reviews

471

in short, this volume explores what core components the minimalist machinery should consist
of, such as Merge, labeling, and interface conditions, and investigates how it operates, and also
presents some divergences. These areas of difficulty, such as how to define phase uniformly and
whether phase, PiC, and labeling are necessary in Ns, point to future topics.
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reichenbach (1947:§51) proposed that english tenses encode three temporal coordinates:
speech time (s), event time (e), and reference time (r). For simple tenses, e and r are
equated; present tense equates s with r, yielding 1.

(1) e = r = s
research in the last thirty years has explored how these coordinates factor into the composition
of verb phrases, viewpoint aspect, and tense. According to one influential view, outlined in 2–4
below, tense contributes a relation between r and s, while e and r are related by aspect; the
e-r relation is independent of tense (Kamp & rohrer 1983; see also Klein 1994, smith 1997,
Kratzer 1998).1

(2) verb phrase encodes e.
(3) Aspect combines with 2 to relate e and r as follows: if perfective: e ⊆ r; if progressive: r ⊆ e; if perfect: e < r.
(4) Present tense combines with 2 and 3 to relate r and s as follows: r = s.
Applying 2 to 5, the verb phrase sees encodes the seeing event. Assuming that 5 exemplifies the
imperfective aspect, 3 requires the seeing to temporally contain r, which, given 4, is s. in this
way we correctly predict that the seeing held throughout s.
(5) Ava sees the ball.

* Thanks to susanna Melkonian-Altshuler, Andries Coetzee, Laura Michaelis, and Lauren squires for feedback on previous versions of this review. The usual disclaimers apply.
1 see Bary 2009 and Altshuler 2012 for an overview of various ways that 2–4 have been implemented in a
formal semantic framework; see Altshuler 2016:§6 for a critical assessment of 2–4 and Kamp 2013 on the
emergence of 2–4 from reichenbach’s theory.
Printed with the permission of Daniel Altshuler. © 2018.
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Astrid De wit’s book refutes the view that the e-r relation is independent of tense in english.
it retains the view in 1 that the english present tense equates all three coordinates, with one crucial caveat: the ‘e = r’ condition is claimed to be perfective.2 That is, in english, presentness
and perfectivity are two sides of the same coin. while there is precedence for seeing tense as
being aspectual (e.g. de swart 1998, Michaelis 2011), the view that the english present is perfective is a striking hypothesis.
This hypothesis is tailored to account for the temporal profile of performatives, as in 6 below.3
Applied to 6, it correctly predicts that the described apology is instantiated throughout the speech
time. it also makes the correct prediction for present statives like in 5 above: the described perception is correctly predicted to hold throughout the speech time.4

(6) i apologize.
One question that arises is why, in many languages, the combination of perfective morphology
with a stative verb yields an inchoative reading (e.g. ‘learn’ is the perfective counterpart of
‘know’ in russian), but not in english. in other words, if the english present is perfective, why
doesn’t 5 mean something like ‘Ava has noticed the ball’? Dw does not address this question, but
let us assume that the perfective in english is unique. After all, perfectives differ crosslinguistically (Altshuler 2014).5 with this assumption in mind, let us ask how 1 applies to 7 and 8.

(7) the simple present in futurates (Ava leaves tomorrow), conditionals (If Ava passes the
ball, we win), demonstrative commentaries (Look, I take this card ), play-by-play (Ava
passes the ball ), and historical narratives (Yesterday I walked in. Ava says to me…)
(8) the present habitual, progressive, and perfect
Let us also ask whether and how 1 can be parametrized to account for the meaning of the present
tense in other languages, which have different means to express 7 and 8.
Dw’s book tackles both of these questions head on. Dw argues that 1 is compatible with the
interpretations in 7 in english, while the interpretations in 8 are the by-product of resolving the
present perfective paradox (PPP): the observation that it is ‘quite difficult to align entire
events (i.e., dynamic situations), which have a point of inception and termination and a specific
duration, with the time of speaking’ (3).6 Dw then shows how her analysis of the english present
tense can be extended to French, sranan, and slavic languages. in each chapter, diachronic data is
provided to argue that the conclusions reached shed light on language change (and vice versa).
Moreover, insight from the formal semantics literature is integrated into a cognitive-semantic
framework.
Ch. 1 is an introduction to the aims of the book and its structure. Ch. 2 outlines the nuts and
bolts of previous research on tense and aspect, including an exposition of 1–4 above. Ch. 3 discusses the PPP. The dialectic of the book is clear from the outset: if we grant the controversial hypothesis that the english present tense is perfective, the benefits are far reaching. in particular,
one can maintain a uniform meaning for the present tense, while also explaining how the particular temporal makeup of a given language (its ‘genius’7) affects the range of interpretations of the
present tense in that language.
Ch. 4 argues that in order to account for the interpretations in 7, the present tense not only is perfective, but also has a modal component, which ‘indicates that a situation constitutes a non-contingent, fully identifiable part of the speaker’s immediate reality’ (87). Dw does a nice job of showAlthough Dw cites reichenbach, she uses Langacker’s (2001) terminology instead. As far as i can see,
my use of reichenbach’s terminology is consistent with the views expressed by Dw.
3 see Bary 2012 for discussion of why we expect performatives to be wedded to the present perfective.
4 The fact that Ava may have seen the ball before and after the speech time is not excluded (see e.g.
Dowty’s 1986 discussion of statives).
5 Also note that the ‘e = r’ condition proposed for english differs from the ‘e ⊆ r’ in 3. Perhaps this difference can factor into explaining the presence of an inchoative reading (or lack thereof ).
6 Dw cites Malchukov (2009) for the term present perfective paradox, though, as she notes, its discussion
dates back to (at least) Aristotle.
7 This is a term used by Tony woodbury; https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CvAjw75iDv4.
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ing how the first part of the modal component, noncontingency, is helpful in distinguishing simple
present futurates (e.g. I leave tomorrow) from their progressive counterparts (e.g. I am leaving tomorrow). The other part of the modal component (‘fully identifiable part of the speaker’s immediate reality’) is less helpful, however. Dw uses Langacker’s (2001) diagrams of virtual planes to
elucidate it, as it pertains to historical and conditional uses of the present tense. virtual planes are
representations of possible worlds (or situations) that, in case the present tense is used, ‘are completely known at the time of speaking’ (76). The problem is that such virtual planes also seem to be
invoked with the past tense. if i utter: ‘i was born in Moscow on Lenin Prospect’, i describe a possible world (or situation) that is completely known at the time of speaking, and it is an identifiable
part of my immediate reality (it concerns my very existence).
Clearly, more needs to be said about how virtual planes are helpful in characterizing the necessary and sufficient conditions of present-tense use in modal contexts. Looking at present-underpast indirect speech reports may be helpful in this respect. imagine the following context from
Altshuler & schwarzschild 2013: i see my friend sylvia in the mall and ask where her friend
Mary is. she replies: ‘Mary is at home today’. Later that day, when i’m at the beach, Peter asks
me: ‘where’s Mary?’. i reply as in 9.

(9) sylvia said that Mary is at home.
According to 9, if sylvia’s utterance at the mall was true, then (i) Mary was at home at the time that
sylvia locates herself, and (ii) Mary is at home at the speech time, which is not part of sylvia’s original thought/speech act. it is not clear how this interpretation, called double access (enç 1987),
would be captured by Dw’s analysis. it would likely involve a virtual plane. But how exactly
would that work, given that the present tense in 9 exemplifies both past and present reference?
The rest of Ch. 4 addresses the present habitual, progressive, and perfect. The proposed analysis relies on the observation that nonperformative eventives in the simple present cannot have an
episodic interpretation due to the PPP. in other words, because the english present is perfective
(characterized as 1), a paradox emerges for nonperformative eventives. This paradox is resolved
in one of two ways, according to Dw. The first strategy is to assign a distinct, temporally nonpresent interpretation. in english, this strategy amounts to the habitual interpretation, which is also
characterized in terms of a virtual plane. The second strategy (called ‘type shifting’) is to add the
progressive -ing or the perfect have, resulting in a stative construction that is on a par with 5
(Michaelis 2011). The two strategies bring to mind Moens and steedman’s (1988) classic work
on coercion, leading one to wonder what the resolution of the PPP amounts to in terms of composition (de swart 1998, Michaelis 2004, Bary 2009) and processing (Brennan & Pylkkänen
2008, Bott 2010, Paczynski et al. 2014).
Ch. 5 explores the present tense in French. As is well known, in French (as well as in German
and Dutch), nonperformative eventives in the simple present can receive an episodic interpretation. To account for this observation, Dw proposes that the French present tense is ambiguous between being perfective and imperfective. Given that the present tense can be imperfective, PPP
does not arise.8 A direct consequence of this, according to Dw, is that the present progressive in
French is ‘less needed and more restricted in use’ (111).
Ch. 6 argues that there is a null present marker in sranan and shows that sranan uses the aspectual marker e to get the progressive or habitual interpretation, which is otherwise absent. This
motivates Dw to analyze the null present in sranan as perfective; the language employs a strategy for dealing with the PPP (adding the aspectual marker e) that is analogous to english (adding
-ing and have). The most intriguing claim in the chapter is that sranan also employs a strategy for
dealing with the PPP that is not found in english: the null present can be used to anchor past

8 Note that this analysis does not explain why the PPP does not arise with the French present that is perfective. Perhaps what Dw has in mind is that the French present tense is underspecified with respect to aspect
(i.e. rather than being ambiguous, it is compatible with either a perfective or an imperfective interpretation).
if one adopts the ‘e = r’ condition for the perfective (as Dw does for english), and ‘r ⊆ e’ for the imperfective, then an underspecification analysis for the French present tense would be possible.
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events in nonnarrative contexts.9 while more work is necessary to show how this interpretation is
consistent with a present perfective meaning, the takeaway message is that the unique temporal
makeup of sranan explains why this language has a way of dealing with the PPP that is distinct
from english.
Ch. 7 discusses temporal reference in slavic languages10 and makes two hypotheses. The first
is controversial: slavic has a present tense. The second is not controversial: slavic aspect is realized lexically or through verbal suffixation (cf. 3); tense does not have an aspectual component
(cf. 4). Quite ingeniously, Dw uses the two hypotheses to explain why the alleged slavic present
gives rise to interpretations (e.g. contingent future) not found in the other languages considered.
in particular, slavic employs strategies for resolving the PPP that are not available in those other
languages because the tense/aspect system is so different.
The proposed analysis of slavic gives rise to the following question: why do slavic languages
use the imperfective for performative utterances? The traditional answer for russian, for example, is to say that it has a nonpast tense (vinogradov 1947). when nonpast combines with the perfective, it results in future reference. since performatives must have present reference, the
perfective cannot be used; the imperfective is used instead. Note, however, that this is not a possible response for Dw, who holds that slavic has a present tense; future reference with the present perfective, for Dw, is a way of resolving the PPP. But why would the PPP need to be resolved
in the case of performatives? As we saw at the outset of this review (ex. 6), performatives are the
poster child for the present perfective.
Dw is aware of this problem, and in Ch. 8 she outlines some future steps aimed at addressing
it. she also discusses ways of extending her research to Mandarin Chinese, Tuwuli, Pichi, and
Japanese. This typological focus demonstrates the far-reaching consequences of the book. it is
recommended for anyone interested in temporality and crosslinguistic semantics.
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Eva Zimmermann offers an elegant and meticulous monograph on morphological lengthmanipulation (MLM) phenomena, that is, length alternations bound to morphological contexts.
The work is based on the general claim that all nonconcatenative processes—additive and subtractive alike—arise from an ‘enriched notion of affix’ (1) that involves prosodic nodes as primitives. The main argumentation in the book aims at establishing that all morphology is additive, a
claim that is empirically supported by an impressively broad typological survey that includes representative data sets for attested morphological length-manipulating patterns culled from sixtytwo languages. Furthermore, the author argues that MLM operations are best analyzed in a
theoretical framework named prosodically defective morphemes (PDM), which, in addition
to morphemic prosodic nodes, includes a rather rich representational apparatus, a constraintbased computational component that regulates the integration of such prosodic nodes into larger
structures, and a handful of conditions that impose restrictions on gen. PDM not only succeeds in
predicting all attested patterns and systematically excluding imaginable yet unattested ones, but
also circumvents several problems encountered by alternative accounts. More importantly, it
makes some insightful predictions about, for instance, the possible interaction and coexistence of
additive and subtractive operations within the same language.
Z sets an ambitious goal: to show that ‘all kinds of subtractive MLM can be derived if one
takes into account the full range of prosodic nodes and their possible (defective) integration into
a base’ (34). This way she challenges the shared assumption that subtractive phenomena have a
processual character and delivers a model that is consistent with an item-and-arrangement
(Hockett 1954) morphology framework and the basic tenets of its more sophisticated version,
namely distributed morphology (Halle & Marantz 1993). The core idea, defended throughout
the book, is that nonconcatenative morphology (i.e. addition and subtraction) is epiphenomenal
Printed with the permission of Anthi revithiadou. © 2018.

