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CHAPTER O

Is there a TP in Mandarin copular sentences?

The previous two chapters examined both the position of shi in the
structure and the structure below shiP. The question now is what struc-
ture(s) we have on top of shiP. This chapter investigates in particular
whether copular structures contain TP. I propose that copular sentences
with individual-level predicates (ILP henceforth) contain no TP in the
structure while copular sentences with stage-level predicates (SLP hence-
forth) do. Copular sentences pattern with non-copular sentences. As
the individual-level /stage-level (IL/SL henceforth) distinction between
predicates plays a pivotal role in the ensuing investigation, Section 6.1
will first discuss the ILP /SLP-distinction in Mandarin. It will show that
Mandarin copular sentences also manifest the IL/SL dichotomy. Section
6.2 will present crucial properties of ILP sentences (copular or non-
copular) that are different from Mandarin SLP and ILP sentences in
other languages. A hypothesis that Mandarin sentences with ILPs do
not have syntactic tense will be hence put forth in Section 6.3, account-
ing for the properties of the ILPs as well as the ILP/SLP-distinctions
observed. Section 6.4 provides a piece of supporting evidence for the
no-TP hypothesis for ILP copular sentences from the realm of anaphor-
binding. Section 6.5 provides an additional example of sentences with
shi that possibly contain no T.
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6.1 IL/SL-distinction in Mandarin

By definition, “stage-level properties are properties of stages, and
individual-level properties are properties of individuals” (Kratzer 1995:
126). The IL/SL-distinction can be tested and used to account for various
phenomena in many languages. Mandarin, however, does not show such
a clear distinction as other languages. Of all the syntactic diagnostics
for the IL/SL-distinction identified in the literature, only a few can be
applied to Mandarin data. This section will first present an overview of
robust diagnostics for other languages and then turn to a discussion of
their application to the Mandarin IL/SL-distinction.

6.1.1 Previous studies

Chierchia (1995) identifies six key properties as criteria for characterising
individual-level predicates, as compared to stage-level predicates. First
of all, ILPs express stable stativity, while SLPs express “transient” or
“episodic” properties. The compatibility of temporal adverbials manifests
this contrast. For instance, being drunk is typically a stage-level property,
while being tall is supposed to be individual-level. As shown in (1),
when uttered in isolation, the SLP is compatible with different types
of temporal adverbials while the ILP is incompatible with them. Note
that when some special contexts are set up, the predicates commonly
regarded as ILPs can have the transient interpretation and be compatible
with temporal adverbials, as shown in (2).

(1) a. 7?7 John was tall yesterday/last month/a year ago.
b. John was drunk yesterday/last month/a year ago.

(2) John was intelligent on Tuesday, but a vegetable on Wednesday.
(Chierchia 1995: 177)

Second, locative adverbials are subject to even tighter restrictions
on the co-occurrence with ILPs than temporal adverbials. It is generally
impossible to modify ILPs with locative adverbials, as the properties
of ILPs are supposed to hold everywhere, in contrast with SLPs, which
are located in space.! As shown in (3), without particular contexts, it
is infelicitous to claim that someone is intelligent in France, but it is
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appropriate to say someone is sick in France.

(3) a. 77 John is intelligent in France.

b. John is always sick in France.

(Chierchia 1995: 178)

The restrictions on the compatibility with temporal and locative
modification is also observed in German. As discussed in Kratzer (1995),
the sentence in (4a) with a stage-level predicate is ambiguous, but the
one in (4b) with an individual-level predicate only has one reading.

(4) a. .. weil fast alle Flichtlinge in dieser Stadt
since almost all refugees in this city
umgekommen sind.
perished are
‘... since almost all of the refugees in this city perished.
Or ‘.. since almost all of the refugees perished in this city.
b. ... weil fast alle Schwéne in Australien schwarz sind.
... since almost all swan in Australia black are
‘... since almost all of the swans in Australia are black.

(Kratzer 1995: 127)

The third property is that, an ILP cannot occur within the small
clause complement of a perception verb, as shown in (5).

(5) a. ?71saw John tall.
b. I saw John drunk.
(Chierchia 1995: 178)

The fourth property was first pointed out in Milsark (1974). As
shown in (6), the there-construction excludes ILPs and only allows for
SLPs.

HLPs can, in fact, co-occur with locatives in some contexts. The locatives are
regarded to provide temporal locations. See Maienborn (2004), Husband (2012), and
Ernst (2016), among others, for discussion.
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(6) a. ??There are two men intelligent /white/altruistic ....

b. There are two men drunk/sick/available ....
(Chierchia 1995: 179)

The fifth property concerns bare plurals, which play a crucial role in
Carlson (1977a, 1977b) and Husband (2012). Specifically, the bare plural
subject in (7a) receives a universal interpretation, while the subject in
(7b) can be interpreted either existentially or universally.

(7) a. Firemen are altruistic.

b. Firemen are available.
(Chierchia 1995: 179)

The last property discussed in Chierchia (1995) is associated with
adverbs of quantification. This phenomenon is also noted by Kratzer
(1995). In brief, when a sentence contains an adverb of quantification,
an ILP requires an indefinite or bare plural subject, which is not required
for SLPs. Kratzer (1995) notes the pattern with when-clauses, as shown
in (8) and (9). Chierchia (1995) further points out that the pattern can
also be observed in the absence of a when-clause, as shown in (10) and

(11).

(8) a. 7?7 When Mary knows French, she knows it well.

b. When a Moroccan knows French, she knows it well.

c. When Mary knows a foreign language, she knows it well.
(9) When Mary speaks French, she speaks it well.

(Kratzer 1995: 129)
(10) a. 7?7 John always knows French.
b. A Moroccan always knows French.
c. Moroccans always know French.

(11) John always speaks French.
(Chierchia 1995: 181)

In addition to Chierchia’s (1995) list, Kratzer (1995) provides two
additional IL/SL-distinctions in German with regards to syntactic be-
haviour. The first distinction involves so-called “quantifier split”. Spe-
cifically, quantifier split is possible with SLPs but impossible with ILPs.
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As shown in (12) and (13), the (a) sentences present unsplit quantifier
phrases, and the (b) sentences involve quantifier split with the verb
moving to the V2 position. Following Diesing (1992), Kratzer (1995)
argues that the contrast between (12b) and (13b) corroborates the view
that the subject of an SLP is base-generated in [Spec, VP], whereas that
of an ILP is base-generated in [Spec, IP].

(12) a. ... weil das viele Lehrer wissen.
... since this many teachers know
‘... since many teachers know this’
b. *Lehrer wissen das viele.
teachers know this many
Intended: ‘As for teachers, many of them know this.

(13) a. ... weil uns viele Lehrer geholfen haben.
... since us many teachers help have
‘... since many teachers helped us/’
b. Lehrer haben uns viele geholfen.
teachers know this many help
‘As for teachers, many of them helped us’
(Kratzer 1995: 133)

The other IL/SL-distinction in German that Kratzer (1995) men-
tions is relevant to the first one. Subjects of SLPs permit extraposition
of a relative clause while subjects of ILPs do not, as shown in (14).

(14) a. *.. weil zwei Biicher teuer waren, die niemand lesen
since two books expensive were that nobody read
wollte.
wanted
‘... since two books were expensive that nobody wanted to
read.
b. ... weil zwei Kinder hier waren, mit denen niemand

since two children here were, with whom nobody
spielen wollte.
play  wanted
‘... since two children were here with whom nobody wanted
to play.’
(Kratzer 1995: 134-135)
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Before moving to the discussion of diagnostics for IL/SL-distinction
in Mandarin, it is worth pointing out that Husband (2012) argues that
there are no individual-level stative verbs or stage-level stative verbs.
Instead, the full VP should be taken into consideration when discussing
IL /SL-distinction. Particularly, the definiteness of the internal argument
of the verb is also decisive for the type of predicates in addition to
the properties of the verbs. For instance, the (a) sentences in (15) and
(16) respectively have the same verbs as the two (b) sentences. The
only difference lies in the definiteness of the internal arguments of the
verbs. However, the subjects of the two (a) sentences in (15) and (16)
only have the universal reading while the subjects of the (b) sentences
can possibly have an existential reading. As Husband (2012) takes the
interpretation of subject bare plurals as the key diagnostic for IL/SL-
distinction in statives, the predicates in the (a) sentences are analysed
as ILPs, whereas those in the (b) sentences are taken to be SLPs. Though
interesting, I will not delve into this issue in this thesis but leave it for
future research. Being aware of the potential influence of the definiteness
of the internal arguments, I will try to consistently make sentences with
indefinite nominals.?

(15) Monkeys live in trees.

a
b. Monkeys live in that tree.
(16) a. Students know answers.

b. Students know this answers.

2Taking Husband’s (2012) observations as inspiration, it is also worth exploring
whether certain properties of subjects may influence the IL/SL-distinction of pre-
dication. In other words, the IL/SL-distinction involve a distinction at the sentence
level rather than at the VP level. For instance, intuitively speaking, (ia) describes a
transient state. In contrast, the state depicted by (ib) is more individual-level-like. In
fact, lifetime effects (see the next section) can also be observed in (ib). To be specific,
when the sentences are in the past tense, (iia) indicates that the cat left the corner
but may be still alive. In contrast, (iib) suggests that Building 20 has already been
demolished. To put it in a figurative way, the building is dead.

(i) a. A catis at the corner.
b. Building 20 is at the corner.
(ii) a. A cat was at the corner.

b. Building 20 was at the corner.
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6.1.2 IL/SL-distinction in Mandarin non-copular sen-
tences

Not all of the above-mentioned diagnostics are applicable to Mandarin.
For instance, perception verbs do not take a small clause complement
in Mandarin. Also, the question as to which structures can be viewed
as existential sentences in Mandarin is a complex issue. C.-T. J. Huang
(1987) proposes five types of existential sentences. However, it seems that
different types of existential sentences have different preferences with
respect to the types of predication. In addition, diagnostics associated
with quantifier split or the extraposition of relative clauses cannot be
carried over to Mandarin, either. This subsection will show that the
three diagnostics can be carried over to Mandarin non-copular sentences.
Then, the subsection that follows will present the application of these
diagnostics (with some revisions) to Mandarin copular sentences.

First, as has already been mentioned in the previous section, ILPs
are generally incompatible with temporal modification, as opposed to
SLPs. In addition, ILPs cannot co-occur with spatial modification (see
also L. Chen and Pan 2008; L. Chen 2016).

(17) Individual-level predicate
a. AR
Maike hén gao.
Mike very tall
‘Mike is tall’
b SRR/ 4 K /WA
*Maike zudtian/fintian/mingtian  hén gao.
Mike yesterday/today/tomorrow very tall
lit. ‘Mike was/is/will be tall yesterday/today/tomorrow.
c. MR RARE .
*Maike zdi zuéxiao hén gao.
Mike at school very tall
lit. ‘Mike is tall at school’

(18) Stage-level predicate
a. WVEARE %,
Maike hén gaoxing.
Mike very happy
‘Mike is happy’

)
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b, WIEHER /4 K /MHRAR 2

Maike zudtian/jintian/ mingtian — hén gaoxing.
Mike yesterday/today/tomorrow very happy
‘Mike was/is/will be happy yesterday/today/tomorrow.

- TR RAR

Maike zai zuéxido hén gaoxing.
Mike at school very happy
‘Mike is happy at school.

Also, the distinction between ILPs and SLPs with respect to adverbs

of quantification can also be observed in Mandarin. The Mandarin
equivalents of (8) to (11) show a pattern parallel to them.

(19)

LI RIRIERIIE, iSRS EIATE . (cf. (8a))
*Dang Madli hut Fayu de shithou, ta  hui hén
when Mary know French SUB time 3sG¢ will very
jingtong Fay.
excel.in French
Intended: ‘“‘When Mary knows French, she knows it well’

b, NV EF A LTI, M R T

(cf. (8b))
Dang yirge Moluogerén hui  Fayu de  shihou, ta
when one-CLF Moroccan know French SUB time  3sa
tongchdng hén jingtong Fay.
always very excel.in French
‘When a Moroccan knows French, she knows it well.

- HFE T IAME IR, D AR X T T

(cf. (8¢))
Dang Mdali hut  yr-mén  waiyu de shihou, ta
when Mary know one-CLF foreign.language SUB time  3SG
tongchdng hén jingtong zhe-mén yuydn.
always very excel.in DEM-CLF language
‘When Mary knows a foreign language, she knows it well’
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(20) YEIEEULETER I, 0 SR AT (cf. (9))
Dang Mali shuo Fayu de shihou, ta tongchdng shuo de
when Mary speak French sUB time  3SG always speak DE

hén  hdo.
very well
‘When Mary speaks French, she speaks it well’
(21)  a. *IEEEEXEE. (cf. (10a))
*Mali tongchdng hui  Fayu.
Mary always know French
lit. ‘Mary always knows French.
b — AN R N 2V (cf. (10b))

Yirge  Moluogerén tongchdng hut  Fadyu.
one-CLF Moroccan always know French
‘A Moroccan always knows French.
c. FEEIgEF N SEE. (cf. (10c))
Moluogerén tongchdng hut  Fayu.
Moroccan always know French
‘Moroccans always know French’
(22)  HHUHIE YA (cf. (11))
Mali tongchdang shuo Fayq.
Mary always speak French
‘Mary always speaks French.

And finally, as observed in L. Chen and Pan (2008) and L. Chen
(2016), the different interpretations of subject bare nouns between ILPs
and SLPs can also be found in Mandarin. The bare noun pinggud has
the generic reading in (23a), while it has the definite specific reading in
(23b). Note that the interpretative distinctions between the subjects in
(23) are not the same as what has been observed in English. Crucially, the
subject bare noun in an SLP sentence such as (23b) must be interpreted
as a definite rather than as an existential. In other words, pingguo ‘apple’
in (23b) is interpreted as ‘the apple(s)’ instead of ‘some apples’.

(23)  a ERETHER A
Pingguo fuhdn wéishengsu-A.
apple  be.rich.in vitamin.A
‘Apples are rich in Vitamin A’
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b. SERAT .
Pingguo shi le.
apple ripe PFV.
‘The apples are ripe.

(L. Chen & Pan 2008: 64)

A number of other diagnostics have also been proposed to dis-
tinguish Mandarin ILPs and SLPs. For instance, Yeh (1993b) points
out that the compatibility with the progressive marker zhe may dis-
tinguish SLPs from ILPs. Paris (1994) argues that the availability of
object fronting in the de-construction reflects the IL/SL-distinction in
Mandarin. L. Chen and Pan (2008) resorts to the choice of negator (bu
vs. méi) for differentiating ILPs and SLPs. Liu and Han (2015) notes
that although gapping is restricted in Mandarin, sentences tend to be
good if the verbal constituent of the first clause is also omitted. This
rescuing strategy, however, only applies to ILP sentences and not to
SLP sentences. Unfortunately though, as has been discussed in L. Chen
and Pan (2017), counterexamples that undermine these proposals are not
difficult to find. Hence, these diagnostics will not be taken as diagnostics
for the IL/SL-distinction in the current study.

6.1.3 IL/SL-distinction in Mandarin copular sentences

Previous studies on the IL/SL-distinction in Mandarin mainly address
non-copular sentences. Given that Mandarin copular sentences show
a number of distinctive syntactic properties from that of non-copular
sentences, and that, accordingly, in this thesis a structure is proposed
for copular sentences that is different from that of non-copular sentences
(namely, copular structures lack the VP), it is essential to investigate
whether or not Mandarin copular sentences have the IL/SL-distinction
on a par with non-copular sentences. The three diagnostics (with revi-
sions) discussed in the previous subsection will be applied to copular
sentences. As a result, Mandarin copular sentences will be found to also
have IL/SL-distinctions.

To start with, conceptually speaking, a person’s region of origin does
not normally change. In contrast, ‘being a secondary school student’ is
normally a temporary property. Thus, the predicate in (24a) tends to
be individual-level, while that in (24b) is more stage-level.
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(24) o WEREMA.
Maike shi Dézhou rén.
Mike cop Texas people
‘Mike comes from Texas.
b. Wi,
Maike shi zhongxuésheng.
Mike coP secondary.school.student
‘Mike is a secondary school student.

As shown in (25) that the (a) sentence and the (b) sentence differ in
terms of compatibility with temporal modification. A sentence contain-
ing an individual-level-like predicate, as in (25a), is incompatible with
the adverb qunidn ‘last year’ while one containing a stage-level predicate,
as in (25b), is compatible with the same adverb.

(25) a. FHETEEFELZEMNA. Individual-level
*Maike qunidn  shi Dézhou rén.
Mike last.year cOP Texas people
b. AT Stage-level
Maike qunidn shi zhongruésheng.
Mike last.year COP secondary.school.student
‘Mike was a secondary school student last year’

Note that, unlike non-copular sentences, copular sentences are in
general incompatible with locative modification irrespective of being
ILPs or SLPs, as shown in (26).3

(26) a. *yEfEEEREMA. Individual-level
*Maike zai Méigud shi  Dézhou rén.
Mike in the.US cop Texas people

3There are a few exceptions in which copular sentences co-occur with locatives,
such as (i), which indicates that the subject individual has multiple identities at differ-
ent places. Presumably, the properties expressed by copular sentences are commonly
independent from particular locations regardless of whether they are individual-level
or stage-level.

(i) FPHRTESF R TEIN, TER R,
Qidoyist zai xuérido shi hdo laoshi, zdijia  shi hdo maugin.
Joyce at school coOP good teacher at home cop good mother
‘Joyce is a good teacher at school, and she is a good mother at home’
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b. *HwfEEEERRAE, 4 Stage-level
* Maske zai Méigud shi  zhongzuésheng.
Mike in the.US coP secondary.school.student

In addition, the different interpretations of subject bare nouns
between ILPs and SLPs can also be found in copular sentences. As shown
in (27), Méluoge rén ‘Moroccans’ in (27a) has the generic interpretation,
whereas the same noun in (27b) has the definite interpretation. The bare
noun Mdluoge rén ‘Moroccans’ in (27b) must refer to certain Moroccans
identified in the discourse. Inclusion of the demonstrative will make the
sentence more natural.

(27)  a. EEVEEFAGZAEMIA Individual-level
Moluoge rén shi  Feizhou rén.
Morocco people cop Africa people
‘Moroccans are Africans’

b, (IRJLAS) BEISEF A haiA . Stage-level
(Na-ji-ge) Mdéluoge rén shi
DEM-some-CLF Morocco people CoP
zhongzuéshenyg.

secondary.school.student
‘The Moroccans are secondary school students.’

Lastly, the distinction associated with adverbs of quantification can
also be applied to copular sentences.” For one thing, as shown in (28),
copular sentences pattern with non-copular sentences in that the use of
adverbs of quantification requires indefinite subjects in ILP sentences.
Interestingly, (28b) is infelicitous if it is interpreted as an individual-
level sentence. However, it will be felicitous if it is interpreted as a
stage-level sentence. That is, if Mary frequently dyes her hair different
colours, having black hair is a stage-level property for Mary. As a result,
(29) is acceptable. Note crucially that, as Chierchia (1995) has pointed
out, some SLPs pattern with ILPs in that they are incompatible with

4This sentence can be felicitous in a specific context where different education
systems are under discussion. For instance, taking Mike’s age and the level of educa-
tion he has received into consideration, he counts as a secondary school student in
the US education system. However, he might be viewed as a final-year primary school
student if he is going to attend another school in a foreign country.
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adverbs of quantification, as shown in (30). Chierchia ascribes such
incompatibility to the lack of iterability of the predicates.

(28) Individual-level
a. FEKEF NIEH 2R K K
Moluoge rén tongchdng shi hei  toufa.
Morocco people usually  cop black hair
‘Moroccans usually have black hair.
b. # Ml E Rk .
#Mali tongchdng shi hei  toufa.
Mary usually  copP black hair
(29) Stage-level
O T e RSk
Mali tongchdng shi hei  toufa.
Mary usually  copP black hair
‘Mary usually has black hair (but she sometimes colours her
hair).
(30) a. *PEEIGFRNHEE AL
*Moluoge rén tongchdng shi zhongzuésheng.
Morocco people usually  CcoOP secondary.school.student
b % Y 2 e
*Mall tongchdng shi zhongzuésheng.
Mary usually  coP secondary.school.student

In sum, IL/SL-distinction can also be observed in Mandarin copular
sentences. The following sections will focus on one property of Mandarin
ILPs that has rarely been noticed. Investigation of this property on ILPs
and their differences from SLPs will lead to a discussion of whether
Mandarin copular sentences have T or not. Before closing off this section,
I need to point out that as the current thesis will not explore criteria
of IL/SL-distinctions further, being aware of the potential controversy,
I will use the least controversial examples in this study. Crucially, I will
focus on predicates that are widely acknowledged to be ILPs or SLPs
in the literature. They pass the diagnostics for the IL/SL-distinction

°T will not adopt the when-test proposed in Kratzer (1995). Following what will
be argued in the later sections, copular sentences under when-adverbials should all
be viewed as SLP sentences.
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discussed in the current section. Additionally, the internal arguments of
the verbs are indefinite, and the subjects will be restricted to animate
nominals, especially human beings, since the “lifetime effects” are the
locus of the ensuing discussion.

6.2 More on Mandarin ILPs: no past/present
contrast

It was shown in the previous section that, cross-linguistically speaking,
ILPs are in general incompatible with temporal adverbials while SLPs
are compatible with temporal modification. This section will delve into
other properties in relation to the temporal interpretations of Mandarin
ILPs, as opposed to SLPs. In brief, Mandarin ILP sentences show no
past/present contrast. Furthermore, whether the subjects are alive or
dead does not affect the felicity of sentences when uttered in isolation.
Crucially, Mandarin ILPs behave differently from other languages. That
a past-tensed ILP sentence uttered in isolation indicates that the subject
is dead has been attested in many languages, a phenomenon discussed
as “lifetime effects”. Section 6.2.1 will first introduce previous studies on
“lifetime effects” on ILPs in other languages. Section 6.2.2 investigates
the Mandarin data.

6.2.1 Lifetime effects

Lifetime effects were first noticed in Kratzer (1989/1995). When uttered
in isolation, a past-tensed sentence with an individual-level predicate
imposes restrictions on the lifetime of the subject, unlike sentences
with stage-level predicates. For instance, (31), a sentence with a typical
individual-level predicate, indicates that Henry is dead at the time of
utterance if the sentence is uttered out of the blue. In contrast, (32)
can be true when Henry is alive, as the sentence contains a stage-level
predicate, happy. When the contexts are appropriate, (31) can have a
stage-level reading and accordingly be true even if Henry is alive. For
instance, it is perfectly acceptable if Henry has changed his nationality
from French to Dutch and he is still alive at the utterance time.
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(31) Henry was French. Individual-level predicate
(Kratzer 1995: 155)
(32) Henry was happy. Stage-level predicate

The same effects have also been noticed in other languages, such as
in German (Kratzer 1995), Polish (Citko 2008), and Russian (Pereltsvaig
2007). To account for such effects on ILPs, at least two approaches
have been proposed. The first type of account is typically Davidsonian.
Individual-level predicates are supposed to have no Davidsonian argu-
ment (an additional argument e in relation to the event of the verb
(Davidson 1967)), in contradistinction to stage-level predicates, which
do (Diesing 1992; Kratzer 1995). Assuming the tense predicate is a
predicate for a Davidsonian argument, the past tense can accordingly
apply to the Davidsonian argument of an SLP. In contrast, as ILPs lack
the Davidsonian argument, the past tense must apply to their unique
argument, the subject. The contrast is sketched below.% (33) represents
the individual-level interpretation of (31) that Henry was a Frenchman
and that he was dead. He never changed his nationality. The past tense
applies to the subject argument Henry. (34) represents the stage-level
interpretation of both (31) (when the context is appropriate) and (32).
That is, Henry was happy at some time interval; and Henry used to be
a Frenchman but changed his nationality. The past tense applies to the
Davidsonian argument. In a word, the distinction between the individual-
level interpretation and the stage-level interpretation depends on which
argument — the Davidsonian argument or the external argument — can
be bound by the tense operator (Kratzer 1995).

(33) Individual-level interpretation

[before-now(Henry)] & [French(Henry)] cf. (31)
(34)  Stage-level interpretation

a. [before-now(l)] & [Happy(Henry,l)] cf. (32)

b. [before-now(l)] & [French(Henry,l)] cf. (31)

®The formulas in (33) and (34) are adapted from Kratzer (1995: 156). ‘before-
now’ corresponds to the past tense. ‘I’ is defined as a variable over spatial-temporal
locations in Kratzer (1995), which is more or less equivalent to e, which represents
the event/Davidsonian argument.
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The other type of account applies pragmatic conversational im-
plicature to the lifetime effects. Musan (1997) assumes a presuppos-
itional condition of lexical entries for both ILPs and SLPs on their
argument’s being in existence or alive. Therefore, a sentence in the
present tense confronts a case of presupposition failure if the subject
has passed away, as in (35). In addition, assuming that a predicate in
the past tense asserts that a situation is over, irrespective of the manner
in which the situation came to an end, the situation described by an
individual-level predicate is naturally terminated along with the death
of the individual. In contrast, whether a situation described by a stage-
level predicate is over or not is independent from whether the subject
individual is living or dead. A past-tensed sentence with a stage-level
predicate fails to include a description of the state of the subject at the
time of utterance, which gives rise to the “Maxim of Quantity” (Grice
1975) violation of not being informative enough, as in (36).

(35) Context: Henry died and never changed his nationality.
a. Henry was French. Felicitous
b. # Henry is French. Infelicitous: presupposition failure
(36) Context: Henry is alive, and he is happy.
a. Henry is happy. Felicitous

b. # Henry was happy.
Infelicitous: Maxim of Quantity violation

Husband (2012) questions the pragmatic approach because the con-
stituent that introduces the world knowledge is unspecified in Musan’s
(1997) analysis. He returns to the semantic base, aligning with Carlson
(1977a), Diesing (1992), Kratzer (1995), and Chierchia (1995). First of
all, incorporating his proposal on the compositional nature of states,
Husband takes homogeneity as the pivot of the ILP/SLP-distinction.
Specifically, he argues that, on a par with events, states also vary
systematically in their aspectual interpretation. Different types of states
display a homogeneous/quantized contrast, a distinction comparable to
the telic/atelic distinction of events. ILPs are supposed to be homogen-
eous while SLPs are quantized. The contrast in terms of homogeneity
between ILPs and SLPs can in turn explain the lifetime effects. Husband
assumes that lifetime effects arise when all the stages of an individual



Is there a TP in Mandarin copular sentences? 195

are put in the past. As ILPs apply to homogeneous stages of the subject,
which is the subject itself, when an ILP sentence is in the past tense, it
must be the case that all the stages of the individual are put in the past.
In other words, the subject has died. In contrast, SLPs only apply to a
quantized stage of a subject, so when the SLP sentences are in the past
tense, it is unclear whether the quantized stages cover all the stages of
the individual (normally they do not). As a result, lifetime effects are
expected to be observed with ILP sentences but not with SLP sentences.

6.2.2 Mandarin data

The Mandarin data partially deviate from what has been observed in
English and other languages. On the one hand, when uttered in isolation,
whether the subject is alive or dead also affects the felicity of different
types of sentences. Crucially, ILPs differ from SLPs. On the other, the
restrictions on the lifetime of the subject of ILP sentences in relation
to the past tense are absent in Mandarin. Mandarin ILP sentences are
always felicitous no matter whether the subject is dead or alive.

Here are some examples. (37) presents some examples of ILP sen-
tences, while (38) presents examples of SLP sentences. The contrast
between the two sets of sentences is clear. When they are uttered in
isolation, (37a) is felicitous whether Mike is alive or dead, as long as it
is true that Mike meets/met the standard of ‘being tall’ when he is/was
alive. Similarly, (37b) is felicitous as long as Mike was born in Texas,
irrespective of whether he is dead or still alive. In contrast, those in
(38) can only be felicitous when Mike is alive and is happy or Mike is a
secondary school student.

(37) Individual-level

a. LR
Maike hén gao.
Mike very tall
‘Mike is/was tall.

b. BRI A
Maske shi  Dézhou rén.
Mike cop Texas people
‘Mike comes from Texas.’
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(38) Stage-level

a. VAR 4.
Maike hén gaoxing.
Mike very happy
‘Mike is/*was very happy.’

b. Wyise .
Maike shi zhongxuésheng.
Mike coOP secondary.school.student
‘Mike is/*was a secondary school student.

As SLPs are compatible with temporal modification, the sentences
in (39) and (40) are well formed. Although it is debatable whether these
sentences have tense or not, the sentences in (39) describe present states
while those in (40) describe past states.” When uttered in isolation, Mike
in (39) must be alive. In contrast, it is unclear whether Mike is dead or
alive at utterance time on the basis of (40). Such behaviour in Mandarin
SLPs patterns with that of English.

(39) Present

a. 15E (BUE) RE%.
Maike (zianzdai) hén gaoxing.
Mike now very happy
‘Mike is very happy.’

b. WL (AE) A,
Maike (zianzai) shi zhongruésheng.
Mike now CcopP secondary.school.student
‘Mike is a secondary school student.

(40) Past
a. VIE AR %
Maske dangshi hén gaoxing.
Mike at.that.time very happy
‘Mike was very happy at that time.

"This thesis takes the position that these sentences have syntactic tense. For more
on this issue, see 6.3.1.
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b. Ly A .
Maike dangshi shi zhongzuésheng.
Mike at.that.time COP secondary.school.student
‘Mike was a secondary school student at that time.

Mandarin ILP sentences are different both from SLP sentences and
from English ILP sentences. As we have seen from (37), the sentences
are felicitous regardless of whether Mike is dead or alive. More crucially,
the ILP sentences show no past/present contrast at all. Since Mandarin
does not show tense morphology, determining whether (37) should be
interpreted as referring to past states or present states requires taking
the temporal adverbials or context into account. However, as discussed
in the previous section, ILPs in Mandarin (and in other languages) are
not generally compatible with temporal adverbials.® As a result, when
uttered in isolation, the sentences provide no clue for whether the states
denoted by ILP sentences are past or present. That is, it is unclear
whether (37) describes past events or present events.

More strikingly, Mandarin allows for coordination of a living person
(e.g. Mike) and a dead person (e.g. Barbara) functioning as the subject
of an individual-level predicate, as shown in (41). Also, in the stripping-
like constructions in Mandarin, whether or not the subject is living can
be different in the two clauses, as shown in (42).

(41)  a. LrEFIEERIAR .
Maike hé Babala dou hén gao.
Mike and Barbara all very tall
‘Mike is tall, and Barbara was tall.’

b. MBS ERIAR 2 M A .
Maike hé Babala dou sht Dézhou rén.
Mike and Barbara all cop Texas people
‘Mike is from Texas, and Barbara was from Texas.

8 A few exceptions do exist. For instance, ILPs can co-occur with adverbials that
mean ‘while alive’, such as shengqidn ‘before death’ or hud zhe de shihou ‘the time
when being alive’. The use of these adverbials explicitly indicates the death of the
subject but does not influence the temporal relation of the subject and the properties
denoted by the predicates. In fact, these adverbials are not often used unless the
death needs to be emphasised.
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(42) o FVERE, WERLE,

Maike hén gao, Babala ye  shi.

Mike very tall Barbara also SHI

‘Mike is tall, and Barbara, too.

b, L fEINA, EEhidE.

Maike sht Dézhou rén,  Babala yée shi.
Mike copP Texas people Barbara also SHI
‘Mike comes from Texas, and Barbara, too.

In contrast, parallel sentences with SLPs, such as (43) and (44),
are not felicitous if the same setting remains that Mike is alive while
Barbara has died.

(43)  a. # WLrEAIEEREAAR R
#Maike hé Babala dou hén gaoxing.
Mike and Barbara all very happy
b, # W EAIE R e
#Maike hé Babala dou shi zhongxuésheng.
Mike and Barbara all CcOP secondary.school.student
(44)  a. #FLwMREN, BEHIBE.
# Maike hén gaoxing, Babala ye shi.
Mike very happy Barbara also SHI
‘Mike is/*was very happy.
b, #vERPeEE, EEhihe.
# Maike sht zhongxuéshenyg, Babala yé  shi.
Mike coOP secondary.school.student Barbara also SHI

The pattern in Mandarin and English can be summarised in Table
6.1. The SLPs show a parallel pattern in the two languages. When
uttered in isolation, the subject must be alive when the sentence de-
scribes a present state. The subject can either be alive or dead when the
sentence describes a past state. However, Mandarin ILPs behave differ-
ently from SLPs and from ILPs in English. For one thing, Mandarin ILP
sentences can always be felicitous irrespective of whether the subject is
dead or alive. For the other, there is no obvious past/present distinction
for ILP sentences.
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Table 6.1: Dead/living and ILP/SLP correspondence

Past Present
. ILP dead alive
English SLP | dead/alive alive
. ILP | no past/present distinction
Mandarin SLP | dead/alive | alive

The Mandarin data cannot be fully accounted for by any of the ana-
lyses of “lifetime effects” in English introduced in Section 6.2.1. Particu-
larly, Mandarin ILP sentences show no past/present distinction and are
insensitive to the living/dead status of the subject. Since past/present
tense plays a crucial role in those accounts for the restrictions on the
lifetime of subjects of ILPs in English, they cannot be carried over to
Mandarin. The next section will propose that Mandarin ILP sentences
(copular and non-copular) have no TP in the structure, in contrast to
SLP sentences.

6.3 No-TP hypothesis for Mandarin ILP sen-
tences

6.3.1 Previous studies on TP in Mandarin

The term “tense” can be defined from different perspectives. This thesis
only concerns syntactic tense and puts aside discussions about morpho-
logical tense and semantic tense. Differently put, the question at issue is
whether TP exists on the spine of the Mandarin clause and functions to
express the relation between Topic Time and Utterance Time (for terms
see Klein 1994), although Mandarin does not have tense morphology.!°
It has long been controversial whether Mandarin has TP in the sentence
structure. The current subsection will not provide an extensive overview
of the debates. I will only present the most representative studies to set

“Note crucially that, the past/present distinction in Table 6.1 does not mean
exactly the same for English and Mandarin. For English, it concerns morphological
marking of past/present tense. For Mandarin, the tense of the sentences is not
morphologically marked. The past/present contrast for SLPs presented in the table
regards the time reference denoted by the temporal adverbials in the sentences.
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the scene for the current discussion. See Sybesma (2017b) for a review
on this issue and references therein for details.

A certain line of research argues against the existence of TP (J.-
W. Lin 2003, 2006, 2010; Smith & Erbaugh 2005). These studies argue
for the view that the temporal interpretation of Mandarin sentences
is derivable from “default aspect” on the basis of the properties of
predicates (e.g. bounded/unbounded, telic/atelic) (Bohnemeyer & Swift
2004). In brief, states and activities have a default present reading,
while accomplishments and achievements have a default past reading
(J.-W. Lin 2006). Or, unbounded situations are located in the present
while bounded situations are located in the past (Smith & Erbaugh
2005). Additionally, temporal adverbs, modal elements, and discourse
and world knowledge may override the default temporal interpretation.

Matthewson (2002) argues that T would be postulated if lin-
guistic entities can manipulate the temporal interpretation of sentences.
Sybesma (2007) provides corresponding evidence from Mandarin that
temporal interpretations of Mandarin sentences can only be manipulated
by linguistic elements such as temporal adverbs, particles, or linguistic
contexts (as opposed to non-linguistic or pragmatic contexts). For in-
stance, when uttered in isolation, (45a) has a present tense reading.
When the temporal adverb referring to a past time point is added to
the sentence, it has a past tense reading, as shown in (45b). Crucially,
the change of temporal interpretation from (45a) to (45b) is ascribed
to the use of the adverb, which is a linguistic element. In contrast, the
change of a non-linguistic element, for instance, the dead/living status
of Zhangsan cannot give rise to a past tense interpretation of (45a).
The sentence instead turns infelicitous, like other stage-level predicate
sentences we saw in the previous sections.

(45) a. FR=EAFFEXIL.
Zhangsan zhu zai zher.
Zhangsan live at here
‘Zhangsan lives here’

10Tt is arguable that de [ in some sentences, especially cleft relevant constructions,
is a past tense marker.
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b. 3= 1989 4E{F4EX L.
Zhangsan 1989 nidn zhi zadi zheér.
Zhangsan 1989 year live at here
‘Zhangsan lived here in 1989/

(Sybesma 2007: 581)

The current thesis is in favour of the existence of TP in Mandarin.
Detailed argumentation against the view that Mandarin has no TP see
Sun (2014) and T.-H. J. Lin (2015). I am particularly interested in two
issues. First, does TP exist in Mandarin copular structures? Most of the
previous discussions have not paid attention to the temporal interpret-
ation and the temporal structure of copular sentences.'' Investigation
into this issue is necessary. Second, is it possible that, within a single
language, sentences vary in terms of the presence of TP? In other words,
is it possible that some sentences have TP while others do not?!'?

6.3.2 No-tense hypothesis

This thesis proposes that sentences containing individual-level statives in
Mandarin do not have syntactic tense (or TP), as opposed to sentences
containing stage-level statives, which do have TP. This hypothesis goes
one step further from Sun’s (2014) proposal that Mandarin non-statives
have both TP and AspP while statives only have TP. The gist of the
hypothesis is given in Table 6.2.

11J.-W. Lin (2010) touches upon the connection between TP and copular sentences.
He views copulas as carriers of tense morphology. Accordingly, he assumes that
languages without TP allow for the absence of an obligatory copula. As shi in
Mandarin is sometimes omissible in matrix clauses (see Section 2.2 in Chapter 2),
TP does not exist in Mandarin. Obviously, this argument cannot be correct since,
as discussed in Chapter 2, shi is obligatory in most copular sentences. According
to J-W. Lin’s (2010) reasoning, on the contrary, Mandarin should have TP in the
structure. See also T.-H. J. Lin (2015) and Law and Ndayiragije (2017) for arguments
against J.-W. Lin (2010) on this point.

12Progovac (2006) argues that the (non-)existence of TP distinguishes sentences

from non-sentential clauses. However, I will not regard Mandarin ILP sentences as
non-sententials.
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Table 6.2: Eventualities and temporal projections

TP | AspP
IL-statives - -
SL-statives | + -

non-statives | + +

I follow Dowty (1979), Katz (1995, 2003), Kratzer (1998), and
Sun’s (2014) assumption that stative predicates are properties of times
and eventive predicates are properties of events. In addition, T has a
time interval as its semantics, which serves as Reference Time (to use
Reichenbach’s 1947 term) or Topic Time (Klein’s 1994 term) for anchor-
ing the eventuality described by the sentence. Following Katz (1995,
2003), Sun (2014) proposes that in Mandarin, stative VPs can directly
combine with T, while eventive VPs must combine with an aspect first
and then with T. The simplified structures are presented below in (46)
and (47).' An eventive VP sentence such as (46a) requires an overt
aspect; otherwise, the sentence crashes (or has only the generic read-
ing).!* In contrast, a stative VP sentence such as (47a) cannot contain
an aspectual marker. In structural terms, AspP relates VP and TP in
(46b), while TP combines directly with VP in (47b). Temporal adverbials
adjoin to TP in both sentences. Superstructures containing functional
projections such as FinP and other discourse-related projections project
on top of TP, which are left out in the structures given below.

(46) Eventive VP
a. IR *(fE) AR
XidoShiyi  gangcdi *(zai) chi hudfubing.
little.Eleven just.now PROG eat waffle
‘El was eating waffles just now.

13The generic reading is only possible when the temporal adverbial in (46a) is
absent.

14{ stands for “interval”, ¢ stands for “truth value”, and v stands for “event”.
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A

AdvP TP
gangedi T AspP
‘just now’ /\
ASp<vt,it> VP

| PN

Zd/l/ V<Vt> NP
PROG ‘ ‘
cht  hudfubing
‘eat’ ‘waflle’
(47) Stative VP

a. /H—RIA R E .
XidgoShiyr  gangcdi hén gaoxing.
little.Eleven just.now very happy
‘El was happy just now.

A

AdvP
PN A
gangcdai T
‘Just now’ ‘

A<it>
hén gaoxing
‘happy”
Sun (2014) does not distinguish IL-statives from SL-statives. As

we saw in the previous section, Mandarin ILP sentences and SLP sen-
tences present distinctive patterns in terms of temporal structure and
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interpretation. Again, ILPs do not co-occur with temporal adverbials,
while SLPs do. Furthermore, when uttered in isolation, the subject of an
SLP sentence must be alive, while that of an ILP sentence can be either
alive or dead. This thesis proposes that the structure in (47b) proposed
by Sun (2014) only works for stage-level statives but not for individual-
level statives. The structure for individual-level statives is proposed as
(48b). In other words, the predicate stands alone, and does not combine
with any time interval. The truth value holds forever. Higher projections
will be responsible for subject licensing, finiteness, and other discourse-
related properties.

(48) a. WIWRFE.
Maike hén gao.
Mike very tall
‘Mike is tall’

/“.\AP

A<t>

hén gao
‘tall’

b.

The same structures apply to Mandarin copular sentences. Respond-
ing to the question raised at the beginning of this chapter: some copular
sentences have TP in the structure while others do not. Specifically,
copular sentences with ILPs have no TP while those with SLPs do.
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(49) a. Stage-level

T shiP
SM/\PredP
NPI/}ed'
Prg\NPQ

b. Individual-level

S

shi PredP

/\
NP1 Pred’
N

Pred NP2

These structures in (48b) and (49b) immediately explain the fact
that ILPs do not co-occur with temporal adverbials, assuming temporal
adverbials adjoin to TP. As mentioned in the previous sections, when the
contexts are appropriate, a sentence with an individual-level predicate
can have a stage-level reading. Crucially, when the sentence has a stage-
level interpretation, temporal modification is possible. For instance,
normally, the colour of one’s hair does not change (admittedly, it turns
grey at a certain point). Hei téufa ‘(having) black hair’ can be regarded
as an individual-level predicate. In this sense, it cannot be modified
by a temporal expression. However, if Mary frequently dyes her hair,
hei téufa ‘(having) black hair’ is a stage-level property for her. On
that circumstance, (51) is felicitous. Structurally speaking, when the
predicates function as SLPs, TP occurs in the structure, which makes
adjunction of a temporal expression possible.
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(50)  FymH 2 KA
Mal: shi hei  toufa.
Mary cop black hair
‘Mary has black hair’

(51)  Huy bRk
Mali shangzhou shi hei  toufa.
Mary last.week cCoOP black hair
‘Mary had black hair last week.

6.3.3 No-tense hypothesis and ILP sentences

The properties of Mandarin ILP and SLP sentences discussed in Section
6.2.2 can also be accounted for by the paradigm presented in Table 6.2.

First, assuming no TP, that ILP sentences have no past/present
distinction is expected. In addition, in line with the Kratzer (1995) and
Husband’s (2012) reasoning, the question as to whether the subjects
are alive or dead does not affect the felicity of ILP sentences is also
expected. Assuming the tense operator needs to bind an argument, a
sentence without TP does not have the tense operator. Hence, nothing
in the sentence must be bound by the operator. No restriction is in turn
imposed on the lifetime of the subject. In other words, the subject can
be either alive or dead.

Moreover, sentences without TP always have a tenseless interpret-
ation. The truth value of the sentences holds forever, including the
utterance time, intervals preceding the utterance time, and intervals
following the utterance time. Whether the subject is alive or dead is only
a function of world knowledge. Whether the speaker knows that or not
will not invalidate the assertion. For instance, as pointed out by Musan
(1997), if George is dead, (52a) is infelicitous. One may tend to correct
the utterance by saying something like “No, he WAS from America.
He died last year.” Conversely, if George is still alive, uttering (52b) is
infelicitous. One may tend to correct it by saying something like “No, he
IS from America. He is still alive.” In contrast, Mandarin speakers of (53)
will never receive similar corrections as the other speaker will not know
if s/he knows what has happened to George by simply judging from this
sentence. If George recently died, and the other speaker assumes that the
person uttering (53) may not be aware of his death, s/he may respond to
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(53) by saying something like “Speaking of George, do you know that he
died recently?” In short, the superficial past/present distinction of ILP
sentences, which results from the living/death contrast, is completely
hypothetical in Mandarin. It does not lead to any syntactic or semantic
differentiation in the sentences.

(52) a. George is from America.
b. George was from America.
(53) FriAELE A
Qidozhi shi Méiguorén.
George COP American
‘George is/was American.

Also, by assuming no tense in ILP sentences, the coordination of
a living and a dead subject (assuming Mike is alive while Barbara has
died) or co-occurrence of them in stripping-like constructions do not
lead to a problem. For the subject coordination cases (e.g. (54)), there
is no TP that needs to mediate between two temporal references. For
the stripping constructions (e.g. (55)), there is no TP to copy from the
antecedent to the elided clause.

(54) HTCHIEERHA S FEIMNA.

Maike hé Babala dou shi Dézhou rén.

Mike and Barbara all cop Texas people

‘Mike is from Texas, and Barbara was from Texas.’
(55) JHITRHEMNA, EERHE.

Maike shi Dézhou rén,  Babala yé shi.

Mike cop Texas people Barbara also SHI

‘Mike comes from Texas, and Barbara, too.

For SLP sentences, the coordination of a living and a dead subject or
co-occurrence of them in stripping-like constructions is infelicitous. For
sentences like (56), the two states, that is, Mike being a secondary school
student and Barbara being a secondary school student, have different
temporal references that cannot be encoded in a single T. Also, in
stripping-like constructions, when TP is copied to the second clause,
the feature value of T cannot be changed.



208 6.3. No-TP hypothesis for Mandarin ILP sentences

(56)  # W yEAIE eI e
#Maike hé Babala dou shi zhongruésheng.
Mike and Barbara all coP secondary.school.student
(57)  # Ly, e,
# Maike shi zhongruésheng, Babala yé  shi.
Mike coOP secondary.school.student Barbara also SHI

In fact, habitual sentences pattern with ILP sentences. For instance,
although the predicates of the sentences in (58) are stage-level, whether
Zhangsan’s grandfather is alive or dead makes no difference for the truth
value of the assertions. The parallel properties of lifetime effects corres-
pond to Chierchia’s (1995) proposal that individual-level predicates are
inherently generics. Or, following Krifka et al. (1995), individual-level
predicate sentences together with generic/habitual sentences as shown
in (58) are all taken as characterising sentences.

(58) a. K=RFTLEME.
Zhangsan de yéye zongshi hén léi.
Zhangsan SUB grandfather always very exhausted
‘Zhangsan’s grandfather is/was always very exhausted.

b. K= RA AR

Zhangsan de yéye meéi-ge  yué  dou qu Béijing.
Zhangsan SUB grandfather every-CLF month all go Beijing
‘Zhangsan’s grandfather goes/went to Beijing every month.

6.3.4 Alternative analyses

Capturing the property that Mandarin sentences lack the past/present
distinction, Sun (2014) argues for the existence of a covert semantic tense
NON-FUT in Mandarin on the basis of observations that some Mandarin
sentences can be truthfully uttered when their subjects are the coordina-
tion of a dead individual and a living one but contain only one predicate,
as in (59a) and (59b). The NON-FUT tense limits the time span for
the eventualities to intervals that precede or include the utterance time
(Matthewson 2006). Particularly, as opposed to a Past/Non-past tense
system, the NON-FUT /FUT tense system does not distinguish the past
and present tenses. Hence, the NON-FUT proposal nicely explains why
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it is possible in Mandarin to describe plural eventualities with more than
one temporal location (past and present) with one single predicate.

(59)  a. FUAIESEXTYIEER, 1
Niddun hé Huojin dou dut wuli  gdnzingqu.
Newton and Hawking all to physics interest
‘Both Newton and Hawking are interested in physics.
b. R E A 1O
Gu Long hé Mo Yan dou chouyan.
Gu Long and Mo Yan all smoke
‘Both Gu Long and Mo Yan smoke.
(Sun 2014: 205)

The NON-FUT proposal is further supported by the obligatory
occurrence of a future modal. For instance, the modal element hui ‘will’
must occur in (60).

(60) BR=HIKR * (&) MRIHE.
Zhangsan mingtian *(hui) hén jusdng.
Zhangsan tomorrow will  very frustrated
‘Zhangsan will be frustrated tomorrow.’

Note that it is attested in other languages such as English and French
that present-tensed sentences can be used to describe future-oriented
events when the events have been scheduled or planned in advance.
This phenomenon has been analysed as “futurate” constructions (Copley
2008, 2011). (61) presents the English example of a futurate construction
provided in Copley (2008), and (62) presents their Chinese equivalents
taken from Sun (2014). Since which team will play at what time is
normally scheduled in advance but the result cannot be planned, the
(a) sentences are felicitous, while the (b) sentences are infelicitous when
uttered in isolation (unless there is match manipulation). As shown by
the (c) sentences, a modal element is required.

15Steven Hawking was still alive in the year 2014, when Sun’s work was done.

Both Gu Long and Mo Yan are Chinese novelists. Gu Long died in 1985. Mo
Yan is still alive.
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The Red Sox play the Yankees tomorrow.

b. # The Red Sox defeat the Yankees tomorrow.

c¢. The Red Sox will defeat the Yankees tomorrow.

(Copley 2008: 261)

®

(61)

(62) a. HEIBARIR LT,
Zhongguo dui  mingtian bisdi.
China team tomorrow play
“The Chinese team plays tomorrow.’
b, # [ BB K.
#Zhongguo dui  mingtian ying.
China team tomorrow win
Intended: ‘The Chinese team will win tomorrow.’
c. KA.
Zhongguo dui  mingtian néng ying.
China team tomorrow can win
‘The Chinese team can win tomorrow.
(Sun 2014: 218)

However, this NON-FUT proposal is not unproblematic. Examples
discussed by Sun (2014) that contain the conjoined subject of a living
individual and a dead individual always either have individual-level pre-
dicates or are generic sentences. However, when the predicates are stage-
level, the sentences with the same subjects turn infelicitous, comparing
(63) to (59).

(63) a. #ERHMSEFHAMRIEE,

#Gulong hé Moydn dou hén jusang.
Gulong and Moyan all very frustrated.
Intended: ‘Gu Long was frustrated, and Mo Yan is frus-
trated.

b # W RIS ARL T AL

#Gulong hé Moydn dou qu le  Bétjing.
Gulong and Moyan all go PFV Beijing
Intended: ‘Both Gu Long and Mo Yan went to Beijing.’

The contrast between the (a) sentences and (b) sentences in (64) and
(65) points to a similar problem. Assuming Zhangsan’s father is alive
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while, unfortunately, his grandpa has passed away, the two (a) sentences
are felicitous when uttered in isolation, whereas the (b) sentences are
infelicitous, even though the (a) sentences and the (b) sentences have
basically the same readings.

(64) a. K=HEEMATTEZWHEIN.
Zhangsan de baba hé yéye dou shi wuli  ldoshi.
Zhangsan SUB dad and grandpa all COP physics teacher
‘Zhangsan’s dad is a physics teacher, and his grandpa was a
physics teacher.
b, # KRB ENATTHY TN,
#Zhangsan de baba hé yéye dou dang le wult
Zhangsan SUB dad and grandpa all serve.as PFV physics
laoshi.
teacher
Intended: ‘Zhangsan’s dad is a physics teacher, and his
grandpa was a physics teacher’
(65) a. K=EREESYBEI, K=mFFde.
Zhangsan de  baba shi wull ldoshi, Zhangsan de
Zhangsan SUB dad cCOP physics teacher Zhangsan SUB
yéye yeé  sha.
grandpa too COP
‘Zhangsan’s dad is a physics teacher, and his grandpa, too.

b, #RK=PEEY TYHEN, K=FaEe.
#Zhangsan de  baba dang le wult laoshi,
Zhangsan SUB dad serve.as PFV physics teacher
Zhangsan de yéye ye sha.
Zhangsan SUB grandpa too COP
Intended: ‘Zhangsan’s dad is a physics teacher, and his
grandpa, too.

The infelicity of the above sentences is unexpected by the NON-
FUT proposal, as the original proposal of NON-FUT tense does not
impose restrictions on predicate classes. In fact, the infelicity of (63)
and the (b) sentences in (64) and (65) can be ascribed to presupposition
failure based on Musan’s (1997) pragmatic analysis. Assuming that
predicates such as being frustrated, went to Beijing, or serving as a
physics teacher must presuppose the existence of the entities denoted
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by the subjects, the appearance of dead individuals accordingly yields
to the presupposition failure. However, the contrasts in felicity between
sentences with different types of predicates as well as the differences
observed between languages (for instance, Mandarin and English) are
unexpected under Musan’s original proposal.

6.4 Supporting evidence: blocking effects of ana-
phor binding

This section presents a phenomenon which may support the no-TP hy-
pothesis for ILP copular sentences. It starts out from Miyagawa’s (2010,
2017) proposal that there are two types of languages, namely, agreement
languages and discourse-configurational languages. The former involves
phi-feature agreement, while the latter involves topic/focus agreement.
Adopting the idea of feature inherence, he further argues that both the
phi-feature and the topic/focus feature starts out in the C region and
can be inherited by T (or a functional head immediately on top of T).
T in an agreement language will inherit the phi-feature (but not the
topic/focus feature), whereas T in a discourse-configurational language
inherits the topic/focus feature. The simplified schema of the two types
of feature inherence is provided in (66).

(66) a. Agreement-based b. Discourse configurational
CPp CPp
Cd)/u TP Cd)/o TP

4, 4,

(Adapted from Miyagawa 2017: 4)

With regards to Mandarin, Miyagawa (2010, 2017) shows evidence
for phi-feature agreement in Mandarin and comes to the conclusion that
it is an agreement language (like English, unlike Japanese). The main
evidence comes from the phenomenon that the blocking effect for the
reflexive anaphor zij7 in long-distance relation is absent with a third
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person local subject (e.g. (67)) and can only be found when the local
subject is a first- or second-person pronoun, as shown in (68)—(70) (C.-
T. J. Huang 1984; C.-C. J. Tang 1989; Pan 2001; Giblin 2015).

(67) k= PANZEM ; XFEHTC 45 BEAF Lo
Zhangsan; yiwéi Lisi; dui  ziji;/; méi zinzin.
Zhangsan think Lisi facing self NEG confidence
‘Zhangsan; thought Lisi; had no confidence in himself; ;.
(68) a. F&,; PUHZEN ; XTEHCD i/ BefF Lo
Wo; yiwéi Lisi; dui  ziji;); méi xinxin.
1sG think Lisi facing self NEG confidence
‘T thought Lisi had no confidence in myself/himself’
b F i AR j WHT iy BF O
Wo; yiwéi nij dui  2ijiy;; méi zinxin.
1sG think 2sG facing self ~ NEG confidence
‘T thought you had no confidence in *myself/yourself’
(69) a. AR WAFEN ; XMEDT 2); BlEOH?
Ni; juéde Lisiy dui  zijip;/; méi xinzin ma?
2sG think Lisi facing self ~ NEG confidence Q
‘Did you think that Lisi had no confidence in ?7your-

self /himself’
b. 5 PAHFE ; XEC *i/] AG NG ?
Ni; juéde wo; dui  2ijiy;); méi xinwin ma?

2sG think 1sG facing self  NEG confidence Q
‘Did you think that I had no confidence in *yourself/myself’
(70)  BK= PARNF /IR £ AT wijjn TGO
Zhangsan; yiwéi woj/ni, dui  2ifly;/ ME TINTIN.
Zhangsan think 15G/2SG facing self NEG confidence

‘Zhangsan thought I/you had no confidence in my-
self/yourself/*himself’

The contrast between 1st/2nd and 3rd person in triggering the
“blocking effect” is ascribed to the [participant| feature in Miyagawa
(2017). Assuming that participant agreement has all the features of full
agreement while the non-participant agreement does not, the 1st/2nd
person pronouns have all the features for agreement while the 3rd
person pronouns do not. Miyagawa’s (2017) reasoning is based on a
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non-movement account for the long-distance binding of ziji. It has been
observed that long-distance construal of ziji is possible within islands(C.-
T. J. Huang & Tang 1991; Cole, Hermon & Huang 2006), as shown in
(71). Accordingly, Giblin (2015) proposes that the long-distance binding
of Mandarin 2zij7 does not involve movement of the anaphor. Instead, the
anaphor is assumed to be bound by an Agr head, following Progovac
(1992).

(71) a Gk=; ¥ [WERFEHIFED ], AL,

Zhangsan; shuo [ruguo Lisi piping 2455, ta  jid b qu.

Zhangsan say if Lisi criticise self 3sc then NEG go

‘Zhangsan said that if Lisi criticised him, then he will not go.

b, BR=; AER [REMIFED « 1] A

Zhangsan bi  zithuan [[nd-xzie  piping ziji de] 7én).

Zhangsan NEG like =~ DEM-some criticise self SUB person

‘Zhangsan does not like those people who criticised him.
(C.-T. J. Huang & Tang 1991: 171)

Miyagawa (2017) adapts the Agr head in Giblin’s (2015) analysis of
Mandarin long-distance construal of zji ‘self’ to be T. This T presumably
has an anaphoric feature that is checked by a participant feature. Once
the participant feature is checked, the T is no longer anaphoric to
a higher T. In other words, the “blocking effect” takes place. If the
participant feature is not checked, the T remains anaphoric to a higher T.
Thus, the anaphor is able to be bound by a high antecedent. As 1st/2nd
person has the [participant] feature, feature checking takes place, which
blocks T from forming a link with a higher T. In contrast, as 3rd person
does not have the [participant] feature, feature checking does not take
place, and the blocking effect is absent.

Interestingly, however, copular sentences in Mandarin behave dif-
ferently from non-copular sentences with respect to the blocking effect.
For a group of Mandarin speakers I consulted, the “blocking effect”
disappears in (73) to (75). For the remaining speakers, coindexation
between z¢ji and the matrix subject in sentences in (73) to (75) is
marginally acceptable, as compared to that of (68) to (70), in which
the coindexation in completely unacceptable.
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(72) K=, PIAZEN ; 2HE i/j R E A
Zhangsan; yiwéi Lisij shi  ziji;;; de  daiydnrén.
Zhangsan think Lisi COP self SUB spokesman
‘Zhangsan; thought Lisi; was his;/; own spokesman

(73) a. I DLAHEN J 2HD i/j FORA=NG
Wo; yiwéi Lisi; shi  ziji;;; de  datydnrén.
1sG think Lisi cop self SUB spokesman
‘I thought Lisi was my/his own spokesman.
b. 3 AR j 2HEC 2/ BFIIUE A
Wo; yiwéi nij shi  zijiz;); de  daiydnrén.
1sG think 2sG coP self = SUB spokesman
‘T thought you were ?my/your own spokesman.
(74) a. AR WA ; 2EHT 5 IE AN?
N juéde Lisiy shi  ziji;); de  daiydnrén ma?
258G think Lisi cop self SUB spokesman Q
‘Did you think that Lisi was your/his own spokesman.’
b. R 93K ; 2AT 2y BAEAL?
Ni; juéde wo; shi zijiz;/; de  daiydnrén ma?
28G think 1sG cop self  SUB spokesman Q
‘Did you think that I was ?your/his own spokesman.

(75) k= PANF ;R RAT i BT A
Zhangsan; yiwéi wo;/ni, shi 2ijt 5k de  dagydnrén.
Zhangsan think 1sG/2sG coP self SUB spokesman

215

‘Zhangsan thought I/you was/were my/your/his own spokes-

man.

As sentences in (67) to (70) are not minimal pairs with those in
(72) to (75), I constructed the following sentences. Interestingly, all the

speakers I consulted reported the “blocking effect” this time.

(76) H= PARZEN ;M T HC i BRE A
Zhangsan; yiwéi Lisi; zuo le  ziji;); de  daiydnrén.
Zhangsan think Lisi serve.as PFV self SUB spokesman
‘Zhangsan; thought Lisi; was his;/; own spokesman.
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(77) A I DLAEN MMTHD 5 WRE A
Wo; yiwéi Lisi; zuo le  ziji;); de  daiydnrén.
1sG think Lisi serve.as PFV self SUB spokesman
‘T thought Lisi was my/his own spokesman.
b 3 AR ; BT AT iy FIE A

Wo; yiwéi ni; zuo le  zijiy;; de  daiydnrén.
1sG think 28G serve.as PFV self  SUB spokesman
‘T thought you were *my/your own spokesman.

(78) a. AR WAFEM ;BT HT 22y FEAL?
Ni; juéde Lisij zuo le  zijire;); de  daiydnrén ma?
2sG think Lisi serve.as PFV self SUB spokesman Q
‘Did you think that Lisi was ?7your/his own spokesman.
b, AR W5 j RAC vy BAEAL?

N juéde wo; zuo le  zijiy;; de  daiydnrén ma?
28G think 1SG serve.as PFV self ~ SUB spokesman Q
‘Did you think that I was *your/his own spokesman.

(79) 3= o AR /R & T EE e RRFTA

Zhangsan;  yiwéi  wo;/ni,  2uo le 22 de
Zhangsan think 1SG/2SG serve.as PFV  self SUB
daiydanrén.

spokesman

‘Zhangsan thought I/you was/were my/your/?7his own spokes-
man.’

If Miyagawa’s analysis is on the right track, the contrast with regard
to the appearance of the blocking effect between copular sentences and
non-copular sentences suggests that copular sentences (e.g. (72) to (75))
do not show phi-feature (participant) agreement. Structurally speaking,
there are two possibilities. First, these copular sentences do not have
a T in the structure. Consequently, phi-feature agreement cannot take
place. Second, T does exist in the copular structure, but this T does
not inherit the phi-feature, unlike the T in non-copular sentences. The
current study will propose the first option because, as shown below,
when a temporal adverbial is used (irrespective of the position of the
adverbials), the “blocking effect” is observed.
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(80) HK=: PAN < BIK > 2 ;< IR > 2HT ./ BIHF A

(81)

Zhangsan; yiwéi <mingtian> Lisi; <mingtian> shi ziji;/; de
Zhangsan think tomorrow  Lisi tomorrow  COP self SUB
daiyanrén.

spokesman

‘Zhangsan; thought Lisi; was his;/; own spokesman

a. ; IO < BIR > &0 < BIK > 2HT o5 BAE A

Wo; yiwéi <mingtian> Lisi; <mingtian> shi ziji;;; de
1sc¢ think tomorrow  Lisi tomorrow  COP self SUB
datyanrén.

spokesman

‘T thought Lisi was my/his own spokesman.

PG PO <R >R G< AR > ZAC Ly RGN

Wo; yiwéi <mingtian> ni; <mingtian> shi  ziji,;/; de
1sG think tomorrow  28G tomorrow  COP self  SUB
datydanrén.

spokesman

‘T thought you were *my/your own spokesman.

R R <PAR > BN <R > ZHD Ly BEAL?

Ni; juéde <mingtian> Lisi; <mingtian> shi ziji,;/; de
2sG think tomorrow  Lisi tomorrow  COP self  SUB
datydnrén ma?

spokesman Q

‘Did you think that Lisi was *your/his own spokesman.

AR R < BIR > K G< IR > 2HD Ly BAEAL?

Ni; juéde <mingtian> wo; <mingtian> shi zijii/j de
28G think tomorrow  1sG tomorrow  COP self SUB
datyanrén ma?

spokesman Q

‘Did you think that I was *your/my own spokesman.
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(83) K= PLH < HIR > & /IR k< BHR > 2HDE vififk e

N

Zhangsan; yiwéi <mingtian> wdo;/ny, ~ <mingtian> shi
Zhangsan think tomorrow 1sG/28G  tomorrow CoP
Zijlyi /i1 de  datydnrén.

self SUB spokesman

‘Zhangsan thought I/you was/were my/your/*his own spokes-
man.’

Therefore, the contrast in terms of the “blocking effect” in rela-
tion to anaphor binding between copular sentences (without temporal
adverbials) and non-copular sentences, as well as copular sentences modi-
fied by temporal expressions, lends support to the no-TP hypothesis (for
ILPs) this chapter argues for.

6.5 Additional data: temporally underspecified
bare clauses

This subsection introduces another type of sentence with shi (though
sometimes covert) that possibly contains no T (H. Cheng 2021). These
sentences have bare predication and are felicitous only when describing
planned or scheduled events. Interestingly, the temporal interpretation
of these bare matrix clauses is free. The specification of the temporal rela-
tion regarding the utterance time is a function of background knowledge.
When interpreted in this way, they make reference to arrangements,
schedules, plans, and so forth provided by the context. For instance,
(84) is a conversation about the programme of a performance. Imagine a
dance gala on which three ballet dances are performed by three groups
of dancers at 8 p.m., 9 p.m., and 10 p.m. respectively. Assuming Nancy
dances The Nutcracker at 9 p.m., then Nancy’s dancing is a present
event if the conversation takes place at 9 p.m. Similarly, Nancy’s dancing
would be a past event if (84) is uttered at 10 p.m.; her dancing would
be a future event if (84) is uttered at 8 p.m. The understanding of the
dancing event as a present event, a past event, or a future event is not
fixed; it varies as the utterance time varies.
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(84) A: BAEEILAH?
Nanzi di-ji-ge jiemu?
Nancy sequence-which.number-CLF performance

‘Which performance is Nancy in?’

B: B BkiARkJe+ . (while handing the programme to A)
Nanzi tiao Hutdojiazi.
Nancy dance The.Nutcracker

lit. ‘Nancy dance The Nutcracker.!”

H. Cheng (2021) argues that these bare clauses are in effect paired
relations, pairing up the subject with an activity or constituent related
to that activity. (85) is another example with multiple clauses in the
sentence, which better exemplifies the nature of pairings. Crucially, these
bare clause are used to establish a paired relation between a subject and
a VP. For instance, in (85), Nancy pairs with dancing The Nutcracker
and El pairs with Swan Lake. No temporal information is encoded in
the sentences. That is, when they perform is unknown from the texts
and entirely irrelevant.

(85) EAAm kBT, AN —BRREE .
Nanzi tiao  Hutdojiazi, xidoShiyr  tiao  Tian’éhd.
Nancy dance The.Nutcracker little.Eleven dance Swan.Lake
lit. ‘Nancy finish dancing The Nutcracker, El finish dancing Swan
Lake’

In structural terms, I propose that the relation between the subject
and the VP is mediated by a copula, which may or may not be overt.
As shown in (86), shi can occur in the sentences without giving rise
to interpretative consequences. The combination of the subject and
the predicate does not include any TP or AspP: it is truly bare. In
other words, the lack of temporal encoding is interpreted as the absence
of TP in the structure, which accounts for the underspecification of
temporal interpretation of the event denoted by the bare predicates.
The structures for the clauses in (85) and (86) are given in (87).1

17«14t indicates that the relevant verb in the English translation is given without
inflection, which suggests that the temporal interpretation is unspecified or in any
case not marked.
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(86) FaAeBkEAME T, /Nt — BRG] .
Ndnxzr shi  tico  Hutdojiazi, xidoShiyr shi  tido
Nancy cop dance The.Nutcracker, little.Eleven cop dance
Tian’éhi.
Swan.Lake
‘lit. Nancy dance The Nutcracker, El dance Swan Lake.

(87) a. RP
DP R/
Ndanxi R VP
‘Nancy’ A
0 A DP
tiao Hutdojiaze
‘dance’ ‘The Nutcracker’
b. RP
DP R/
Ndanzi R VP
‘Nancy’ A
shi Vv DP
tiao Hutdojiaz

‘dance’ ‘The Nutcracker’

6.6 Conclusion

This chapter discussed whether TP exists in Mandarin copular struc-
tures. I propose that on a par with non-copular sentences, copular sen-

'8RP is used in H. Cheng (2021) and stands for RelatorP (Den Dikken 2006). RP
can be substituted with shiP.
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tences with stage-level predicates have TP, while those with individual-
level predicates have no TP in the structure. The difference in the struc-
ture accounts for a number of distinctive properties in relation to the
temporal structure between ILPs and SLPs. In particular, SLP sentences
can combine with temporal adverbials, but ILP sentences cannot. When
uttered in isolation, SLP sentences can only be felicitous if the subject
is alive. No such restriction is imposed on ILP sentences. More crucially,
ILPs show no past/present contrast at all.






