. CHAFTER = II

What may be called a survey of the position of the past
perfective. in English grammar could pfofitaﬁly,begin with Nesfield
(1953 § 178+9) and ¢nd with Quirk et al (1985), because the former
had been for long.eﬁ indispensablée key to giammatical problems
while the latter is, as its authors claim, the culmihation 6f their
joint work since the 19605.and”ohe which is perhaps the moet detailecd

of the recent publications on descriptive grammar.

In the section entitled 'Uses of Tenses' under the chapter
heading 'Verbs'. Nesfield (1953 3 173&9).adopts-a very direct and
unambiguous approach to the past perfective -= an approach of the,
widest currency perhaps, and very deflnitely the one emulated by

the Indlan wrlters of English grammar s

The Past Perfect (also called Pluperfect) -~ this is
used whenever we wish to say that some action had been
completed before another was commenced.

" The verb expressing the Qrevious actlon is put
.into -the Past Perfect or Pluperfect %ense. The verb
expressing the subseguent action is put into the
Past Indeflnite «ses The past perfect ought never

to be used: at all excegt o' show the Erioritz of
one East event to another.

‘Reauced to a formula, the operation of the past perfective —
,1n terms of Nesfleld's prescription = would thus be s "Before
before,,after aftez®. Hence, one can write either "I had seen

. him before he.saw mea", wherein 'had' comes before 'before'. or
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"He saw me after I had seen him" wherein *had' is posited after.
Vafter's What is more important is that in Nesfield's prescripe
tion there is no placé whatsoever f£or constructions like "The
patient died‘bef0£e the doctor had come" and "The patient had
died before the doctor had come" — constructions that violate
the “before before, after after" formula. Besides, Nesfield. does
not say anything about a construction like “The_patiéht died
before the doctor'camé“*eithert That is to say, Nesfield does not
say anythiag about the feasibility of showing pastewithin=past
events without the help of ’had'

To.whét extent this approadh.haé rémained valied can 53‘
seen from the fact that most 'school-level books on English grammar
repeat Nesfield without any variation. Thus Wren & Martin (1959
108)90§ mén£o£ to the students,Qﬁ'Eﬁglish,medium schools in India,

present the issue in the same way as Nesfield s

The Past Perfect (also called-the Plupérfect)
denotes an action completed at some point in
'past time before another action was commenced;
as, ' | . | .
The rain had Stopped when we came out.

I had done my exexcise, when Hari came"
to see me, '

I had written the lettex before he
arrived.
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The only Indian school—level book on English grammaxr that has
sought to say somethzng more than Nesfield is De Sarkar's A Text-

Book of Higher English Grammar, c posztion & Translation (1968)

“which has the follow1ng entry on. %he ‘past perrective 3 “Th° Past
Perfect Tense expresses an action completed before another past
~action 3 §g~had left before I _came" (P. 52). De Sarkar examines |
—=in a foot*note,‘however —-= the possibility of using simple pasﬁ
tenaeeinstead of the past perfective ] "Bat the modern tendency is
to use the Past Indefinite Tense even for Past Perfect. COD has

'This was after he became famous' under after" (ibid,).

fiThe Paat,éerfeet'renae denotes E@ao'one'aetion was f£inished
before another action was begun® == this is the way Henderson's
ggg_gngiiSh?waz'(1954 s 53) approaches,the issue along with the
example "He had left the house before you telephoned". One impor-
tant and curious point to notice here is Henderson's use of simple
prast tense instead of past perfect tense.iWhile Nesfie;d (see
infxa) livesbup to his own prescription_in,writinguﬂ.., some
action had:been,campleted,before another was commenced” (underlining
mine),. Henderson does . not put into practace the theory he upholds 3
- he is using a simple past in the passive voice ('was finished'),
while he should == in the.light1o£ what_he ways. about the past
perfective - have used a past perfect in the passive voice ('had
been f£inished!), Wren and Maitin run the risk of being accused
ofhhhe sa¢é faulﬁ as Henderson, but theyAmight be given the benefit

of ﬁhe'doubt beCaﬁee of their use of an understood clause s



17 -

~ ".ee an action completed .so" = elther 'an action éfhhich_wasg?
coﬁpieﬁea’ or 'an action érwhich had been _7 completed’. This
sméll discrepancy‘between theory and practi¢e regarding‘the use
of ﬁhe éaét‘perfectiﬁe entéilsAsome such uneaéy qpeStipns‘és'"CEQ
we ﬁse simple past tense instead of the past perfective? If we

can, when and why?"

" West and Kimber (1957) deal rather untidily with Yhsd', which
deserves mention mainly for two reasons s first, it culls an '
instance of overuse of ‘had' from a scurce which might offset
Bérnard'Comrié's (1985 3:63) claim that "over-use of the' pluperfect,
preéisely to indicate remoteness without an intervening reference
point, is one of the salient cha:écteristics of many varieties, of
Indian English ...", and secondly, it tentatively recommends use
of simple past instead of the past perfective. Reproduced belpw
is all that West end Kimber (1957 3 126) have to say on the use
of 'had' |

Had -~ A narrative often starts with some incident
and then tracks backwards to tell about the leading -
character, "John smith raised the revolver and fired
twice, He had started life in a small grocer's shop.
He had had little education «..", €tC.. for several
pages of "Had" and "Had had®, Example s Always say
die, E. Ferrars (Gollins), page 19, contains 34
Yhads" in 397 words. It is easiex both for writer
and reader to use the simpie past tense g "He started
life +ee He had little ,,.%, etc.
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In spite of its rather shaky suggestion that the past perfective
may be replaced by the simple past from the pragmatic point of
view, Deskbook basically remains faithful to the orthodox view

(of Nesfield's) on the use of the past perfect tense in English.

To the group of writers of 'handbook of English (grammar)'
that follow the beaten track belong Kierzek and Gibson (1960 3
246). Their observation, “The past perfect tense shows that an |
act was completed before some_specified or understood time. in
the past" (P. 246),;and_the attendant example - “I_nad_registered
for the course before I spoke to him" == go in compliance with the
‘strong prescriptive norms that even handbooks of higher reputations
~ did not or could not violate. One really may wonder why & very

influential handbook like Zandvoort's A _Handbook of English

Grammar (1975) —= which has been referred to by Quirk et al (1985)
— should remain so calmly content with the set pattern. Although

Zandvoort (1975 : 62-3) does not make use of before or after

clauses in the examples he gives in support of his views on the
role and function of the pluperfect, he seems to see nothing
complicated in the matter : "The PLUPERFECT (had + perfect parti-
ciple) answers partly to the past tense, partly to the perfect.
It may be said to represent a shifting back of these tenses into
“the (more distant) past" (p-_62). Zandvoort c1tes three examples
wherein ”the pluperfect represents a past tense (ox preterite)

shifted back“ (p. 63):
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I was told that twenty aeroplanes had
been shot down the day before. (135)
They had always been to a pantomime
at Christmas. (136)

He wished he had known the fellow's
namncse (138)

What is worth noting here is that Zandvoort does not clarify
what he means by *shifting back'. If 'shifting back' means
referring to an anterior past event then the third example does
not indicate the anterior past event in the same way as the two
other do : it is rather a case of what is called hypothetical’
past perfect, Zandvoort perhaps has in mind here the directe
indirect narration of sentences. But, then, the direc¢t speech
form of "He wished he had known the fellow's name" may be the
‘following, too : "Had I known the fellow's name ¢ said he", In
this case, the pluperfect (in the reported speech) in the indirect
narration would remain the same as that in the direct narration.

- ‘The fellowing are the examples Zandvoort cites with a view
to-showing how “the pluperfect represents a perfect tense shifted

back" (1975 3 63) H

“Phey had known -each other for years (130).

"I asked her how long the man had been unconscious (130).
..she told me she had bought a new hat (140).

They had been to ﬁhe pictures twice that '

week (140.1), | ' -
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The inspector had noticed that when Trent
had picked up & strong scent he whistled
faintly a certain melodious passage (141),

It may be seen that while the second and the third examples
contain direct references to two past events, the first and the
fourth depend on contexts which would éhow posterior past events.
on simple terms, we might say that Zandvoort is trying here to
show how 'had' can be equated with backshifted 'have'. Given

this, we are a little puzzled to deal with the two 'had's in

the £ifth example 3 if pushed forward (that is, in direct speech
narration),  the sentence would look something like the following 3
uThe inspecﬁo:‘has noticed that when Tren;vhas p;ckediup a strong

scent he whistles £aintly e aeee"

Although it is really curious to see that Zahdvoort has
avoidéélcitihg examples containing before and gggé; claqsesrﬁo
‘vhiéhlight fﬁackshifﬁing', his main;poipt is clear enough : the
pluperfegt is used for backward movement alpng the time~scale,
And so far as his main point is concerned, Zandvoort remainé”

orthodox.

Hornby-(1962),is one of the veryfew orthodox, 6r.traditional
gﬁémmafiéﬂs who have attehpted‘tO‘see if the pa$t simple could
do dQuty for the past perfective. In his A Guide to Patterns and

USagevin English (1962), he begins very traditionallys
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To indicate activities that took place within
a period of time that extended to and included
a point or period of time completely in the
‘past (the 'before-past'!), the Past Perfect
Tense may be used. The point or pericd of past
time is either named or implied. (p.100)

Hoxnby, however, is clearex than Zandvport in showing the role of

the past perfective in a reported speechs

The Past Perfect naturally replaces the Past
Tense and the Present Perfect Tense in repor-
- ted speech after a-repokting verb in the Past
Tense 'I have already read that book'. she

" told me that she had alresdy read that booke. (p. 101)

wWhat is interesting -in Hornby_is the way héfmakes-the past simple
take over the past perfective 3

If the sequence of events is clear without
the use of two different tenses, the Past _
Tense may be used to indicate two (or more)

events, This is usually the case when the con-
Junction is before.

He _opened the window before he got into
‘bed, The bus started just before I reached
the bus stop. (p. 101)

_ The_poiht is‘iterated in the note to the_example,ld H “..._the
Past Tense is possible instead of the Past Perfeth&ense in
clauses with before. The éonjunction.before itself indicates
the difﬁeﬁenee in time" (P. 102). Now, if we accept Hornby's

contention that
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The conjunctions used to join two sentences in
which we indicate two past events, one of which
precedes the other, are when, before, after,
until, once, now that, and as_soon as. These are
often alternative constructions. (Pe 102)

then we may recast the examples

1_. wWhen the bell rang, we had finished our

a

~ work. The bell rang after we had finished
our worke '

1b‘ When the bell rang, we had not finished

= our work. The bell rang before we had
finished our work. (pp. 102=3)

into
1a‘ When the bell rang, we finished our

- worKke The bell rang after we finlshed
our worke

1, When the bell rang, we did not finish
our work. The bell rang before we

£inished our work. -

Hornby invites us to "Compare the use of when and before and of
when and égggg in these pair of sentences". (P. 102) and to "Note
the changes from affirmative to negative in the examples marked
& and b" (ibid). What escapes Hornby's attention here is the use
of the past perfective in the before - Clause ('before we had

finished our work') and its implication. Can we claim that °*The
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bell rang before we had finished our work' and 'The bell rang
before we finished our work' mean the same? Hornby has not said
that they do not. lLet us clinch the issue algebraically : in 1)
of Hornby's example we have X = y (*x' and 'y' being the two B
sentehces):~in our recast of 1b' we have a = b ('a' and 'b' being
the two sentences). Now, since? according to: Hornby, conjunctions
are often alternatives. and the past simple may be used instead

of the past perfective when the sequence of events is clear, we
can say that x = a; But thé question is : can we say that y = b?

1f we cannot, the deduction would be something like the foilowingz

d X =
i = ¥
1‘ as=>»
X X =a
|

I y#b

Hoxdby does not clarify this point. But, as we will see later,

the use of 'had' in béfore « clause is by no means & simple case.

Leech's An_A-Z of English Grammar and Usage (1991), in

spite of its very limited scope, has brought in the question

- whether the past simple can be used in the place of the past
pérfective.‘While one may not expect much f£rom any A=Z type 6f
handbook, cne at the same time turns to it for being definite
about a particular point. léech, certainly, inflates the reader's

expectation by‘his prefatory claimss
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This book is a basic guilde to the grammaxr and
usage of English for anyone learning or teachw
ing the language. If you are a learner, it is

a reference book in which to look up problems
you encounter in using the language, as well

as a book to £f£ind out more about the way English
works. If you are a teacher, it is a basic
reference book to turn to when faced with
something you are not sure Of eese PP, viii)

The grammar "rules" in this book are the rules
of standard English ...s This is a degcriptive
grarmar book and, where a form is considered
right by some native speake:s and wrong by -
others, we point this out without being pres-
criptive, ‘
| | (P ix)
Aithough it is debatable whether descriptive grammar books can
“ultimately rémaihhnon-p365criptive‘(for a 'description' and the
manner of it may take on in the use¥'s mind the character of a
'prescription'),,ongvreally hopes to £ind in them descriptions
adequate enough to make one's choice (e.gs 'owing to' or 'due
to' ?) not haphazardly but systematically. But, unfortunately,
Leech's a=Z belies = so far as the past simple/past perfective
choice-is cpnce:ﬁed -~ such an expectation because the description
does_not lead us to any firm point while_the.whole approach seems

- to hover betweeh}deécription and prescription. Let us see why.



The examples Ieech (1991) cites showing the normal as well
as the hyperbatonic positions of the after«clause and the before-
clause do not contain the past perfective, although a direct

reference is made, in each of the examples, to two past events:

The'after—clauSe‘and the beforesclause can be at
the end of the sentence or at the beginning of the
sentence.

E,G. (1) The airport police searched2 all the
passengers after the plane landedl.

or After the Elane landed + the. airggrt
‘ Eolice searched all the passengers.

(ii) We“cleanedl‘the house before our £riends

arrivedz.

- Or  Before our friendg;arrivedz, we_clesnedt
the house.

(P. 29)

¢ = first action; ¢ = second action)

Giving ‘extra weightage to words like *'before! and *after!,
Ieech suggests thatlthese words can do the job of the past

perfective 3

In the clauses which describe the first‘action-(l)a we
can use the PAST PERFECT in place of the PAST SIMPLE.
Ee Qs (i),Thg»ainort>§olie§ searched?rall»tgg

passengers after the plane had lended®.
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(ii) ve had cleaned the house before my
friends arrived2

NOTE s But the words before and after are enough to
1naicate which event happened £irst, whatever
tense you use. (p-29)

To describe an event or state which is past from
the viewpoint of !another' past time, we can use
the. PAST PERFECT.

Esgs When we arrived at the bus station, our
bug had already left.

(P. 345)

The way Leech 'describes' the use of the pést perfective makss

it appear rather superfluous ; his repeated observations that

“we can ‘fﬁhefstress'has‘béen added_/ use the PAST PERFECT" imply
that norma;ly’the_past simple is used instead of thefpasﬁ et 2
fective. Arguabiy, Leeéh's"NQTE' strongly déclares that at least
inAbefo;e,e— and after =~ clauses one need not use the past

perfective,

' Ieech does refer to the orthodox description of the function

of the past perfectives.

We use this form Afhad + Past particibla;7 to
show that one thing in the past (marked™ below _
{expressed by the Past Perfect) happened before
another thing in the past (marked® below) .
(expressed by the Past Simple),
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6.6-...0.:.0-- past .......}now future

T

t @ t®
before then
then

(Past Perfect) (Past Simple)

EeJe (;) The'arm had won(3 an_important battile
before they crossegz the border.
'(ii) The,9r1sonerlwas,releauedzéafter he had
o bee- in prison for several years, .

(iii) When _the play had finishe&il,the audience

- left guietlz. o

(iv) It was® the first time he'd ever visitec{D
a night club. (= 'He' d never visited a
night club before that',) '

(oD 335-6)

But socon Leech reviews this orthodox view and comments that

I£ it 1s clear that one action happened before anotherx
action, you don't have to use the Past Perfect ; you
can use the Past Simple instead. In examples (i) and
(11i) above you can change the Past pexrfect to the
Past Simples |
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E¢gse (1) The army woh an_important victory before
_ they crossed the borders.
(ii1) when the play finished, the audience
leftrguietlz.

In example (i), before shows the relation between the
two actions without the help of the verb. In examﬁle
(1ii), when means the play f£inished ! just before'

sO again you don't need the Past Perfect.

(po 336)

Now, the point is that if Leech means to say that the use of the
past perfective is not mandatory in éentences whexe the happening
of one acﬁion before anothet in the past is clear,‘he should have
written = “you may not use the Past Perfect ; you may use the
Past Simple instead®; but he becomes xrather Eresériptive in
saying == Pyou'dpn't have to use the Past Perfect" and "you.don't
need the Past Perfect®!, Further, 'befo:e'.and"after‘fare always
likely to make it elear that "one actiog.hapéened before £’or
afte;47 another a¢£ion“ (P. 336); and if they do so, we can go
well without the past perfective in sentences constructed with
beforgn-» anc a2fter —- clauses. leech's A-Z ultimately haS!SOUth
to solve :some of the problems by adopting a shorte-cut : "if the
meaning is;clear,,simply use the past simple", - this is what
Leech probably wishes us to remember while positing Past within

pEStf.

Any discussion of the past perfective in English would remain

substantially incomplete if Otto Jespersen's A _Modexrn English
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Grammar on Historical Principles Part IV (1931), Essentisals of

English Grammar (1933) and The Philosophy of Grammar (1924) are

not taken up for a close reading. Before looking into Jespersen's
treatment of the past perfective (‘the pluperfect') in these
three important works, one should bear 1n mina that the first

two of his three books Just referred to are surprisingly more

descriptive than presc;iptlve. He seemsveontent with piling

‘up examples and spvshpinksAfrom framingnprinciélee. Whatever

observation he flnally makes does not seem to shed much light

on ths labyrinthane issue of the past perfeCtive.

The difficulty in following Jespersen (1933 : 246) when

he says that

If we have two successive happenings in the past

X s ¥ N—— (now)
gégb Pirst I saw him, and then he saw me, == ;
the plqperfect serves to connect them grammaticallyz
I had seen him before he SawW M.
- I saw him before he had seen mes
He saw me after I had,seen_nim.:ﬂ

He did not see me till I had seen him,
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is that he Qgééenté the examples aslinterchangeable in heaning;

While none can f£ind aﬁy difficulty'whatsoevet in equating.';_égg.
séen him before he saw me' with 'He saw me _sfter I had seen him',
one reallyvéannot easily equate 'I_saw him before he had seen me'
with either of them, Besides, Jeaperseﬁ“s examples showing tSubor=-
dinate Divisions ¢f Time' do not give us any idea of such inter

changeability s

Subordinate Divisions of Time
{ i i % i —-
Aa A Ac B Ca c
Before~past " After«past Before=future

Befbranpast (Aa, before ‘then');

He had left befere I arrived.
; When he had gone out of the room,'she burst out sobbingo
.2‘ After he left England, a son was bon to him’
) - {1933 3 291)

#

The puzzle remains the sSame in A Modern gnglish Ggémmgg Part IV

(1931 "s 82)s what is needed here —= and what here Jespersen’s
examples fail to supply == is an adequate explanation as to how

the substitutions could be semantically wvalid,

“So far &s Jespersen's description of the~pr@terit$pluperfect

option (i.es the question whether the past perfective can be

-repiaced-by the past simple)-is concerned, there is no noticeable

ambiguitylaboutﬂit', ®In clauses beginning with axter e the
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simple preterit often means the same thing as the pluperfect.

The latter must, however, be considered the normal tense," (1935:
246«7). S0, after Jespersen, we might regard He stood motionless,
after she disappeared as permissible but 'non~normal', and

He stood motionless aftexr she had disappeared as both permissible
ané 'normal', But Jespersen®s observations in respect of when

clauses are not very sure-fcoted :

After when the simple preterit can sometimes
be used, though the two events mentioned follow
one after the other, and the preterit is thus
equivalent to a pluperfect : When he came back
from India, he was made a member of Parliament | When
 he.got the letter, he.burheaﬁgé;@iﬁhgut looking
at it.

But this is not élways possible; the pluferfect
is required in s When he had read the letter, he
burned it | when, he had finished writing that
book, he took a long rest.

(1931, Part IV s 83)

Unfortunately, Jespersen leaves us with no guidance as to when
we might make use of the preterit (or, for that matter, the
pluperfect) with when. Jespersen's word of caution = "But this
is not always possible" -= indicates that more fhan sheer
caprice is involved, and raises the natural guestion == "“When
is it possible?", a question Jespersen has not cared to answer

theoretically.
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Jespersen's "examples of the simple preterit for the
before=past §§tead of the more usual pluperfect after as soon
as, before and until" (1931, Part IV :; 75) are in themselves
quite simple 3

AV John 11,29 aAdsoone as she heard that, she
arose quickly | Goldsm V 2.211. As soon as he
left us, S5ir wWilliam very politely_step s up to
our new niece | Goldsm 631 he dropped the letters:

before he went 475 had gone#? ten yards f£rom
the door | that happened before I met you

/= had met_/ S
. (ibid. )

‘What is really confusing here il Jespersen's indication of "the
more usual pluperfect" given in the brackets. We are to take

he dxo

ed the letter before he had gone ..., &nd that happened

gefore'I“hadfmetﬂng'as examples of the more usual pluperfect;

' but the question is : Why does not Jéspersen put them thus =

he had drogggdlthg ;etter before he went ... and that had haprpened
befbre I met you? The question becomes all the more dmportant

since JESpersen himself cites the following sentences as examples

of the 'normal' (=.usual) tense 3
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ib 341 | within ten minutes after he had received

the assurance that the thing was impossible, he
- .was conducted into the outer office lBennett

Cd 204 And after they had chatted a little os e

he effered to display Machin House to Mr. Mysone.

(1931, Part IV 3 82)

our point is that i£ a construction like that hsgpened before I

had met you is a case of "the more usual pluperfect", then a
construction like And after they had chatted a little ... he

ocffered tokdisElax see MLe Mzsdnvcannot bs takég as a case of
normal pluperfect. (past perfective)l. And, similarly, if the latter

is an example of 'normal' past perfective then the former cannot
be regarded.aslan instance of the more usual pluperfect. However,
the only way to accept a constructlon like that haggened befoxe

I had met you as. an example of the more usual pluperfect is to

construe 1t as 1nterchangeable with a construction llke that had

Eggned before I met xou. I»both Essentials of English Grammaxr

(1933 : 246) and A Modern English Grammar Part IV (1931 : 82),

J65persen seems to have accepted such an interchangeability.

Another curious and rather vague observation by_JGSpersenv
on the modus opgpandi of the past perfective can be seen in the
followings

&;n’thé‘follbwing two gquotations, the use of the
pPluperfect in the when-clauses,where the simple
preterit would have been normal, seems to have been
induced by the pluperfect in the main sentence;
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Hardy R 374 when his mind had been weaker his

heéiﬁ had led him to speak out{ Rose’Macaulay

P When they had been little they had watched
each other's plates with hostile eyes.

(1931, Part IV 3 83)

Again, unfortunately, Jespersen does not explain what he means
by the word ' induced' or how the induction operates. Does he
simply mean to say that one 'had' has generated another 'had' in
the sentences he cites? Fﬁfther, Jespérsen does not éxplore the
possibility of such ;induction' in clauses with before;iégggg
etc, Nb bthE:‘gramméﬁian 6r linguist has recognized this'pheho—
menon of ‘ihdﬁeéioﬂ', and only a fé&'hévé evén tékeﬁ ﬁp for éié-
cussfon éonstruétions‘thaf have the past perfective in boéh the |

clauses. Quirk et al (1985 ; 1020) have brought in I_had seen him

before he had seen me, but their interpretation of the;Sentenéé
(or, for that matter, of the double use of 'héd') is, as we-Will

see soon, quite different f£rom Jespersen's,

‘.Jespersen!s,TheiPhilosophy of Gramhar.(1924_; 262) compli~-

cates his own views as expressed inlEssenEials and Modern English
Grammar. For in considering "the subordinate divisions of time,
i.e. points in time anterior or posteriér'to‘somé>6ther'pdihﬁa;
(past or future) mentioned or implied in the sentence GOnCéEneé",
Jespersen here formulates a strange model for *before~past time!

the application of which might look superfluous:
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The relations between the two "times", the simple
past and the before=-past, méy be represented
graphically thus, the line denoting the time it
took to write the letter, and the point C the
time of his coming:
' : whw

He came before I had written the lettexr = either
I finished writing the letter after he had come,
. or I wrote the letter after he had come:

= Srmessses Or ©C cmmmsom 4
c
| One thing, howe§er.vis clear from the extract above; Jespersen

seems to indicate that a " 'gimple past + before + bast perfect!

structure (Hé came before I had writtéen the letter) cannot be
taken as a’perfect_Substitute for a 'simple past'+_béfore‘+
‘simple past‘ (He came before I wrote the,lettek) or ‘past perfect

-+ before 4+ simple past' (He had come before I wrote the letter)

structure,

A critical and clgser_examinatién'ofﬂwbat‘JGSpersen,has got
to say sbout the use of had in before-clauses will form & part

of the cheapter that follows the next.

It is interesting to see that A Grammer of the English

"Language Vol., III (1931), which was published in the same year

as Jespersen's A Modexh Englisthrammar'(1931), directly contraw-

dicts the latiter on the use of the past perfective. With as soon



36

as, aeSperéen leaves a neat room for an interchangeability

between the past simple and the past perfective

We may say either s "aAs soon as he discovered

them, he ran away", and / si¢ _7 "As soon as

- he had discovered them, he ran away", .
(1931: part IV 83)

In cases like the foillowing both tenses may be
used g ) | ‘
As soon as ‘he (had) dis#overed‘the police,
he ran away. ,
| (1933 3 247)

In Vol, III of A Grammar of the English Language (1931 3z 361)

Curme maintains a diametrically opposite viewz

In“‘As soon
- as he-heérd‘that, he turned pale' heard cannot
- be replaced by had heard, although in fact the
person in gquestion heard-the bad news before
he turned pale, The use of the past perfect here
would stress the time relation too much and
call the attention away from the close relation
‘of the two acts, the one following the other
immediately.

When two such authorities differ so radically, certainty on
the issue seems unai:tainable especially on the part of a lay ,fnla;r'z.
Be that as it may, the most important point to note in the extract

cited above as well as in the following
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In colloquial speech, the past tense is still
often used for the past perfect, as in the early
period before the creation of a past perfect
*After he £inished the beok, he returned it'.

This usually occurs, as in this example, wherxe

the verb has point-action (38.2) force., Even

in the literary language the past is used instead

of the past perfect where some other idea overshadows

that of the exact time relationss 'John was punished
' because he brokeé a window'. 0f Course, John broke

the window before he was punished for it, but. the:-

fact of the breaking, in and of itself, is what is

uppermost in the mind, not the exact time relations.

(ibid.)

is that Curme stresses the possibility of the use of the pést
simple instead of the past perfective in certain cases., and
these céSeé,ére_;-(i) colloqﬁiai speech, (i1) when theé verb gives
us a Egggg'oi_actioﬁ as opposéd to & ggriéd"eflactiéﬂ. and (iii)
when the exact time relation between the two events is less
important ﬁhan tbe_close relstion of the two acts (i.e. their
simultaneity)., Einall&, Curme seems to suggést that we could use
the past perfective only when we would like to stress the time

relation.

‘Any work on English Tenses must refer to F.R. Palmer's
The English Verb (1988) which is the revised version of his own

A Linguistic study of the English Verb (1965) and & long estaw
blished account of all aspects of the English Verb. Although
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Palmer (1988 ; 37) makes it clear that tense has more to do than
mark purely temporal relatlons. his views on the roles of the
past perfective do not cover all its intricaciess. In his op;nion.

I_saw him yestexday can be ‘reported as either He said he saw him

the day before or He said he had seen him the day before, and
the choice depends on viewpoint. To quote hima

" Although the events referred to can be seen as
Ppast-past because they were already past for the
original speaker speaking in the past, they can
equally be- seen, from the second speaker's point
of view, as simply past. He is free, that is to.
say, to see them as simply past or as pastepast.
Unless he wishes to emphasize that they are paste
past, i.e. that they were past for the original
speaker, he would normally report thém with the
simple past, not using deictic shift,
(1988 s 42)

" Palmer, however, does not go to explore what the simple’

past/past perfective choice in sentences like The patient had

" died before the doctor ceme and The patient died before the

 doctor came could suggest. Nor does hé take up for investigation

- aven in the section captioned 'Problem uses' (1988 3 52) -

cases like'i saw'him.before,he had seen me and I had seen him .-

before he hed Seen me4

Palmer seems to see in the past perfective the roles that
the present perfective plays in the domaln of bresent. So accard~

ing to him the past perfective may have & current relevance in
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the domain of past just as have/has + past participle has a

current relevance in the domain of present. This view ‘leads him
to say that "the past perfect o.so is both past perfect' and
'past past' " (1988 : 52). What these two terms ( ‘past perfect!®

and 'Past past') mean may be clear from the contrast he shows

between I _had already seen him when_you atr;ved end I_had seen

him en hour before you arrived (1988 3 51):

The first is clearly past perfect =—— I saw him in a
beriod of time preceding but tp to the time of
arrival, and there: ils current relevance. But the
second merely places seeing him before the-
arrivalepreviously to a past point of time,

- lse. 'past past's

'Pelmer‘s argumenh is attractive and even sugdestive of the
| eﬁtreordinary-potenﬁialitiee'of«the éaet peffecﬁive. But what

he probabiy ‘fails ~ to see here is the foie‘played by the measure
words or specifiere like' already' and 'an hour'. It is not
impbssible to say thet the differehqe in_sementic:imﬁlication‘
betWeenmthe,two‘sentences Just referred to is brought about more
by the specifiers than by the past perfective. That the issue is
nore compliceted_then\Pelmer_thihks it to be can be queseed from
Quirk et al's (1985 3 197) interpretation of a similar construce

tion:s
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 The thieves had run away when the police arrived. 127
ees in £712_7 the when-clause is likely to be an
answer to the question : 'When had the thieves
run away?!

The fullest description of English grammar to appear in

recent years is A _Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language

by Randolph Quifk, Sidney Greenﬁaum, Geoffrey Ieech and Jan
Svartvik (1985). This monumental work = clearly an extension

of and improvement on & Grammar of Contemporary English by the

same four authors (1872) == is the culmination of some twenty
years' collaboration between the authors and has been an-indis-

pensable reference work for any advanced study of English grammar.

'doirk et al (1985) discussAthe past-peffective in English
qdite compreﬁeoéivelyo Still there is énoﬁgh room for controversy.
IhéeEd, at least on a particular structure of the pést'peiféctive,
Quiik admits; "I don't believe we've-éxblainéd the paradox

correctly" (see Appendix I).

In exploring the meaning of the past perfective, Quirk

et al (1985 : 195) use the following diagrams

[theﬁﬂ | [ﬁow]
T2 Tl
4 v

N
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This diagram and the generalisations that "The past perfective

| usually has the meaning of 'past-in-the-past?!, and can ke regarded
as an anterxjior version either of the present perfective or of the
simple past® (ibid.,) and that "More technically, the past per-
feciive may be said to denote any event or state anterior to a
time of orientation in the past® . (P. 196) represent the traditional
view of the past perfective. But these generalisations tend to
blur when the authors come to commenting on the interchangeability

of the past perfective and the simple pasts

But of course, the past perfective does not have to
refer to a more remote time than that referred to by
the simple past. In some cases, particularly in a
clause introduced by after, the two constructions can
be more or less interchangeable;

I ate my lunch after Sandra had come back from 1-9;7

‘ //Z her shSZBIhgo
Ta Ny 2%
I ate my lunch after Sandra can& back £rom
' her shopping.

[107

After places the eating (T2) after Sandra's return
(which we may call T3), so the past perfective,
which places Ty before T,, is redundant. What
difference it does make is a matter of the

' standpoint' of the speaker. In 4"947 the 'past

in past' time T3 is identified as being earlier
than T, by the past perfective; but in /710 7

it is left to the conjunction after to signal

this temporal relation.
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T3 T

2

< 4
] f
|
| |

-[beéore theé] [th;g] [now]

(P, v,196)

Such expréséions'as'fln some cases', '‘more or less', 'matter

of the stanapOint‘ in_the éxt?actlcitedﬁaba;éAieaée the issue
wide open. It is curious to note that although the benefit of the
inte:qpéhgeabi;ityfis»extehded,.in'mdte /a7, to the clause

introduced by when 3

Note 4‘847.When in the sense of 'immediately after’
behaves like after in sentences 479_7:and 4?10;7.
The following are therefore virtually synonymous:

I ate my lunch when Sandra had come back f£rom her

- ‘shopping.
I ate my lunch when Sandra ceme back from her
' ' shopping.-
(pe 197)

noggng is said in respect of before apagt from borrowing an
example ('I saw him before he saw me') f£rom Jespersen (1931 : 82)
and citing a couple of examples in Note / a_/ (p. 1082) which

indicate that such interchangeability is possible even in
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before~-clauses. Further it is not very clear what Quirk et al
mean by 'standpoint® ¢f the gpeaker. Is it a simple case of a
choice between two alternatiVe@,or a complex matter of viewing

things from different angles?
Quirk et al seem to invite complications when they says

Adverbials of time position, when used wi?h the
past perfective, can identify either T, or Ty,
Placed initially, they often identify T, 2

When the police arrdived, the thieves had run

awaye. [l 1_7

But in final position, the interpretation

whereby the adverbial refers to T; is more
likely

The thieves had run away when the police
arrived. avywa
'Hence in /711_7, when is likely to be,ééuivalent
to By the time that ees, but in./12_/ the when -

clause is likely to be an answer to the question:
*when had the thieves run away?'

(P 197)
The difference shown is hardly convincing because for -all
practical purposes Z‘li_? 1s only & hyperbatcnic arrangement
of /12 /. And there is no reason why each of / 11_7 and [/ 12_7
should not form the’ text from which the same question "wWhen

had tn° thieves run away?" can be set. Besides, Quirk et al



44

slip into contradiction because they hold at one point that

"I ate my lunch when Sandra had come back from her shopping"

and "I ate my lunch when Sandra came back from her shopping"

are virtually synonymous because here when = 'immediately after!
(P. 197. Note / a_/ ), but much later, however, they differentiate

between when + the past perfective and when + the simple past

When an atter-clause refers to a past event, the
verb may be in the past perfective,: though it is
" more commonly in the simple pasts

returned g

We ate our meal after we.{ from the game.

(17

hao returned

-If a construction with a when-clause refers
to a- sequence of two past events. the clause
allows the same Choice. ’

from the game.
27

' All*four'fCrms-of"theSe'sentenceS%efé*adceptable,

We ate our meal when we’ {252325999 .”}
o o a

had returne

' and ‘mean roughly the same. The only difference is
that when- and the simple past (probably the most
popular choice) suggests that the one event
follows immediately on the other in seguence. -

(PP 1018-9)

it is also not clear why *had' is used in paraphrasing the

second examcle in the followings
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- Returning to my village after thirty years, I met
an old school teacher,
/ ‘when/After I returned.. ' _/

The stranger, having discarded}his jacket,
moved threateningly toward me. / 'e.. after
he had discarded eee'_/

(Po 1080)

Oone is hard put to guess the difference sugposedly efféected
by the presence and the absence of 'had' in the paraphrases
given in the'squarelbrackets ¢ why "After I retﬁrned“.and hot
"after I had returned", if oné hés to apptové of "after he Qgg

Giscarded" (underlining mine) 2 °

Wha# Qﬁiik’et'al have said_aboqt the !paradoxical’ or
non-factual.paét perfective (p._lozo)‘ﬁill béAtaken up in the fourih
chapterg"."f_Am;nf, Herfe we would only conéider one particulér
exampie_aﬁd'its'acéompaﬁyidé genéréiiséti§h= |

some -beforesclauses may be interpreted as either.
factual or nonfactual: ‘

X seﬁt’a~donati6n“bef6£e;;.Qés'éékea td. :
' ' (P. 1081)

This, we micht argue;ais.not a~casg:of nonffactuality-atvall

_ beqaﬁse‘a before-clanée in crder to ‘be non-factual needs the.

'.presence of the past pérfeqtive as in "I saw him before he.

had seen me" (p. 1020),,Hénce, “;nsené a donation before I had

been asked to" could be interpreted as non-factual while "I



46

sent a donation before I was asked to" corresponds to the same
structure as in "I saw him before he saw me" (p. 1020) or im

"I started my meal before Adam arrived" (p. 1081),

Finally, Quirk et al seem to be rather sceptical sbout the
orthodox and rigid use of the past perfective in matters of
positing past within past. Their scepticism is evident when they

says

it is not necessary, however, for the past tense
to be accompanied by an overt indicator of time.
all that is recuired is that the speaker should

- be able to count on the hearer's assumption that .
he has a specific time in mind. In this respect, .
“the past tense meaning’of‘DEFIﬁITE PAST time is

- an-equivalent, in the verb phrase, of the definite
article in the noun phrase, Just as with the
definite article (c£f 5.27=-32), so with the verb
phrase, an element of deflnite.meaning may be
recoverable from knowledge of (a) the immediate
or local situation: (o) the larger situation of
'general knowledge‘: (t:) what has' been said
earlier in the same sentence or text; or (d) What
comes later on in the same senténce or text.

 (ps 184)



