Reexamining Higgins’ taxonomy:

A split in the Identificational class

Line Mikkelsen, UC Santa Cruz LSA Annual Meeting Boston, January 10, 2004

Higgins’s (1979) taxonomy of copular clauses

(1) Clause type Example

Predicational Susan is a doctor. Specificational The winner is Susan. Identity (Equative) She is Susan.

Identificational That is Susan. / That woman is Susan.

The project (e.g. Williams 1983; Partee 1986, 2000; Heycock and Kroch 1999)

• Explain the taxonomy in terms of the semantics of the expressions flanking the copula

A specific proposal (Geist 2002, 2003; Mikkelsen 2002a, in prep.)

(2) Clause type Subject Complement Predicational ⟨e⟩ ⟨e, t⟩ Specificational ⟨e, t⟩ ⟨e⟩ Identity ⟨e⟩ ⟨e⟩

• Evidence for subject type: pronominalization in tag questions (Mikkelsen 2002b)

(3) a. Susan is a doctor, isn’t she? [Predicational] b. The winner is Susan, isn’t it? [Specificational] c. She is Susan, isn’t she? [Identity clause]

• Evidence for complement type: the second constituent of a small clause under consider must be predicative (Rothstein 1995)

(4) a. I consider [Susan the best doctor in the county]. [Predicational] b. *I consider [the best doctor in the county Susan] [Specificational] c. *I consider [Mrs. Robinson Susan] [Identity clause]

Goals of this paper:

• examine Identificational class and argue that it is not semantically uniform • characterize the two kinds of Identificational clauses • integrate them into Higgins’ taxonomy • discuss further consequences

1 A split in Identificational class

(5) That is Susan.

(6) That woman is Susan.

Evidence for split

• Pronominalization (Higgins 1979:283):^1

(7) That is Susan, isn’t {it/*she}?

(8) That woman is Susan, isn’t {*it/she}?

• Non-restrictive modifiers:

(9) *That, who everybody can see clearly, is Susan.

(10) That woman, who everybody can see clearly, is Susan.

• Grammatical gender in Danish: det (that-neuter), den (that-common)

(11) a. Det that-neuter er is Susan. Susan

b. *Den that-common er is Susan. Susan

(12) a. *Det that-neuter kvinde woman er is Susan. Susan

b. Den that-common kvinde woman er is Susan. Susan

Interpretation of split

• That is Susan has a specificational semantics (cf. Hedberg (2000:901 fn. 17, 907 fn. 22, 917), Geist (2003:19)):

– property-denoting subject (that) – individual-denoting complement DP (Susan)

• That woman is Susan has an equative semantics

– individual-denoting subject (that woman) – individual-denoting complement DP (Susan)

1While no speaker variation has been reported for the tag in (7), some speakers accept it in the tag in (8) (the ‘*’ on it in (8) represents Higgins’ judgement).

How this accounts for the data

• Pronominalization in tags (7/8):

– it → property-denoting subject^2 – she → individual-denoting subject

• non-restrictive modifiers (9/10):

– non-restrictive relative clauses attach only to type ⟨e⟩ expressions^3

• Grammatical gender in Danish (11/12):

– det is the dedicated predicate anaphor:

(13) Tami

Tami elsker loves sushi sushi og and {det {that-neuter / / *den that-common

} gør do jeg I også. too ‘Tami loves sushi and I do too.

Further evidence that that is not individual denoting in That is Susan:

• If individual-denoting, that would, presumeably, refer to Susan

• But that, unlike that woman can generally not refer to people:

(14) *That voted.

(15) That woman voted.

(16) *I gave the keys to that.

(17) I gave the keys to that woman.

(18) That is from Sweden.

(19) That woman is from Sweden.

2See Jespersen (1927:123–124), Kuno (1972:355–363), Doron (1988:282–286), Heggie (1988:67–71), Moro (1997:71–75), Zamparelli (2000:17–18), Engdahl (2001:132–133), Schlenker (2003:169–173), and Mikkelsen (2002b, 2003, in preparation: chapter 3) for data and discussion.

3Rothstein (1995:43), McCawley (1998:451), Potts (2002).

2 That is Susan as a specificational clause

The issue That is Susan does not “look” like a typical specificational clause:

(20) The lead actress in that movie is Ingrid Bergman.

(21) My best friend is Susan.

A resolution That is Susan is a specificational clause with an anaphoric subject.

Starting point That/It is Susan is a hidden cleft^4

• There is a knock on the door and I say:

(22) That might be Susan. (cf. Büring (1998:37, ex. (6)))

to mean:

(23) That might be Susan who’s knocking in the door.

• The content of the missing cleft clause may also be linguistically given:

(24) Context: Upon coming back to your hotel, you learn from the receptionist that one of your accomplices has had an accident down at the harbour. You are supposed to go to see him or her in the hospital, but in the hectic course of events the receptionist forgot to take down the name of your friend, and since there is a bunch of you, it is unclear which of your friends is the actual victim. You call your house mate to tell her what happened and you say:

A friend of mine had an accident. It might be Susan. (cf. Büring (1998:36–7))

(25) Carla heard the car coming before it topped the little rise in the road that around here they call a hill. It’s her, she thought. Mrs. Jamieson — Sylvia — home from her holiday in Greece.^5

(26) Jeg lagde mig på sengen I laid down on the bed

og græd så bitterligt and cried so bitterly og hver en gang at døren gik and every time the door opened jeg troede det var dig^6 I thought it was you

4Poutsma (1916:732), Jespersen (1958:149), Prince (1978:897), Nølke (1984:74ff), Declerck (1983:223–240), Büring (1998:42–43), Merchant (1998:§4.1), Hedberg (2000:898–902), Ward et al. (2003), Bachrach (2003:chpt. 4)._5

Opening lines of Alice Munroe’s “Runaway”, published in The New Yorker, August 11, 2003, p. 63. 6Second verse of Det var en lørdag aften (It was a Saturday evening), a traditional Danish song.

My articulation of this idea

• no actual ellipsis, missing cleft clause is simply unexpressed • subject (it/that) is property-denoting anaphor, cf. (27):

(27) They said that Sheila was beautiful and she is that. (Ross 1969:357) • antecedent property made salient by:^7

– preceding discourse: (24) – (26) or – physical context: (22) • property is predicated of referent of post-copular DP. • That is Susan is a specificational clause with an anaphoric subject.

Overt clefts (28) That might be Susan who is knocking on the door.

The wh-clause provides the denotation for the property-variable introduced by that/it (exactly how depends, among other things, on assumptions about syntax of clefts).

3 That woman is Susan is an Identity statement

Not a hidden cleft

• There is knock on the door, but I don’t say: (29) That woman/person might be Susan.

• Similarly, (30) is infelicitous^8 (30) A (girl)friend of mine had an accident. #She might be Susan.

No overt clefts The wh-clause can only be interpreted as an (extraposed) appositive, if at all: (31) ?That woman might be Susan who is knocking on the door. (32) #She might be Susan who is knocking on the door. No complex demonstrative property anaphor (33) *They said that Sheila was beautiful and she is that beauty.

7Cf. Erades (1949:304–305) Karlsen (1965:5ff), Wolter (2003).

8Or means something implausible, namely that who Susan is contingent on who had the accident, cf. Büring (1998:fn. 3), responding to Groenendijk et al. (1996a,b).

4 Conclusions and Consequences

Conclusions Higgins’ Identificational class is not semantically uniform:

• That is Susan is a specificational clause

– property-denoting subject (that) – individual-denoting complement DP (Susan) with the distinguishing characteristic that its subject is anaphoric.

• That woman is Susan is an Identity clause

– individual-denoting subject (that woman) – individual-denoting complement DP (Susan) Consequences

• Provides account of the contrasts in (7) – (12): pronominalization in tag questions, nonrestrictive modifiers, and grammatical gender in Danish.

• Simplifies assumptions about that

– Before:

∗ Higgins (1979:236–237): two kinds of that

“common gender” (That is Susan) vs. “inanimate” (That is heavy) Plus property-denoting that to account for Ross’ sentence.^9 ∗ Maclaran (1982:99): “Demonstrative pronouns can refer to people only in the equative constructions where the identity of the referent is at issue” – Now:

∗ individual-denoting that (which cannot refer to people) ∗ property-denoting that

9We also need to acknowledge propositional that/it, cf. Asher (1993:225ff).

• Focus position of cleft = focus position of specificational clause (Kiss 1998) (Hidden) Cleft: That/It be DP_{focus} (wh- . . . ) Specificational clause: DP be DP_{focus} • Suggests a simplification of Higgins taxonomy (cf. Sharvit (2003:387–391) on pseudoclefts):

(34) Clause type Example Subject Complement Predicational Susan is a doctor. ⟨e⟩ ⟨e,t⟩ Specificational The winner is Susan. / That is Susan. ⟨e,t⟩ ⟨e⟩ Identity She is Susan. / That woman is Susan. ⟨e⟩ ⟨e⟩

References

Asher, N. (1993). Reference to Abstract Objects in Discourse. Dordrecht: Kluwer. Bachrach, A. (2003). Demonstratives in Hebrew and French. Master’s thesis. Büring, D. (1998). Identity, modality and the candidate behind the wall. In D. Strolovitch and A. Lawson (Eds.), Proceedings of SALT VIII, pp. 36–54. Itacha: Cornell University.

Declerck, R. (1983). ‘It is Mr. Y’ or ‘He is Mr. Y’? Lingua 59, 209–246. Doron, E. (1988). The semantics of predicate nominals. Linguistics 26, 281–301. Engdahl, E. (2001). Versatile parasitic gaps. In P. W. Culicover and P. M. Postal (Eds.), Parasitic Gaps, pp. 127–145. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Erades, P. A. (1949). On identifying and classifying sentences. English Studies 30, 299–308. Geist, L. (2002). Predication and Equation: Two BEs or not two BEs? Evidence from Russian.

Paper presented at the conference on Existence: Semantics and Syntax, September 26-28 2002, University of Nancy 2, Nancy, France.

Geist, L. (2003). Predication and equation in copular clauses: The syntax–semantics interface.

Ms. ZAS, to apper in a Kluwer volume in the SLAP series, edited by Ileana Comorovski. Groenendijk, J., M. Stokhof, and F. Veltman (1996a). Coreference and modality. In S. Lappin (Ed.), The Handbook of Contemporary Semantic Theory, pp. 179–213. Oxford: Blackwell.

Groenendijk, J., M. Stokhof, and F. Veltman (1996b). This might be it. In J. Seligman and D. Westerståhl (Eds.), Logic, Language and Computation, Volume 1, pp. 255–270. Stanford, CA: CSLI.

Hedberg, N. (2000). The referential status of clefts. Language 76 (4), 891–920. Heggie, L. (1988). The Syntax of Copular Structures. Ph. D. thesis, USC. Heycock, C. and A. Kroch (1999). Pseudocleft connectedness: Implications for the LF interface level. Linguistic Inquiry 30 (3), 365–397.

Higgins, R. F. (1979). The Pseudo-cleft Construction in English. New York: Garland. Jespersen, O. (1927). A Modern English Grammar on Historical Principles, Volume III.

København: Munksgaard. [Reprinted by Allen & Unwin 1954].

Jespersen, O. (1958). A Modern English Grammar on Historical Principles, Volume VII. London:

Allen & Unwin.

Karlsen, R. (1965). On ‘identifying’, ‘classifying’ and ‘specifying’ clauses in current English. Acta Universitatis Bergensis – Series Humaniorum Litterarum 1964 no 4. Norwegian Universities Press.

Kiss, K. É. (1998). Identificational focus versus information focus. Language 74 (2), 245–273. Kuno, S. (1972). Some properties of non-referential noun phrases. In R. Jakobson and S. Kawamoto (Eds.), Studies in General and Oriental Linguistics. Presented to S. Hattori on Occasion of his Sixtieth Birthday, pp. 348–373. Tokyo: TEC.

Maclaran, R. (1982). The semantics and pragmatics of the English demonstratives. Ph. D. thesis, Cornell University.

McCawley, J. D. (1998). The Syntactic Phenomena of English (2nd ed.). Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Merchant, J. (1998). ‘Pseudosluicing’: Elliptical clefts in Japanese and English. In A. Alexiadou, N. Fuhrhop, P. Law, and U. Kleinhenz (Eds.), ZAS Working Papers in Linguistics 10, pp. 88– 112. Berlin: Zentrum für Allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft.

Mikkelsen, L. (2002a). Specificational clauses and semantic types. Paper delivered at the Existence conference at University of Nancy 2, September 26, 2002.

Mikkelsen, L. (2002b). Two types of definite description subjects. In M. Nissim (Ed.), Proceedings of the 7th ESSLLI student session, Trento, Italy, pp. 141–153.

Mikkelsen, L. (2003). En typeteoretisk analyse af kopulakonstruktioner. In P. J. Henrichsen and H. Prebensen (Eds.), Sprogvidenskab og Matematik, pp. 128–142. København: DJØF’s Forlag.

Mikkelsen, L. (in preparation). Specifying who: The structure, meaning, and use of specificational copular clauses. Ph.D. thesis, University of California, Santa Cruz.

Moro, A. (1997). The Raising of Predicates: Predicative Noun Phrases and the Theory of Clause Structure. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Nølke, H. (1984). Clefting in Danish? NYS (Nydanske Studier & Almen Kommunikationsteori) 14, 72–111.

Partee, B. (1986). Ambiguous pseudoclefts with unambiguous be. In S. Berman, J. Choe, and J.McDonough (Eds.), Proceedings of NELS 16, pp. 354–366. Amherst, MA: GLSA.

Partee, B. (2000). Copula inversion puzzles in English and Russian. In K. Kusumoto and E. Villalta (Eds.), Issues in Semantics, Number 23 in University of Massachusetts Occasional Papers in Linguistics (UMOP), pp. 183–208. Amherst, MA: University of Massachusetts.

Potts, C. (2002). The lexical semantics of parenthetical-as and appositive-which. Syntax 5 (1), 55–88.

Poutsma, H. (1916). A Grammar of Late Modern English. Part II: The Parts of Speech. Section I, B: Pronouns and numerals. Groningen: P. Noordhoff.

Prince, E. (1978). A comparison of wh-clefts and it-clefts in discourse. Language 54 (4), 883–906.

Ross, J. R. (1969). Adjectives as noun phrases. In D. A. Reibel and S. A. Shane (Eds.), Modern Studies in English. Readings in Transformational Grammar, pp. 352–60. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall.

Rothstein, S. (1995). Small clauses and copula constructions. In A. Cardinaletti and M. T.

Guasti (Eds.), Small Clauses, pp. 27–48. San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Schlenker, P. (2003). Clausal equations (a note on the connectivity problem). Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 21 (1), 157–214.

Sharvit, Y. (2003). Tense and identity in copular constructions. Natural Language Semantics 11, 363–393.

Ward, G., B. J. Birner, and J. P. Kaplan (2003). Epistemic Would, open propositions, and truncated clefts. Paper delivered at the Workshop on Conditional and Unconditional Modality at the 15th European Summer School in Logic, Language, and Information in Vienna, Austria, on August 29.

Williams, E. (1983). Semantic vs. syntactic categories. Linguistics and Philosophy 6, 423–446.

Wolter, L. (2003). Demonstratives, definiteness and determined reference. Paper presented at NELS 34, Stony Brook University, November 7.

Zamparelli, R. (2000). Layers in the determiner phrase. New York: Garland.

Line Mikkelsen Department of Linguistics University of California, Santa Cruz 1156 High St., CA 95064 lmikkels@ucsc.edu

http://people.ucsc.edu/~lmikkels