flexibility could simply be a matter of what the judge of
the assessment context is. The anteriority encoded in the standard semantics
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for the past tense in (32) absolutely prohibits a PPT from holding at the time
of the context whose judge it is evaluated relative to. So, for sentence (vi-b) in
(36), one option would be to allow the judge to remain the consensus judge,
even while the assessment time is fixed to the utterance time. (The assessment
context would thus not be completely identical to the utterance context.) Under
this view, the flexibility in how the simple past simply boils down to variation
in what the judge of the assessment context can be.

However, we think a more principle account is possible, linking this per-
spectival flexibility to more general facts about past tense usage in narratives.
Consider an alternative version of (36), conducted entirely in the simple past:

(50) A: We arrived in Paris. (i)

A: We took a bus to the Normandy coast. (ii)

A: We visited an apple orchard. (iii)

B: They had cider. (iv)

B: It was delicious. (v)

A: No, it wasn’t delicious! (vi)

Setting aside the disagreement in (v–vi), it is not clear, given our assumptions
so far, how sentences (i) through (iv) comprises a coherent narrative. The re-
strictive formulation of the NSI requires a single context of assessment for
all assertions in the complication. But we have assumed that, in its canonical
use, the past tense identifies the assessment context with the utterance context.
Since the latter advances in time with each speech act, so will the former. Thus,
it should be impossible for a sequence of past tense sentences to comprise a
complication, since the assessment context is different for each of them.

This is, of course, simply not the case: while (50) differs from its historical
present counterpart, it does not differ in its coherence. This means that one
or more of our assumptions must be relaxed. The tension here is between the
semantics for the past tense in (32), which translates a fairly standard denota-
tion into a bicontextual framework, and the NSI. In principle, either hypothesis
could be loosened or removed. We will try, however, to maintain the NSI in
its present form in (35) and revise the semantics for past tense. This enables
a common understanding of how the past tense can coherently be used in a
narrative like (50) and why it is perspectively flexible, unlike the present tense.

6.5.1 Sources of anteriority

In revising the semantics for past tense, we might look to the semantics prof-
fered in the literature for other kinds of past meanings. One case of this is the
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past perfect, which intuitively conveys two levels of anteriority: it invokes a
salient time anterior to the utterance time — what Reichenbach (1947) calls the
“reference point” — which the event is itself anterior to. It is tempting to view
this as a consequence of two morphemes, the past, responsible for anteriority
with respect to the utterance time, and the perfect, responsible for the other
case of anteriority. Kamp & Reyle (1993, 483–689) argue that both relations
should be encoded in the semantics of tense, since this behavior is indepen-
dent of the aspectual properties of a sentence. They observe that a sequence of
sentences in the past perfect also exhibits narrative progression.

(51) Fred arrived at 10. He had gotten up at 5; he had taken a long shower,
had got dressed, and had eaten a leisurely breakfast. He had left the
house at 6:30.

(Kamp & Reyle, 1993, 594)

Kamp & Reyle introduce another perspectival point beyond the reference and
utterance times, which is anchored to an event in the discourse: in (51), it
is anchored to the arriving event described by the initial sentence. Elsewhere
(Anand & Toosarvandani, 2017), we have argued that this perspective point
can be assimilated to the assessment time, since an event described by the
historical present can also serve as the anchor for the past perfect.

(52) Rumors of Berlusconi’s crimes swirl. His advisors confront him. He
scoffs. He had paid off the prostitute for her silence already.

(Anand & Toosarvandani, 2017, 29)

All told, this would suggest the following semantics for the past perfect within
a bicontextual framework:

(53) J P-PASTn Ku,a,i,g = g(n); defined only if g(n)< TIME(a)< TIME(u)

Intuitively, it could be possible to see the simple past as an instance of this.
All past narratives would be coherent, then, because they are described as past
relative to an assessment time that is itself anterior to utterance time. However,
there is a real contrast in temporal perspective-taking between (50) and (51). In
the past perfect example, there is a sense that there is a temporal vantage point
(10 pm) relative to which the other events are being viewed. In the simple past
narrative, by contrast, that feeling is absent or at least not necessary.

An interesting constellation of properties has been described in this connec-
tion for past tense forms in German. Kratzer (1998, 105–106) observes that the
German simple past (Präteritum) is, unlike its English counterpart, not felici-
tous out-of-the-blue, while the German present perfect form (Perfekt) is. She
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proposes that the German simple past is strongly anaphoric to a temporal inter-
val salient (thereby excluding it from out-of-the-blue uses), and requires that
the event be contained inside this interval. She locates this sensitivity in the
semantics of aspect (perfect vs. perfective aspect). However, as with the past
perfect, this restriction may be better located in the semantics of tense. The
simple past in German cannot be used to backshift relative to a salient past
time (Dickey 2001, 88), a restriction it shares with the simple past in French
and Dutch (Molendijk & de Swart 1999, 90–91).

(54) a. ?? Max fiel. John schubste ihn.
‘Max fell. John pushed him.’ (Dickey, 2001, 88)

b. #Jean mourut. Max l’assassina.
‘Jean died. Max assassinated him.’

(Molendijk & de Swart, 1999, 90)

c. ?? Jane verliet me. Ze werd verliefd op een ander.
‘Jane left me. She fell in love with someone else.’

(Dickey, 2001, 87)

This is not an idiosyncratic property of “narrative” past tense forms. The his-
torical present also prohibits backshifting (Anand & Toosarvandani, 2018):
e.g., #John dies. Max assasinates him. This parallelism between the historical
present and the simple past in these languages plausibly has its source in a
shared sensitivity to the same time parameter.

Let us suppose, then, that in a bicontextual framework the simple past in
German (as well as in Dutch and French) locates the reference time in the as-
sessment time, which is itself located anterior to the utterance time. It realizes,
in other words, a past tense morpheme that we can call the R(EMOTE)-PAST.
Its semantics would differ from that for P-PAST in (53) solely in the relation
between reference time and assessment time.

(55) J R-PASTn Ku,a,i,g = g(n); defined only if g(n)⊆ TIME(a)< TIME(u).

This past tense morpheme is a bicontextual cousin of the present, which also
locates the reference time inside the assessment time. As the assessment time
is not the utterance time, it must be a salient past time, which means the R-
PAST must be temporally anchored. At the same time, since the reference and
assessment times are related by inclusion, we do not have the requirement
for a salient “intermediate” past that we had for the past perfect. In sum, R-
PAST serves as an excellent candidate for the German simple past and similar
“narrative” past tenses like the Dutch and French simple past. Next, we argue
that it is also part of the meaning of the simple past in English.
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6.5.2 A revised semantics for past tense

If we took the English simple past simply to encode R-PAST, like its Ger-
man counterpart, then we would have a straightforward explanation for why an
all-past narrative, like (50), is coherent according to the NSI. The assessment
time can be set to a salient interval containing all the eventualities described
in the complication, precisely as we have argued for narratives in the historical
present. In addition, we can account for why the simple past allows for the
option of homoperspectival evaluation, relative to the consensus judge. With
the R-PAST, the simple past can describe a past eventuality without having to
shift from the assessment context of the complication. A PPT could then be
evaluated relative to the judge parameter of this context.

But the simple past in English cannot merely encode R-PAST. If it did, there
would no contrast with the historical present in the availability of faultless
disagreements with PPTs. Said another way, we would not derive the fact that
the simple past allows heteroperspectival evaluation (though it does not require
it). Additionally, we might expect it to be infelicitous out of the blue, like its
German counterpart. It seems that we have to embrace some kind of polysemy
for the simple past in English. It could be ambiguous (as Kratzer (1998) and
Kamp & Reyle (1993) have, in fact, proposed), between PAST and R-PAST

morphemes. Or, it could have an underspecified meaning: one candidate for
this U(NDERSPECIFIED)-PAST is given below.

(56) J U-PASTn Ku,a,i,g = g(n); defined only if g(n)< TIME(ν),
where ν = a∨ν = u

With this semantics, the U-PAST simply says that the reference time is anterior
to some bicontextual time, leaving underspecified which coordinate this is. For
example, if ν = u, a classical indexical past results that does not mention the
assessment context at all. It could thus be used in an out-of-the-blue setting
or in a narrative without violating the NSI, since the assessment time does not
constrain the tense’s denotation at all. If ν= a, then a backshifted past becomes
possible when the assessment time is contextually set to a time anterior to
TIME(u).10 This polysemy, regardless of which version is adopted, corresponds
to the perspectival flexibility exhibited by the simple past.

6.5.3 Considering an alternative

It is important to consider whether this approach, which posits polysemy for
the past tense in English, along with crosslinguistic variation in its semantics,
10 One question is whether this flexibility could run afoul of the restrictions on embedded tenses

in free indirect discourse that motivate Sharvit’s (2008) account.
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is ultimately more explanatory than the alternative. The standard semantics
for past tense in (32) could be maintained by restricting the scope of the NSI,
making it a claim not about coherent narratives simpliciter, but merely about
coherent narratives in the historical present.11 This alternative would amount
to a pragmatic principle that directly mandates a homoperspectival stance for
one use of the simple present. It would be completely silent about other tense
forms: it would have nothing to say about a disagreement in the simple past,
whether following a sequence of historical present sentences, as in our original
joint oral narrative in (36), or whether in an all-past narrative, as in (50).

Empirical coverage aside, there are a couple reasons to think that the alter-
native, which posits a direct mapping between a tense use and homoperspec-
tival appraisal, is not on the right track. In the account we have advanced, the
connection between the historical present and non-faultless disagreement is
indirect: the historical present is restricted to the complication because of the
semantics of present tense. If this restriction means anything, there should be
evidence for it outside of disagreements with PPTs. We would expect evalua-
tive language, in general, to be treated as part of the “facts” of the story when
it is expressed using the historical present. There is some intuitive evidence for
this idea. Consider the following historical present story:

(57) My neighbor and I start hanging out more after work. We go to see the
new Star Wars movie later that month. But in the theater, they suddenly
seem cold and distant. They stop returning my calls.

a. They are falling in love with me, but I don’t know that.

b. They were falling in love with me, but I didn’t know that.

We have the intuition that in (57a), the fact that the neighbor is falling in love
with the protagonist is part of the story; it is a crucial plot point that will propel
some of the story events. For (57b), by contrast, we do not have that feeling: the
prominent reading is one where the falling in love is a post facto explanation
for why things happened. This contrast is rather subtle, but it does follow from
the indirect account as we have advanced it. It is less clear how the same obser-
vations would be cached out in the alternative, which only posits a connection
between the historical present and homoperspectival evaluation.

The indirect route, moreover, makes interesting prediction about PPTs in the
“narrative” past tenses in German, French, and Dutch. For these languages, we
suggested that there was a distinction, parallel to the historical vs. canonical
present contrast, that was encoded as a semantic distinction between two past
tense morphemes. We thus predict that the simple past in German, French,

11 We thank an anonymous reviewer for urging us to consider this option more explicitly.
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and Dutch should trigger non-faultless disagreement, while the present per-
fect should allow faultless disagreement. Importantly, this is attribute, not to a
stipulation about tense-judge interactions as the direct alternative would have,
but to a general constraint on narrative genres. It may be that, ultimately, the
account we have advanced is too ambitious. But it does make clear empirical
predictions, showing at the same time what work needs to be done next.

6.6 Conclusion

We began this chapter with a novel puzzle about how tense and predicates of
personal taste (PPTs) interact in the performance of joint oral narratives. We
have used this puzzle to mount an argument for the linguistic importance of
structures for oral narratives identified in the discourse analysis and psychol-
ogy literatures. Namely, PPTs and other perspectival expressions are evaluated
differently in the complication and evaluation portions of narrative, a claim we
have called the Narrative Perspectival Generalization (4).

We have cached out the NPG theoretically by combining a bicontextual
theory of perspective (MacFarlane, 2003, 2014; Sharvit, 2004, 2008) with
Roberts’s (2012) theory of discourse structure, leading us to a constraint on
the strategies of inquiry for narratives, which makes mention of both bicontex-
tual perspectives (35). In turn, we have shown how the linking of grammatical
tense to the assessment context allows us to account for the contrast between
(historical) present and (canonical) past disagreements in joint oral narratives.

In closing, we would like to reflect on the larger implications of the em-
pirical puzzle we have focused on and the proposals we have advanced. Per-
haps the most immediate question that arises is the status of the NSI within a
theory of linguistic competence. Ultimately, we see the NSI as a claim about
what speakers know about the pragmatics of the narrative genre. Genres ulti-
mately are shaped by cultural practice, and hence are matters of convention.
It may be that there are very few, if any, cognitive or properly linguistic con-
straints on possible genres. Nevertheless, we believe that the conventions of
a genre can make direct reference to linguistic structures, and thus the study
of the structures of genres can provide indirect evidence for underlying lin-
guistic structures. In the present case, the interaction of tense and faultlessness
provides, we believe, strong evidence that temporal perspective and evaluative
perspective are grammatically linked, a claim we have cached out by making
them both sensitive to the same object (the assessment context). Beyond that,
we should understand that much of the surrounding structural dichotomizing
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— complication vs. evaluation, assessment vs. utterance context — is provi-
sional, absent a theory of sufficient richness.

Hence, while our particular way of implementing that linguistic importance
involved bicontextual parameters, our aim in this chapter was more general.
We hope to have shown that a richer, more capacious notion of what constitutes
narrative perspective is needed, one that engages with the intentional structure
of a narrative, and a sense of a narrative as a practice distinct from information
exchange. While there is a substantial treatment of Narration as a coherence
relation between discourse units within formal semantics and philosophy of
language, very little has been done in these traditions to understand narrative
as a larger intentional form of language use. We believe that there is real op-
portunity for progress in this arena. This progress will only come by closely
attending to the interaction with other perspectival notions by particular gram-
matical formatives (like the “narrative” tenses in German, French, and Dutch),
as well as by undertaking more serious and sustained attempts to formalize the
richer, more capacious notions of narrative structure found in discourse analyt-
ical, narratological, and psychological investigations of narrative discourse.

Such sustained, interdisciplinary examination will be necessary, we believe,
to understand what narration is and why it has the character it does. While we
have argued for a grammatical interaction between temporal and evaluation
perspective in this chapter, our account, in essence, simply stipulates this inter-
action by making different sets of morphemes dependent on the same perspec-
tival parameter. We have not touched the more important explanatory question
of why things are organized this way and not another. In more naive discus-
sions of perspective, the perspectival center is characterized, not as an abstract
vantage point, but as some actual individual in the story world (see, e.g., Wal-
ton 1990). For such a view, it is not surprising that there is a unity of temporal
and evaluative perspective. However, we have in Section §6.4 argued at some
length that it is difficult to link the evaluative perspective with any particular
set of individuals, even for autobiographical oral narratives, and more com-
plex narratives clearly lack an obvious embodied perspectival center. It is thus
surprising that tense and evaluation continue to track together formally, even
when they are not linked to any clear individual. It may be that the narrator
plays a crucial role here, and that even in cases where there is no actual person,
there is some “counterfactual person” from whose vantage point the narration
is simulated to take place. While we acknowledge the promise of this idea,
moving from informal notions into something more substantive will require
much more careful theorizing around narrators, and thus also the intentional
structure of narration. We hope that this chapter has illustrated some potential
payoffs of that task for linguists and philosophers of language alike.
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