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1 INTRODUCTION

Students who start studying Mandarin will soon learn that the correct
use of words meaning ‘only’, ‘even’, ‘also’ and the like has some puz-
zling sides to it in their new language. The astonishment caused by these
facts originally incited my wish to write this study.

In the course of collecting material that would help me to understand
the relevant facts more thoroughly, it turned out that it is not easy to
delimit the level of linguistic description that is most important for a
proper treatment of the empirical domain. Syntax is certainly relevant,
semantics cannot be avoided, and pragmatics puts it all in context. At a
later stage I found that even (some notion of) morphology or morpho-
syntax is an important linguistic domain if we want to get a firmer grip
on the problem. Needless to say, this study does not pay equal attention
to all relevant areas. While some emphasis is put on the (focus) semantic
portion of the problems, the syntax part is clearly least articulate.

In this introduction, I would like to give the reader an impression of
what has stirred up my curiosity and where the observed phenomena
have their place in linguistic theory. Towards the end of this introduc-
tion, I will add a short note on the kind of data that have been used, and
I will give an outline of the internal organization of the present study.

1.1 PARALLEL ONLY-WORLDS AND OTHER PROBLEMS

Take an innocent English sentence such as Old Wang only drinks tea.
One reading of this sentence says that Old Wang drinks tea, and that
there is no other kind of beverage that Old Wang drinks. An equally
innocent translation of this sentence into Mandarin is given in (1).

(1) Lao Wang zhi hé  chd.
old Wang only drink tea
‘Old Wang only drinks tea.’

Judging from (1) alone, English and Chinese are languages with identi-
cal grammars and different lexicons, and the Mandarin word for only is
zhi . The puzzling facts come in if we look at (2).

(2) Lao Wang zhiyou cha *(cdi) hé.
old Wang only tea CAl  drink
*Old Wang drinks only tea.’

In the English translation of (2), only has changed its position, but eve-



2 Focus and background marking in Mandarin

rything else has remained the same. In a way, (2) resembles its English
translation, because the only-word zhiyou immediately precedes the
object. But it is easy to see that the Mandarin sentences differ more dra-
matically from one another than the English translations. Firstly, the
object has been preposed in (2). Secondly, a more complex variant of
the only-word zhi, namely zhiyéu, is used.' Thirdly, one more word is
used in addition to the other words, namely cdi ¥. The important facts
are that if the only-object is preposed, cdi in (2) must be used, and that
cdi may not be used if the object is not preposed. It is the class of words
to which cdi belongs that we will be interested in in this study.
The pattern of (1) and (2) recurs with even-words; cf. (3) and (4).

(3) Ldo Wang shénzhi hé  cha.
old Wang even drink tea
‘Old Wang even drinks tea.’

(4) Ldo Wiang lian cha *(yé/dou) he.
old Wang even tea YE/DOU  drink
‘Old Wang drinks even tea.’

Again, both shénzhi 3% and lidn 3 are even-words. But while (3) per-
fectly resembles its English translation, (4) again involves object pre-
posing and the use of an extra word, viz. yeé 3 or déu 47, and not using
Yé or dou would yield an ungrammatical sentence. Just as cai will be our
object of study in the only-cases, I want to concentrate on yé and déu in
the even-cases.

Another facet of the problems arising for an analysis that deals with

words like cdi, dou and yé as in (2) and (4) becomes obvious if we look
at the following sentences.

(5) a. Tiangi hdo, wé cdi q.
weather good I CAI go

‘Only if the weather is good will I go.’
b. Tiangi hdo, wé jiu qu.
weather good | JU go
‘If the weather is good I will go.’

(5a) is another instance of the use of cdi, and (5b) introduces the fourth
word of the paradigm, namely jiu 5. We are dealing with complex con-
ditional sentences in (5), and since the subordination of the first clause
under the second one gets lost if cdi or Jiu are dropped, the impression
arises that cdi and jii are elements with a subordinating function. Note,

! Zhiyou is used before nominals and adverb(ial)s,

zhi is used left-adjacent to the verbal
complex.
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-ever. that the only-semantics relevant in the cffii-senlence in (2.) is
it f the meaniﬁg of (5a) and that cai is certainly not a subo_rdma-
alsq pa; oFor the translation of (5b), it is difficult or even imposmble o
s 1)5 lish word which resembles only as in the translation of (5a)
_ﬁnd antiol;l*lg.ﬂ.md which could be said to reflect the distinct property (:‘,'f
mbﬁl:: opposed to (5a). For this reason, and because jiu is o.ﬂ.e]lq used in
(c?)n)ditional sentences, many rescarch‘ers have assumed thz: ;ma;i : n::;n
clause conditional marker. But j)fji:a ;e:ali!y i:e(}:fr}lﬁsiilérytthi zase apswe
digm as cdi (and also déu.a‘nd y€) - and this ity c(;mmon
will have many opportunities to se¢ — El 1s not cle e mon

nly-semantics, even-semantics and. conditional semai ’
Zl{:cr)ildoge.o It):vill consequently be one aim of this stu(?y }0 shc:lwatha;r::;
subordinating function of ji (and lhe pther-words) is jl:lst a flhpe;}mhcr
one and that its real function is well in line with the function o

he paradigm.
m;::)?'zrsd:t? tha!: are §pt to confuse the l-a!ng}fage_ learréer. _0; ]tﬁa]; :;H;
figured prominently in the literature on ca, jiu, dou and yé
w' e

be(g)rﬁe; ;)eadirbcftl' (:;cntenccs illustrating two time-related uses of cdi.

(6) a. Xido Wdng ba-didan cai  lai.
Little Wang 8-CL:0o’clock  CAl . com‘e ,
‘Little Wang did not come until eight o clo’ck. /
‘Little Wang came as late as eight ?‘clock.
b. Xianzai cdi  ba-dian zhong.
now cAl 8-cL:0o’clock  clock
‘It is only eight o’clock now.’

Sentence (6a) implies that eight o’cloc]f is somehovff.l:cltf:l,1 \!;ﬁl]:slh;nssz;g:z
temporal predicate is felt to be early in (6b). If cai is he b:;thpcaseg .
for the specific evaluations of the temporal prefilcates in e e
and practically all researchers who have d.eal{ with thc‘ma erl s ipe
to this — it is a strange fact that cai should induce opposite evg l.élat . If ;
The most mysterious fact about jii has already been allude Olcmal

has a function, at least this function usually does not have a segm
counterpart in English translations; cf. (7) and (8).
(7) Riuguo tiangi  hdo, wé jiu  qu.

if weather good | Ju go

‘If the weather is good, I will go there’.‘
(8) Women zai zhér jik  néng wanr.

we at  here JiU can play

‘We can play here.’



4 Focus and background marking in Mandarin

The English translations of these sentences contain no words that are
plausible candidates for performing jizi’s function in English — whatever
it is. Note that this is not a peculiarity of English. At least translations
into other common European languages display the same effect of jiu
being swallowed along the way.

In the case of dou and yé, stating the general function will not be the
major problem. It will take some effort, though, to say how déu and/or
yé come to be used in all of the following contexts: Even-sentences,
sentences involving negative polarity items, no-matter-sentences involy-
ing wh-words/indefinite pronominals with free-choice interpretations,
and concessive (conditional) sentences. (9) gives one example each.

(9) a. Lian Ldo Wang dou/yé  lai.

even old Wang DOU/YE come
‘Even Old Wang is coming.’

b. W6 tou yi-dian dou/yé bu  tong.
I head 1-CL:bit DOU/YE not hurt
*My head doesn’t hurt the slightest bit/at all.’

c. Wulin ni  yao shénme,
no.matter you want what
wo  douyé hui  géi ni  madi
| dowye will for you buy
‘No matter what you want, I will buy it for you.’

d. Jishi  guowang lai, wé  douhé b qu
even.if Kking come | DOU/YE not go
‘Even if the king comes [ won’t go.’

Even if it is intuitively plausible that the different phenomena instanti-
ated by these examples somehow belong together, it is not obvious what
the link really is.

So far I have avoided the term ‘focus’ when talking about the phe-
nomena that we shall be interested in. In a sense to be made explicit, ¢di,
Jitt, dou and yé interact with foci (or with C-topics/contrastive topics). In
the following section I will characterize the notion of focus that I will
make use of in this study.

1.2 FOCUS-BACKGROUND STRUCTURES

Many linguists use the term ‘focus’ as in the tradition starting with Hal-
liday (1967), Chomsky (1971) and Jackendoff (1972). In this tradition,
the focus of an utterance ‘is the part of the sentence that answers the
relevant wh-question (implicit or explicit) in the particular context in
which the sentence is used’ (Gundel 1999: 295). Thus, Bill in the ques-
tion-answer sequence in (10) is a focus.

Introduction 5

(10) Q: Who called the meeting?
A: Bill called the meeting.

Bill in (10) is prosodically prominent, and it constitutes that part of
(10A) which is not already presupposed by the context, i.e. by the ques-
tion in (10). When the person answering the question takes his turn, it is
already part of the (discourse) background, or the common ground, that
someone called a/the meeting. It is reasonable to say that Bill is new
information in (10A), and that someone called the meeting is old or
given information.

There is a widespread misunderstanding of what ‘new information’
and ‘given information’ should be taken to mean. In the case of (10),
John being new information does not mean that the discourse partici-
pants have not talked about John before or that one of them does not
know John. John is new information inasmuch as he is as-
serted to be the agent referent of the eventuality
encoded by someone called the meeting. Before (10A)
has been uttered, someone called the meeting was part of the common
ground shared by the speaker and the hearer, but Bill called the meeting
was not, without this precluding that Bill has been talked about immedi-
ately before. After uttering (10A), both assertions are part of the com-
mon ground. In short: ‘Focus’ is a relational notion, and the entity a
focus relates to is called its background, or presupposition. I will usually
use the term ‘background’. The background is that portion of an utter-
ance that the speaker assumes to be in the common ground prior to the
utterance. Formally, the background is often represented by an open
proposition with a A-bound variable in the position of the focus.” The
background of (10A) may thus be represented as in (11).

(11) Ax[x called the meeting]

Since the formalities of focus-background interpretation will not be
dealt with in the present study, it suffices to know that a representation
as in (11) amounts to saying that a background is a kind of predicate
which can be saturated by the focus. If we introduce the focus argument
into the formula as in (12a), the predicate may become saturated by way
of A-conversion, and the complete proposition (in its asserted version) in
(12b) is the result.

(12) a. Ax[x called the meeting), Bill
b. Bill called the meeting

* This mode of representation in terms of expressions of the A-calculus was first used by
von Stechow (1981).



6 Focus and background marking in Mandarin

I will sometimes make use of representations as in (11) or (12), but this
is just done for the reason of having a way of representing focus-
background partitions in an unequivocal way. More often, 1 will make
use of natural language paraphrases of open propositions which have
indefinite expressions in the position of the focus (cf. Someone called
the meeting as opposed to Bill called the meeting above).

One more point concerning backgrounds must be stressed at this early
stage of the investigation. If a proposition forms part of the background,
this does not necessarily mean that the proposition has been asserted
previously; the only requirement is that it has been considered.
Turn to (13) to see what this means.

(13) A: It’s a pity that John didn’'t call a meeting.
B: True. But in the end Bill called the meeting.

In (13) someone called a meeting is part of the background before B
replies to A’s statement, and this holds even though A’s turn does not
imply that any meeting was held at all. This means that backgrounded
information need not be asserted information, i.e. infomation believed to
be true by any of the discourse participants.

In most languages, foci must conform to a certain, partially language-
specific, prosodic pattern. In English, the main stress of an utterance is a
pitch accent the exact phonetic realization of which does not matter
here. This accent must be on a syllable which is part of the focus. In
(10A), the accented syllable and the focus are co-extensive. This is not
always the case, though. In the following answer to (10Q), the focus
comprises a lot more than just the intonational peak.

(10A”)  The boy next door called the meeting.

In (10A"), door bears focal stress, but the whole subject the boy next
door is the focus. A lot of research has been devoted to describing and
predicting the placement of stress within foci (cf., among many others,
Selkirk 1984, 1995, Cinque 1993 or Schwarzschild 1999). This discus-
sion is irrelevant to our concern.

I will typically indicate the focus interacting with cdi, jitz, dou or yé by
using small caps. In all of these cases the focus comprises a syllable
with a focus accent.” Words written with small caps are thus not to be
confused with words/syllables bearing focal stress. I will not generally

It is a false, albeit widespread, assumption that Mandarin, being a lexical tone lan-
guage, does not have an accent system the way English does. Mandarin does have pitch
accents, although of course they interact with the lexical tones. Stressed syllables in
Mandarin have higher or lower extreme values of the basic frequency f; depending on
whether the tone starts in a high or a low underlying tonal component, and they are
louder than unstressed syllables.
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indicate other foci that may be present in the Mandarin examples. Some-
times, when focus-background structures are not at issue or when they
are unclear, I will not even indicate them in sentences with cdi, jiit, dou
or yé. ) _

Apart from the very basic facts as discussed with respect to (10), !he
two questions what focus-backgound structures really are and on which
level of analysis they should be represented, constitutes a highly contro-
versial issue.

The most general division is probably between those researchers who
assume that the focus-background partition ought to be represented on
some level of syntax, and those researchers who prefer a more parsimo-
nious syntax and put the load on semantics and pragmatics.

Within the syntax camp, more subtle dividing lines can be drawn.
Some researchers assume a special kind of movement, focus movement,
which yields the right syntactic structure from which the information
structure can be read off. They are opposed by others who argue that the
movement of foci is really a kind of quantifier movement, and by yet
others who consider the idea of a general movement of foci a dubious
idea (Kratzer 1991c, von Stechow 1991). Another question is whether
the level on which focus-background structures are read off is the stan-
dard syntax-semantics interface level L(ogical)F(orm) of the generative,
mainstream T-model of grammar, or whether a distinct syntactic level
for the representation of information structure should be assumed (the
latter position is taken by Vallduvi 1992).

The semantics/pragmatics faction will argue that in-situ interpretation
of foci is possible. The claim that information structure must be re-
flected in syntax by way of a mechanism that opposes a focus constitu-
ent and a background constituent somewhere in the course of the
syntactic derivation of a sentence is rejected. This line of research be-
came popular with Rooth (1985). More recent proponents (of slightly
modified theories along Rooth’s general line) include Kratzer (1991¢) or
Biiring (1997, to appear). Schwarzschild (1999) heads in the direction of
a radically pragmatic account which dispenses completely with syntacti-
cally marked foci. Nothing is “read off” the syntactic structure at the
syntax-semantics interface in this theory, and the whole calculation of
alternatives is left to pragmatic principles that are put to work in a con-
straint-based fashion.

In ch. 3 we will be dealing quite extensively with facts of obligatory
movement, and so one might assume that I should side with the syntax
approaches. In fact, I will remain entirely agnostic with regard to the
question of what kind of movement we are ¢onfronted with in those
cases in which certain focusing facts trigger movement. Since I do not
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develop any syntactic arguments in the narrower sense I prefer to remain
vague in this respect. However, the main claim of ch. 3, namely that the
use of cdi, jit, dou and yé is a morphosyntactic phenomenon, precludes
the possibility of siding with a radically pragmatic account.

1.3 ALTERNATIVES

Another important ingredient of theories of focus-background structure
or information structure is their treatment of alternatives. Reconsider our
old example (10), repeated here as (14).

(14) Q: Who called the meeting?
A: BILL called the meeting.

Assume that (14Q) is asked in a situation in which the people who
might potentially have called the meeting are Mary, Jack, Peter and Bill,
and both discourse participants know this. In this setting, focusing Bill
as in (14A) does not just assert that Bill called the meeting, it also states
that this assertion is made with respect to the potential calling of the
meeting by any of Mary, Jack, Peter or Bill.* In cases of simple focus-
ing, nothing is entailed about the truth or falsity of these alternatives. In
later chapters, we will not usually be dealing with such simple foci. The
kinds of foci treated in this study will invariably imply something about
the truth or falsity of (some of) the alternatives.

There are two ways of talking about focus alternatives. One way is to
say that in (14A), Mary, Jack and Peter are alternatives to Bill with re-
gard to calling the meeting. The other way is to say that the sentence
Bill called the meeting has the following alternatives: Mary called the
meeting, Jack called the meeting, and Peter called the meeting.’ This
may not appear to make a big difference, but it becomes important once
researchers use the first mode of speaking about alternatives and ignore
the relatedness of the alternatives to the background. We will concern
ourselves with the consequences of this sloppy talk in the sections on
so-called scale reversals. I will usually state all of my pertinent generali-

* Often the alternatives are more numerous than in our example, but this does not affect
the general argument. Formal theories of focus semantics will usually allow the focus
variable to range freely over the whole domain of type-identical values, and the selec-
tion of alternatives that are actually considered is restricted by some context-dependent
mechanism (cf. Rooth 1985, 1996 or von Fintel 1994),

¥ In the theories of Rooth (1985) or Biiring (1997) the set of alternative propositions, the
p-set, comprises the asserted sentence. Theories in the tradition of Rooth ascribe a very
important interpretive status to the set of contextually relevant alternative propositions,
because this set is equated with a particular kind of meaning that each sentence has apart
from its conventional meaning. This second meaning of each sentence is called its *fo-
cus meaning’.

Introduction 9

zations in terms of alternative sentences or propositions instead of talk-
ing about alternative focus values. Occasionally, I will make use of ll.w
sloppier way of speaking to avoid clumsy wordings, but the context will
always make it clear that sets of alternative sentences or propositions are
under discussion.

[ will not say anything about the meaning of focus-sensitive expres-
sions such as only or even here. For this discussion, the reader is re-
ferred to ch. 4. The only thing we should mention at this early point is
that words like only or even always relate to a focus in a specific way.
One way of referring to this relation is to speak of association with fo-
cus (see Rooth 1985 and the following tradition). Another way of put-
ting it is to say that a focus particle like only or even focuses (on)
something/its focus. I will make some effort to show that the relation
holding between cdi, jitt, dou and yé and their foci does not conform to
the relation between words like only or even and their foci. For this rea-
son I will say throughout the whole study that cdi, jiu, dou and yé ‘inter-
act’ with a focus. A more explicit account of what | assume this
interaction to be will be presented in section 3.4. Sometimes, I also use
terms like ‘cdi-focus’ or ‘jiu-focus’, but this should never be taken to
mean anything more specific than ‘focus interacting with cai/jit/...".

1.4 DATA

Since I am not a native speaker of Mandarin, I had to rely on work with
consultants and on available texts from which examples could be taken.
When it came to choosing whether attested data or elicited data should
be used in the course of an argument, I have tried to stick to the follow-
ing rule: If the argument requires minimal pairs, elicited data are used; if
the argument does not rest on minimal contrasts, | often use attested
data. In the second case, the source has invariably been annotated.
Sometimes, the attested data are elliptical or too long. In these cases, |
have usually added or omitted appropriate words, and the source annota-
tion is preceded by ‘ad.’ (for ‘adapted from’) or ‘cf.’.

L5 ORGANIZATION OF CHAPTERS/HOW TO USE THIS STUDY

Few readers will want to read this study from cover to cover. 1 have
designed chs 2 through 4 in such a way that selective reading is encour-
aged. Two organizational axes determine the make-up of these chapters.

The first axis arranges the phenomena to be discussed systematically.
In ch. 2, those uses of cdi, jiu, dou and yé that will concern us in later
chapters are presented within the context of all use types of words that
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are written with the same characters. This chapter is designed in a way
which makes it apt to be used as a reference readers may refer back to
from different points of the discussion in later chapters. Apart from the
last section, it is not written in a way which facilitates a complete read-
discussed from the point of view of contexts with stable information
structural designs, but differing relations of dominance or c-command
and precendence among the foci and cdi, jiti, dou and yé (ch. 3). This
part of the study presents the data that are needed to make the morpho-
syntactic claim concerning our subject (section 3.4). The last step is the
discussion of the focus quantificational components of meaning that go
variety of contexts in which these words occur can be reduced to a sin-
gle focus quantificational type each (ch. 4). Sections 4.1 through 4.3 are
rather self-contained, and each of them may be read without knowing
the rest of the study.

The second, orthogonal axis arranges the discussion according to
which of the particles is used. Viewed from this angle, the main part of
the present study comprises three “monographs” (Since I treat dou and
yé together in chs 3 and 4, four words yield only three “monographs™).
The two axes can easily be identified in Table 1.1.

Depending on what individual readers are most interested in, it should
be possible to identify the relevant sections quickly. In most cases in
which I had to decide for or against redundancy, I have decided in fa-
vour of repetitions, simply because stating things only once would obvi-
ate a fruitful cursory reading.

Table 1.1 The make-up of chs 2, 3 and 4

“The cai- “The jiu- “The dou/yé-

monograph" monograph” monograph"
Ch. 2: 2.1 Use types of 2.2 Use types of jii 2.3 Use types of
Use types cdi dou

2.4 Use types of yé

Ch. 3: 3.1 The case of 3.2 The case of 3.3 The cases of
Triggers and parametric cdi parametric jiti parametric dou
constraints and yé
Ch. 4: 4.1 The function of 4.2 The function of 4.3 The function of
Cdi, jitt, dou, yé and parametric cdi parametric jiu parametric dou
focus semantics and yé

The sections in Table 1.1 constitute the empirical and descriptive core
of the study. However, important generalizations from a higher perspec-
tive are presented in the last sections of each chapter, i.e. in sections 2.5,
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2.6; 3.4, 3.5 and 4.4. In section 4.5 the peripheral paradigm members
hai and zai are discussed and integrated into the analysis.

Ch. 5 is a collection of separate discussions concerning sub-classes of
the data that are dicussed in chs 2 through 4. What these discussions
have in common is that they all deal with the interaction of focus quanti-
fication with other instances of quantificational phenomena, and we will
stumble over syntax-semantics mismatches at several points.

Ch. 6 assembles the main results and conclusions again, and tasks for
future research are identified from a wider theoretical and cross-
linguistic perspective.




2 USE TYPES

In this chapter I will deal with a classification of the different use types of
cai, Jiu, dou and yé (sections 2.1 through 2.4). This classification is a
refined blend of different proposals that have been made in the literature.
Especially in the case of the parametric use type further sub-divisions are
assumed to prove useful in later chapters.' Section 2.5 will deal with the
justification for establishing each element in the parametric use as an
independent linguistic sign in its own right. This is done because the pa-
rametric use type will be the sole concern of the chapters to follow, and
the requisite separation from the other use types should be put on a prin-
cipled basis. Tables comparing the classifications used here and in other
studies have been appended in section 2.6 at the end of this chapter to
allow the reader a quick overview of the facts.

In all those parts of this chapter which do not deal with the parametric
use type of cai, jiu, dou or yé, | present a lot of data that will not be
made use of in subsequent chapters. It may seem out of place to devote
so much space to the enumeration of things just in order to sort them out,
but for two reasons I think the other use types must be mentioned in this
study. The first reason has to do with the research tradition: many re-
searchers dealing with cdi, jiit, dou or y& have defended the position that
all use types of each element are manifestations of a univocal meaning.
Although I do not agree with this position I think it would be misleading
for readers who are unfamiliar with this tradition to fully detach my study
from this line of research. The second reason has to do with the descrip-
tive stance taken here: I think it better to include a “dictionary” of use
types that may, independently of the main claims defended in later chap-
ters, be used for future theory-building than to fully concentrate on the
section of data that I need to state my claims.

"1 adopt Biq's (1984, 1988) term ‘parametric use’ because I think it is a handy and
theoretically innocuous term, Without signalling any categorial or narrow semantic
Status, it makes reference to the overarching class of foci that may interact with edi as
‘parameters that are involved in the actuation or restriction of an eventuality’ (Biq
1984). Although I make use of Biq’s term, I apply it to more cases than she does. (For
Biq cases in which the focus follows cdi are never parametric; cf. footnote 4.)

13
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As said above, I argue that the parametric use type of each of cdi, jiu,
dou and y¢€ is a linguistic sign related to the other use types by ho-
monymy or, perhaps, some broadly defined notion of polysemy. On the
other hand, I wish to remain entirely agnostic as regards the relations of
meaning holding between the different non-parametric use types of each
of the four particles. The modal use type of cdi and jiit constitutes, how-
ever, an exception to this rule. More on this will be said in section 2.1.2.

The survey of use types in sections 2.1 through 2.4 is followed by a
section which justifies the independent treatment of the parametric use.
The chapter concludes with an overview of classifications put forward by
different authors in section 2.5.

2.1 USE TYPES OF CAI ¥

2.1.1  The parametric use type of cai

The parametric use type of cdi always involves interaction with a focus.

The focus never comprises the whole utterance. English translations of

sentences with cdi will usually contain expressions like only or not ...

until. Sub-types of the parametric use type vary with the following pa-
rameters:

(1) parametric cdi precedes its interacting focus, or parametric cai
follows its interacting focus;

(1) the interacting preceding focus may be a constituent of an em-
bedded clause, or it may be a constituent of the clause in which
cdi occurs;

(i11) the interacting preceding focus may often be, but it need not be,
marked by one of a limited set of special functional elements.

In what follows in this section, examples of each possible sub-type are

given. The cases where the focus precedes cdi are considered first.

A. Relative position of cai and its interacting focus
Type 1: Parametric cdi follows its interacting focus.”

(1) Zhiyou ZzZHELI ~women cdi néng wanr.
only here we CAI can play
‘We can play only HERE.’

2 Alleton’s (1972) cdi I/value 1I; partially Li & Thompson’s (1981) backward-linking
connective; Biq’s (1984, 1988) parametric use; partially Lai’s (1995, 1996, 1999)
restrictive use.
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(2) Xido Wang  BA-dian cai  lai.
Little Wang  8-CL:o’clock CAI come
‘Little Wang did not come until EIGHT o’clock.’/*Little Wang came
as late as EIGHT o’clock.’
(3) Ldo Wéng zhlyou ZHE-BEN SHU cdi  mdi.
Old Wang only this-CL  book CAI  buy
‘Old Wang buys only THIS BOOK.”

In (1) a locative adverbial is in focus, in (2) a numeral within a temporal
adverbial is focused.’ In (3) the preposed definite object constitutes the
only-focus.

Type 2: Parametric cdi precedes its interacting focus.*

(4) Xido Wang cdai  mdi-le  YI-bén  shi.
Little Wang CAl  buy-ASP 1-CL book
‘Little Wang only bought ONE book.”

(5) Xido Wang cdai  QI-SUL
Little Wang CAl  7-CL:year.of.age
‘Little Wang is only SEVEN YEARS old.’

(6) Ldo Wang zai  Béijing cdi  zhu-le  SAN-NIAN.
Old Wang at Beijing CAI  live-ASP 3-CL:year
‘Old Wang lived in Beijing for only THREE YEARS.

The focused categories in (4) through (6) include a numeral within an
indefinite object nominal, a numerically quantified nominal predicate, and
an adverbial complement of duration.

B. Modes of integrating the interacting focus structurally
Type 1: The focus is a (constituent of a) subordinate clause.

(7) Ymwei XIAO WANG HUI LAl nI  cd4i  xidng qu.
because Little Wang will come you CAI want go
“You only want to go because LITTLE WANG WILL COME.’

(8) Chufei XIAO WANG  ldai, wd cai  qu.
only.if Little Wang  come I CAl go
‘Only if LITTLE WANG comes will I go.’

(9) Xido Wang chi-le  SAN-ge mdntou cdi  bdo.
Little Wang eat-ASP 3-CL steamed.bun CAl full
‘Only after Little Wang had eaten THREE steamed buns did he
have enough.’

* Sentence (2) instantiates Lai’s temporal use. )
* Alleton’s cdi 2/value II; Biq’s limiting use; partially Lai’s restrictive use.
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(10) [Talking about fines for slow driving on highways]|
Chésit di yu LIUSHI-gongll women cai  hui béi fa-kudin.
speed lower.than 60-CL:km(/h) we CAI can PASS fine
‘Only if we drive slower than SIXTY km/h will we be fined.’

While the whole subordinate clause is focused in (7), only parts of the
subordinate clauses are in focus in (8) through (10). Note in passing that
in (9) numbers lower than ‘three’ are excluded as being sufficient to
make Little Wang feel full; in (10) values higher than ‘sixty (km/h)’
are excluded. This observation will be relevant in section 4.1.4 when cdi
and its interaction with scales will be discussed.

Type 2: The focus is a constituent of the clause in which cdi is used.
Examples (1) through (6) may serve to illustrate this type.

C. (Optional) Functional elements preceding the focus

A variety of words are used to mark foci preceding cdi. The most com-
mon ones are zhlyou ‘only (if)’ and chuféi “only if*. In none of the follow-
ing examples does omitting these words render the sentences
ungrammatical (although sentences without those functional elements
may be indeterminate with respect to whether they should be taken as
conditional, causal or temporal, and although single sentences may re-
quire some context to sound natural if the only-word is dropped).

(11) (Zhlyow) ZHELI ~ women cdi  néng wanr.
only here we CAI can play
‘We can play only HERE.

(12) (Yinwéi) X140 WANG ~ HUI LA, nf  cdi xidng qu.
because Little Wang  will come you CAI want go
“You only want to go because LITTLE WANG WILL COME.’

(13) (Chifei/Zhlyow) X140 WANG 4 wo  cdi g
only.if/only .if Little Wang  come 1 CAI go
‘Only if LITTLE WANG comes will I go.”

2.1.2  The modal use type of cai’

The modal use type is characterized by the semantic bleaching of the
auxiliary or stative verb which follows cdi. Except for possible sentence-
final particles, nothing apart from one of the following five verbs may be
used after modal cdi (here the basic meaning is given as a first gloss):

5 Cf. Alleton (1972: 138).
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kel ‘can’, xing ‘be possible/o.k.’, hdo “be good’, dui “be correct’, shi ‘be

(right)’.

(14) NI yong xiangian mai cdi  kéyl ya!
you use cash buy CAI can PRT
~‘You must pay cash to buy it!’

(15) Nr  yong xiangidn mai cai  xing al
you use cash buy CAI possible PRT
~‘You must pay cash to buy it!”

(16) NI gén wo  shangliang cdi  hdo.
you with I discuss CAl  good
~‘[ wish you had discussed with me.’

(17) Nr  yinggai lai kan wo cdi  dui
you should come see 1 CAl nght
~‘You should really come and see me.’

(18) NI gai canggilai  cdi  shi.
you should hide CAl right
~‘(For that purpose) you should hide!”

The sequence ‘cdi + auxiliary/stative verb’ is often rendered by an ad-
verb(ial) or some embedding verb in English; cf. 7 wish and really in the
English translations in (16) and (17).

So far, this use has not been recognized in the literature as meriting
special attention. If it is identified at all, as is the case in Alleton’s (1972)
work, it is usually subsumed under the parametric use type. This classifi-
cation is justified, but for expository reasons the modal use type is intro-
duced independently here. I will pay special attention to the modal sub-
type in section 5.2.

2.1.3  The aspectual use type of cai’

The aspectual use type of cdi signals that the event denoted by the clause
in which cdi is used happened a minimal time span ago with regard to the
utterance time or the reference time. Three examples are given below. In
(20) the use of ganggang ‘just’ shows that the time of utterance is the
reference time. In (21) a temporal clause specifies the reference time.

(19) Ldo Wang cdai  ban-zou.
Old Wang CAI move-away
‘Old Wang has just moved away.’

® Alleton’s cdi 3/value I, Biq’s temporal use.
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(20) Ldo Wang ganggang cai  ban-zou.
Old Wang just CAl  move-away
‘Old Wang has just moved away.’

(21) Wo ban-ldai -de shihou, Ldo Wang cai ban-zou.”
I move-come -when Old Wang CAI move-away
‘When I moved here, Old Wang had just moved away.’

2.1.4 The emphatic use type of cai®

The emphatic use type of cdi only occurs in exclamatory sentences.
Apart from the independently given emphasis on the whole utterance in
exclamatory sentences, three different kinds of emphasis on a lower level
of constituency may be distinguished: The attention may (i) be focused on
the correct identification of a referent of which some property holds,
thereby rejecting-a contextually salient assumption to the contrary, or that
it holds true of some other referent; the attention may (i) be focused on
the identification of a particularly high degree up to which a gradable
property may be ascribed to a certain referent; a proposition considered
to be part of the discourse background may (iii) be rejected by way of
negation. The use of the sentence-final particle ne is characteristic of
sentences with emphatic cdi, but it is not a necessary condition (cf. (25)).

(22) correct identification of a referent of which some property holds:
Wo  jizao? NI cdi  jizao  ne!
| choleric you CAI choleric PRT
‘(You say) I am choleric? But it’s YOU who is choleric!” (hx: 77)

By way of emphatically identifying the addressee as being choleric in
(22), the speaker simultaneously rejects that he is choleric or that the
addressee 1s not choleric. Alleton (1972: 146) considers the possibility of

7 Sentences such as this one are systematically ambiguous. (21) can also be taken to
mean ‘Laowang did not move away until I moved here’. In this case we would be
dealing with parametric cdi as discussed in section 2.1.1.

® Alleton’s cdi 4/value III, Biq’s and Lai’s emphatic use. Biq’s analysis of the emphatic
use rests on three examples, Lai (1999) cites a single example. Both researchers aim at
subsuming the emphatic use of cdi under an overarching core meaning. In view of the
fact that the meaning contributions of emphatic or modal particles like the one dis-
cussed here are extremely difficult to pin down, it remains unclear how this could be
achieved by basing an analysis on just three examples, or a single example. Alleton
(1972: 146f) is the only researcher | know of who bases her analysis on a larger corpus
(17 examples).
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recategorizing such uses of cdi as instances of the parametric use type
(her cdi I/value II).

(23) Identification of a particularly high degree up to which a gradable
property may be ascribed to a referent:
Na-bu  dianying cai huangdan ne!
that-CLL. movie CAI ludicrous PRT
~‘How ludicrous that movie is!” (hx: 77)

(24) Zhang Binggui mai tang cai  mali ne ...!
Zhang Binggui sell sweets CAI dexterous PRT
~‘How dexterously Zhang Binggui sells his sweets!” (hx: 77)

(23) does not just assert that the relevant movie is ludicrous, it empha-
sizes that the degree to which it is ludicrous exceeds the degrees of this
property that may have been salient before (23) was uttered. In (24),
similarly, Zhang Binggui’s dexterity is claimed to be of a higher degree
than background assumptions would usually allow one to infer.

(25) A proposition considered to be part of the discourse background is
rejected:
a. Wo cai bu pal
I CAI not fear
~‘How can you think I might be afraid of that?!’ (hx: 78)
b. Cdi bt ne!
CAI not PRT
~‘I tell you: no!”

The possibly implicit assumption that the speaker is afraid is emphati-
cally rejected by using (25a), and emphatic cdi explicitly marks the nega-
tion as a rejection. In (25b) emphatic cdi forms part of a negation, and
again it adds a strong flavour of rejection to the exclamatory utterance.

2.2 USE TYPES OF JIU i}

2.2.1  The parametric use type of jii’

Jit in its parametric use always interacts with a preceding focus or with a
C(ontrastive)-topic in the sense of Biiring (1997, to appear).'® This inter-

? Alleton’s (1972) jite I/value II; Li & Thompson’s (1981) backward-linking connec-
tive; Big’s (1984, 1988) parametric use; Lai’s (1995, 1996, 1999) temporal and condi-
tional uses.

** Buring’s explication of this notion will be introduced in section 4.2.4. Biiring’s older
(Biiring 1997) term S(entence)-topic has been replaced by the more common term
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acting category need not be an overt constituent of the sentence in which
parametric jiu occurs. Since the function of parametric jiuz (cf. section
4.2) does not seem to be lexically encapsulated in European languages, a
wide variety of elements may be said to partially reflect its function in
English. Varying with the context, some of these elements are if... then,
since... therefore, when, as soon as..immediately, since, already or
thus/so. In many English translations of Chinese jiu-sentences no seg-
mental counterpart of parametric jiz may be identified. I will organize my
overview of the array of contexts in which parametric ji is encountered
according to the following purely descriptive distinctions:

(i)  the interacting information-structural category (focus or C-topic)
may be a constituent of an embedded clause, it may be a constitu-
ent of the clause in which jii occurs, or it may be part of the ex-
tra-sentential context;

(i1)  the relationships among jiu-foci or jiu-C- topics and their back-
grounds are mainly conditional, causal or temporal, but other types
of relations do occur,

(1) the readings of jit-sentences may involve an evaluational compo-
nent (‘as soon as’, ‘as little as’, etc.) or not.

I will first illustrate these major dimensions of variation with pertinent

examples before turning to a peculiar construction which deserves special

attention.

A. Modes of integrating the interacting focus or C-topic structurally
Type 1: The focus or C-topic is a constituent of a subordinate clause.

(26) a. [*Will you go if Little Song comes?’ ‘No, ...”]

Rugus LAOLI ldi, wo jiu qu.
if OldLi come I Ju go
‘If OLD LI comes, I will go.”

b. [*Under what circumstances will you go?’]
Ruguo LAOLI LAl wo jiu qu.
if OldLi come I JU go
‘If OLD L1 COMES I will go.’

c¢. [‘If Little Song comes, I will stay at home, but ..."]

C(ontrastive)-topic in his more recent work (Biiring to appear). In the following exam-
ple (taken from Bilring 1997) female is the C-topic, and caftans is in focus.
(1) Q: What did the pop stars wear?

A: The [FEMALE]c.1opic pop stars wore CAFTANS.
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Riguo  [LAO Llcaope 1di, wo  jin QU
if Old Li come | Ju  go
“If [OLD LiI]c.10pic comes, I will GO.”

d. [‘If Mary asks me, I may stay at home, but ..."]
Riguo [LAOLI LAllciopic WO jiti  QU.
if OldLi come I U go
‘If [OLD LI COMES]c.opic, I will GO.

(26) assembles different instantiations of type 1: Either the whole subor-
dinate clause may be information-structurally distinguished ((26b) and
(26d)), or just part of it ((26a) and (26c)); moreover, the distinguished
category in the subordinate clause may be a focus ((26a) and (26b)), or a
C(ontrastive)-topic ((26c) and (26d)). If a C-topic occurs, some constitu-
ent to the right of ji is in focus. For reasons to become clear in section
4.2 4, sentences with parametric jiu often contextualize more readily if
jitt interacts with a C-topic, instead of a focus. In the remainder of this
section 1 will either present examples with C-topics or with foci that in-
teract with jizx without further commenting on this difference.

Type 2: The focus or C-topic is a constituent of the clause in which jiu is
used.

(27) [MINGTIAN)caopic WO  jJit QU  SHANG  KE.
tomorrow I JU go goto class
[ TOMORROW ]c.topic I Will GO TO CLASS.”

(28) Youyi Ribén  [SHEHUI JINGJI)c.opic -de diguozhiiyi
dueto Japan society economy  -ATTR  imperialism
jitt  chdnshéng-le Ribén  ZHANZHENG-de diguozhiiyi.
JIU produce-ASP  Japan  war-ATTR imperialism
‘From Japan’s imperialism in [SOCIETY AND ECONOMY |c.opic, ItS
imperialism in WARFARE follows.” (ad. Alleton 1972: 155)

(29) Wu-ge rén Jin  gou.
5-CL people JIU  enough
‘FIVE people are enough.’

Example (27) has a temporal C-topic which interacts with jiz, while the
C-topic in (28) is part of a causal prepositional phrase. In both cases
adverbial information 1s encoded without clausal subordination. In (29)
part of a non-referential subject nominal is in focus.
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Type 3: Jiu: interacts with an extra-sentential or implicit C-topic."

(30) [Wenling considers having a fortune teller remove an allegedly un-
lucky mole from her face. Her brother refuses to encourage her.]
Brother:

Sui ni, suintl Na shi nl  zigér-de shiging!
as.you.like that be you personal-ATTR matter

‘As you like! That’s your own business!’

Wenling:

Xiangming xiansheng,wo jitt QING NI~ BANG WO DIAN-DIAO.
fortune.teller mister 1 JlUask you help 1 cut-off
‘Mister Fortune-teller, [[THIS BEING $O]c.topic] I'm ASKING YOU TO
REMOVE IT FOR ME.” (rp: 22)

(31) [Two children are negotiating about what to play. One of them
suggests to play hopscotch. ]

NI bu shi zui xthuan wdnr tiago fangzi ma?
you not be most like play jump house  PRT
‘Don’t you like playing hopscotch most?’

Women jin  ZAI ~ZHE-GE RENXINGDAO-HONG-ZHUAN
we JIU at  this-CL pavement-red-brick
SHANGMIAN wanr, hdobuhdo?

surface play okay

‘[[THIS BEING SO]c.1opic] Let’s play ON THE RED SLABS OF THIS
PAVEMENT, okay?’ (rp: 1)

In (30) jiit links the content of Wenling’s statement to something uttered
by her brother: ‘Since making a decision about having the fortune teller
remove my unlucky mole is my own business, I'm making up my mind to
ask the fortune teller to perform his little surgery’; that is a possible spell-
out of the way Wenling’s utterance links up with the prior discourse, and
Ji 1s a reflex of this relationship. Jizz in (31) relates back to the prior
question in a comparable way: ‘As my play-mate likes to play hopscotch
most of all things, we can play the game on this pavement’.

B. Variation among the constituents that host the foci or C-topics

(32) a. Ruguo [XIAO WANGlciope ldi, wo  jiu QU
if Little Wang come | U go
‘If [LITTLE WANG]c.iopic comes, I will GO.’

"' Cf. Alleton (1972: 149). The bracketed small-font C-topics in the translations of (30)
and (3 1) are implicit in the Chinese sentences.
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b. Yao bit shi [TA GAOSU ~ WO)caopic WO Jitt BU  ZHIDAO.
if notbe he tell 1 | JIU not know
‘If [HE HADNT TOLD ME]c:1opic; | WOULDN’T HAVE KNOWN.’
(ad. Eifring 1995: 283)

c. Yinwéi XIAO WANG  LAI, wd  jiu  qu.
because Little Wang  come I Ju go
‘I’'m going because LITTLE WANG IS COMING.’

d. Weile  QUAN CHANG-DE LiYi,
for.sake.of whole factory-ATTR  benefit
women jin ~ ZUO YI-DIAN XISHENG ba!
we JIU make 1-CL:bit sacrifice PRT
‘For the sake of THE WHOLE FACTORY S BENEFIT, let’s MAKE
A SACRIFICE! (hx: 346)

e. [XIdO WANG  LAllc.opic -de shihou wo  jie  ZOU.

Little Wang  come  -when I U go.away
‘“When [LITTLE WANG CAME]c.topic I LEFT.’

f [X14d0 WANG  YI LAl caopic, WO jitt  ZOU.
Little Wang  as.soon.as come | JIU  go.away

[AS SOON AS LITTLE WANG CAME]c.topic I LEFT.’

g. [CONGCI\caopic Lo Wéng jiu BUZAI ~ TIQI ~ LAO SONG.
since.then Old Wang JIU not again mention Old Song
‘[SINCE THEN]c.1opic Old Wang DIDN’T TALK ABOUT OLD SONG
ANYMORE.’ (ad. Alleton 1972: 21)

h. Xido Wang ~ MASHANG jin  ldi.

Little Wang  immediately JIU come
‘Little Wang will come IMMEDIATELY.’

i. Zai ZHE-GE DIFANG wdmen jii néng  wdnr.
at  this-CL place we JIU can play
‘We can play HERE.’

The sentences in (32) cover a wide range of constituent types in which
foci or C-topics interacting with jiz may occur. (32a) and (32b) have
conditional subordinate clauses; the first one receives a potential reading,
in the second one the reading is counterfactual. (32¢) is an example of a
causal clause. The prepositional phrase adverbial in (32d) has a pur-
posive interpretation. The examples in (32¢-h) are temporal: In (32¢) the
reference time is indicated by the adverbial (clause); the use of y7 ‘as
soon as’ in (32f) triggers an interpretation of extreme immediacy; the
time adverbial in (32g) divides the past into two complementary stretches
of time, the later one of which is characterized by the fact that Old Wang
has not mentioned Lao Song anymore; in (32h) a deictic time adverbial in
focus expresses that Little Wang’s arrival will happen in the immediate



24 Focus and background marking in Mandarin

future. (321), finally, has a local adverbial in focus. In all of these sen-
tences jiu somehow links the information-structurally distinguished ele-
ment and the main predication.

C. The presence or absence of evaluational components of meaning

(33) [Context 1: Old Wang always arrives late for work. Sometimes he
doesn’t show up until 11 o’clock. Today was different, ...
Context 2: Old Wang got up at six, took the bus at 6.30, and ...]
ta qi-dian Jiw zai  bangongshi  le.

(s)he 7-CL:o’clock JIU at office PRT
Context 1: *...he was in his office as early as seven o’clock.’
Context 2: *...at seven o’clock he was in his office.’

(34) NI YICI Jite  mdi  YIBAI-JIN da  bdicai ...
you I-CL:time JIU buy 100-CL:pound big cabbage
‘On A SINGLE OCCASION you are buying as much as A HUNDRED
POUNDS of cabbage, [...]?" (cf. hx: 346)

(33) is a sentence which admits of two different readings. Each of the two
preceding contexts triggers one reading. While the second reading does
not involve any evaluation as to whether seven o’clock is early or late, the
first reading clearly has it that seven o’clock is an early point in time to
start working. For the first reading to become possible, some part of the
sentence to the right of jiz must be in focus. In (34) a minimal focus
amount (‘a single occasion’) corresponds to an extremely large scalar
value in focus (‘a hundred pounds’). A non-evaluational reading is diffi-
cult to construe.

D. ‘The ji1 of twin variables’

(35) a. Ta ai  mai shénme jin mdi shénme.
(s)he like buy what JU buy what
‘She will buy what she wants to buy.” (cf. hx: 346)
b. NI xidng gen shéi jian mian, jit ~ gén shéi jian mian.

you want with who meet JU with who meet
‘Meet who you want to meet.’
c. Ta xiiyao ji-ge/dudshao Jiuna jl-ge/dudshao.

(s)he need  howmany-Cl/hownmuch JTU take how.many-Cl/howmuch
‘(S)he takes as many/as much as (s)he needs.’

d. Women ding-hdo-le nd-tian,  wd jiu nd-tian qu.
we decide-good-ASP which-day 1 JIU which-day go
‘I’ll go on the day that we have decided upon.’
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c. Zhé-ge zI zidian-shang  zénme  Xxi¢,
this-CL.  character  dictionary-in  how write
nl jiu zénme xié!
you JIU how write
“Write the character as in the dictionary.’

f. NI xiang shénme shihou zou, Jitt shénme shihou zdu.
you want what time go.away JIUwhat time go.away
‘(You should) Leave when you want to leave.’

g Ta ai  shang na-li jitn  shang  na-it

(s)he like go.up which-placeJlU goup  which-place
‘(S)he climbs up where (s)he wants to climb up to.” (hx: 346)

Sentences characterized by the ‘jitz of twin variables’ have the following
properties: The same indefinite pronominal or wh-word (underlined in
(35)) must occur twice; one of the occurrences precedes jiu in a subordi-
nate clause, the other one follows jiu as a constituent of the superordinate
clause; the subordinate predication restricts the interpretation of the vari-
able, i.e. the wh-word or indefinite pronominal, in the embedding clause.
Translational equivalents of the subordinate clauses in English and other
European languages are called ‘indirect relative clauses’ (cf. Lehmann
1984) or ‘free relative clauses’. Any Mandarin wh-word/indefinite pro-
nominal may be used in this construction. Sentences as in (35) have
sometimes been discussed in the context of so-called donkey anaphora in
the semantics literature dealing with the correct interpretation of pro-
nominal expressions (cf. Tsai 1994, Cheng & Huang 1996, Lin 1996: ch.
5 or Chierchia 2000).

2.2.2  The modal use type of jiu'?

The modal use type of jii has properties that are parallel to those of cdi’s
modal use type (cf. section 2.1.2): Semantic bleaching of the auxiliary or
stative verb following jiu; except for sentence-final particles no other
clements apart from the five verbs kéyrI ‘can’, xing ‘be possible/o.k.”, hdo
‘be good’, dui ‘be right’, shi ‘be (right)’ may be used behind jii; transla-
tional equivalents in English and other languages are usually construed
slightly differently.

" Cf. Alleton (1972: 151). Alleton notices this use type, but she subsumes it under her
Jiie I/value 11, i.e. my parametric use type. Basically, I think Alleton’s decision is cor-
rect, but as with the modal use type of cdi (cf. section 2.1.2), I have decided to present

this sub-type separately.
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(36) Mei-wei fu  sigian-kuai  jin  kéyl le.
every-CL:honorableperson pay  4,000-CL:MU  JIU can  PRT
~‘It will do if each of you pays 4,000 Kuai.’

(37) Lue shué yi shuo jin  xing le.
brief talk 1 talk JU possible PRT
~‘Let’s briefly talk it over a bit.” (Alleton 1972: 198)

(38) NI zhidao jiu  hdo le.
you know JIU good PRT
~‘I'm glad you know it.’/‘I wish you knew it.’

(39) Ni  juan-chu  zhe-bi qian jin  dul e
you donate-out this-CL:sum money JIU right PRT
~“You should have donated this money.’

(40) Wo  zou-guo-qu  jiu shi e
I go-over-there JIU  right PRT
~*(To achieve what I want) I'll simply walk over.’

As in the case of modal cdi, it is difficult to determine the overall impact
of jii in the modal use type. I will return to this problem in section 5.2.

2.2.3  The aspectual use type of jin"
The aspectual use type of jiut signals that the event denoted by the clause
in which jiz is used will happen within a minimal time span with regard
to the utterance time or the reference time.
41) Wo jin  hui-lai.

I JIU  return-come

‘I’ll come back immediately.’
(42) Ta  jin-ldi-de shihou, Lisi jiiu  yao zud-xia le.

(s)he enter-come-when Lisi JIU want sit-down PRT

‘When (s)he came in, Lisi was about to sit down.” (Biq 1988: 84)

2.2.4  The emphatic use type of jin'*

The common denominator of all occurrences of emphatic jiu seems to be
a strengthening of the illocutionary force of assertions. This heightened
claim of veracity makes utterances with emphatic iz apt to be used in
contexts in which a surprising property is ascribed to a referent or in
which the strong assertion is meant to substitute for an explanation. Two

"3 Alleton’s jiu 3/value I, Biq’s temporal use.
" Partially Alleton’s jii 2/value ITT; Biq’s and Lai’s emphatic use.
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pertinent examples are given in (43) and (44).

(43) Neéi-ge chuan i kuzi-de guaiwi
that-CL. wear  green trousers-attr  eccentric
jiu  shi  wode  Déwén ldoshi!
JU be my German teacher
‘[Believe it or not:] That eccentric with the green trousers 1s my
German teacher!’
(44) [A: Why aren’t you going to the movies with us?]
B: Wo jiu bu qu
I JU not go
B: ‘I’'m simply not going.’

225 The focusing use type of jiu"
The focusing use of jiu as in (45) is consistently translated into English
as only or merely.

(45) Wo  jit  KAN-JIAN DI-YI-GE ~ REN.
| JIU see-perceive  ORD-1-CL  person
‘I’ve only SEEN THE FIRST PERSON], but | HAVEN"T OPENED THE
DOOR YET].” (cf. Biq 1984: 40)

In a way, it is surprising that this use of jii should exist. The element
which is usually discussed in the context of only-meanings is cdi, and not
jitt. Nevertheless, the focusing use of jizr with the meaning ‘only” cannot
be explained away. All researchers who have dealt with the meaning of
Jitt have recognized it, though its classification varies greatly (cf. footnote
15). Sometimes it is regarded as a dialectal peculiarity of Beijing (Alleton
1972: 159, Paris 1981: 333). In order to single out the focusing use of jiu
in a way which allows me to disregard it in my further treatment of pa-
rametric jiiz, I will list the main differences between parametric jizz and
parametric cdi, dou and y¢ on the one hand, and the focusing use of jiu

" Partially Alleton’s jii 2/value 3; Biq’s limiting use; Lai’s restrictive use. The differ-
ent classifications with regard to this use yield a confusing picture indeed, particularly
if they are contrasted with the classifications of my parametric cdi-uses in which the
focus follows cdi (cf. 2.1.1.B). Alleton puts the focusing use type of jiu in a single
category with my emphatic use. Since her post-verbal cdi-uses (cdi 2) are classified as
a sub-type of what I call the parametric use, only-interpretations of jii and cdi end up
in different classes. The same is true of the present study, but in my classification [
distinguish a special focusing use type of jiz which is not a sub-case of the emphatic
use type. Biq and Lai treat focusing uses of jii on a par with cases in which the focus
follows parametric edi. I claim that my classification is the one which rests on the most
explicit criteria. Alleton’s account is the one which is most similar to mine.
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on the other:

(1)  focusing jiu is always stressed, whereas parametric jit, cdi, dou
and yé never are;

(1)  the interacting focus of focusing jii invariably follows jiu,
whereas most foci interacting with the parametrically used words
precede them;

(1)  As illustrated in (45), the whole transitive VP/IP following focus-
ing jitt may be in focus, whereas this is not possible if the focus
follows parametric cdi.'

Properties (i1) and (ii1) are what we expect of a word that is categorially

and functionally similar or identical to words like English only. The first

property is a bit special, and I have nothing to say about it. The fact that

(11) and (i) conform so well to what our expectations about focus parti-

cles like only are, and the fact that the parametric use of cdi, jiti, dou and

Y€ has so many puzzling sides to it, can be taken as good grounds for

generally separating the two from each other. More examples of the fo-

cusing use of jiu are given in (46) (note the adnominal position in (46b)
and the ad-prepositional-phrase position in (46¢), another property that is
never encountered with parametric cdi, jiti, dou or yé).

(46) a. Yibai  gongchi jin  pdo-le  SHIER-MIAO,
100 metre  JIU  run-ASP 12-second
“You’ve run the 100 metres in only TWELVE SECONDS.’
(hx: 347)
b. Jiu NI congming, jit NI nénggan,
JU you intelligent JIU you competent
bié-rén dou bu ji ni.
other-people all not equal you
‘Only YOU are intelligent, only YOU are competent, nobody
else can compare to you.” (hx: 347)

c. Wo gianmian, jit li wo you QI-, BA-BU  yuan,
I front JU froml exist 7- 8-CL:step away
zhan-zhe  yi-qiin rén.
stand-ASP  1-CL:group people

' Biq (1984: 40) claims that foci such as the one in (45) are also possible with para-
metric edi. I have not been able to confirm this judgement with my consultants. The
largest possible focus constituent in (45) is the direct object; cf. (i).
(1) Wé  cdai  kan-jian DIi-YI-GE  REN.

1 CAl  see-perceive ORD-1-CL  person

‘Tonly see THE FIRST PERSON[, but | DON’T see THE CAR].’
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‘In front of me, in a distance of only SEVEN OR EIGHT STEPS,
was standing a group of people.” (Alleton 1972: 158)

2.2.6 Other use types of jiu
Two more function word uses of what is written with the same character

must be distinguished: A subordinating use translating as even if, and a
prepositional use meaning ‘concerning’, ‘about’ or ‘on’; cf. (47) and
(48). More on the subordinating use will be said in section 4.3.5.B.

(47) Nr jiu bu  shué, wo yé  hui zhidao.
you JIU not say I YE will know
‘Even if you don’t say it, I will get to know it anyway.’(XHDC: 441)
(48) Shuangfang jii gongtong guanxin-de  wenti jinxing-le huitan.
both.sides JUtogether concern-ATTR problem hold-ASP talks
‘Both sides had talks with each other about problems of mutual
interest.” (XHDC: 441)

2.3 USE TYPES OF DOU &’

2.3.1 The parametric use type of dou'

Déu in its parametric use occurs in contexts of large structural diversity.

The common denominator of all occurrences is the fact that parametric

dou must be preceded by a focus. This is reminiscent of the case of pa-

rametric jiz. I will refrain from giving a rough translation at this point

because of the multitude of relevant contexts.

The conspectus in this section is arranged in accordance with the fol-

lowing descriptive distinctions:

(1)  the interacting focus may be a constituent of an embedded clause,
or it may be a constituent of the clause in which déu occurs;

(i) the interacting focus may be, but it need not be, marked by one of
a limited set of special functional elements preceding it;

(i)  the interacting focus may be, but it need not be, a negative polar-
ity item;

(iv) the interacting focus may be a negated verb or verb-object com-
pound similar in function to a negative polarity item;

(v) in a distinct kind of sentence, parametric dou relates back to a
wh-word/indefinite pronominal or to a disjunction.

"7 Shyu (1 995), Huang (1996) or Mok & Rose (1997) do not assume ambiguity among
the different uses of dou. Alleton (1972), Sybesma (1996) and Zhang (1997) distin-
guish different déu’s. Cf. section 4.3.1 for arguments in favour of several use types.

* Alleton’s (1972) dou 2/value II; Zhang’s (1997) additive focus particle.
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In the sub-sections to follow I will present examples to illustrate each
dimension of variation separately.

A. Parametric dou and foci in subordinate clauses, or dou and the Jocus
as clausemates
Type 1: The focus is a (constituent of a) subordinate clause,

(49) a. Jishi  GUOWANG LAl wé dou bu  hui qu.
even.if king come | DOU not will go
‘Even if THE KING COMES I won’t go.’

b. Jisht  Ldo Ll DUI WO DAOQIAN,
evenif OldLi to 1 apologize
wo  dou bu  hui yudnliang ta.
| DOU not will forgive (s)he
‘Even if Old Li APOLOGIZES TO ME, I won’t forgive him.’
c. Jilidn wé ZHU ZAl BEUING -de shihou,
even I live at  Beijing -when
ta dou bu gén wo zhi zaiyigl
(s)he DOU not with I live together
‘Even when I LIVED IN BEIING (s)he didn’t live together with

me.

In (49a) the whole subordinate clause except for the subordinating parti-
cle jishr ‘even if is in focus. A possible context would be Will you go if
the Prime Minister invites you? — No, even if the king comes I won't go.

(49b) with the predicate in focus would, on the other hand, be appropri-

ate in a context in which more subtle ways of Old Li’s trying to appease

the speaker have already been discussed: Inviting me for dinner won't
do, and even if he apologizes to me I won't Sorgive him. (49c¢) is an ex-

ample in which part of a temporal clause is in focus, while the preceding

two subordinate clauses were conditional clauses.

Type 2: The focus is a constituent of the clause in which dou is used.

(50) a. Lidn NUOWANG dou hui ldi.

even queen DOU will come
‘Even THE QUEEN will come.’

b. Didi liagn BINGQILIN dou bu xidng  chi
youngerbrother  even ice-cream  DOU not  want cat
“The little brother doesn’t even want to eat ICE-CREAM.”

c. Laoll  lidn XINGQITIAN  dou gongzuo.
OldLi even Sunday DOU work
‘Old Li works even on SUNDAYS.’
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d. Liagn GAOSHANDI-SHANG-de  shul dou bu  ganjing.
even high. mountains-on-ATTR water DOU notclean
‘Even the water IN THE HIGH MOUNTAINS is not clean.’

In (50a) the subject nominal is in focus, in (50b) the same applies to t}}e
preposcd object nominal. (50c) and (50d) have time and place words in

focus.

B. (Optional) Functional elements preceding the focus ' ,
In all of the sentences in A. immediately above, either jishl ‘even 1ﬁ'\f¢hcn
or lidn ‘even’ preceded the focus. Given contexts that are sqfﬁclent'iy
rich, all of the examples in A. are also good without jishI ‘even if’ or !;‘a_n
‘even’. More examples involving such (optional) elements are given in
(51). T will gloss all of them as even (if), even thougl} a fine-grained
analysis would bring to light subtle differences (cf. Eifring 1995 and
section 4.3.5.B).

(51) a. (Napa shi) LAOBAN wo dou bu  xidng jian.

even.if be  boss I DOU not like see
‘I even don’t want to see THE BOSS.’

b. (Jiushi) DA XUE dou bu  néng liv-zhtt  wo.
even big snow DOU not can stay-stop I
‘Even HEAVY SNOW can’t stop me.’

c. (Rénping) MING-YI GAO-SHOU dou  zhibuhdo.
even famous-doctor master-hand DOU unable.to.cure
‘Even FAMOUS AND HIGHLY SKILLED DOCTORS are unable to
cure it.” (ad. Eifring 1995: 178)

C. Negative polarity items in focus .
The sentences in A./B. have lexical open-class elements in focfus. Con-
trary to those, the examples in (52) have negative polarity items in focus.

(52) a. Ldao Liliagn YIJU HUA dou shudbuchiilai.
Old Li even 1-CL:speechunit speech DOU not.be.able.to.speak
‘Old Li couldn’t even say A WORD.’

b. Wo ydchi  YI-DIANR  dou bu  tong.
I tooth I-CL:abit DOU not hurt
"My tooth doesn’t hurt THE SLIGHTEST BIT/AT ALL.’

c. Nt méi you shang chuan,
you not have goup  boat
liagn chudn-de  YINGZI dou méi kandéo.
even boat-ATTR shadow DOU nothave see
“You’ve never been aboard, you haven’t even seen THE
SHADOW of the/a boat yet.” (ad. rp: 52)
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d. Jit  shéhui-de ki,
old society-ATTR  hardship
wo  YONGYUAN dou bu  hui  wangji.
I ever DOU not will forget
‘NEVER EVER will I forget the sufferings in the old society.’

(52a) and (52b) focus on measure phrases denoting a minimal amount of
speech and a minimal degree of a property, respectively. In (52c), the
element yingzi ‘shadow’ is used in a bleached sense to denote a minimal
amount of experience with something, a boat in our case. In (52d) yong-
yudn is a negative polarity item much like English ever.

D. Verbal elements in focus

The examples considered so far never involved the focusing of verbal
elements, unless they were constituents of subordinate clauses. Cases in
which only verbal elements in dou-clauses are in focus do occur, though,
but in this case verb copying is required, the sentences are invariably
negated, and resultative elements are never focused.

(53) a. LdoSéng DONG dou bu  dong
Old Song move DOU not move
‘0Old Song doesn’t even MOVE.’
b. 7a CHU Qi dou  chitbushanglai.
(s)he go.out breath DOU not.manage.to.breathe
‘He didn’t even manage to BREATHE.” (ad. Alleton 1972: 80)

(53a) with an intransitive verb in focus is a simple case: The verb in the
canonical verbal position behind déu is a dummy place-holder, whereas
the same verb preceding dou bears focal stress. The sentence in (53b) has
a more intricate structure. Here, too, the motion verb chiz ‘to go out (in
this case, of breath), to breathe” precedes dou, and it is followed by an
object in the focus position. In the post-dou position, the same verb is,
however, followed by a complex modalizing resultative ending. Semanti-
cally, the verbal elements in focus may be characterized as verbal nega-
tive polarity items.
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E. Parametric dou relates back to a wh-word/indefinite pronominal, or

10 a disjunction. ? N, '
Type L Parametric dou relates back to a wh-word/indefinite pronomi-
nal.

(54) a. SHEI dou zhidao zhé shi  Lao Song-de sh?ng)-'.?n,
who DOU know  this be  Old Song-ATiR voice
‘EVERYBODY knows this is the voice of Old Song.’

(ad. Alleton 1972: 66)
b. Ta  SHENME dou ai  chi.
(s)he what DOU like eat
‘(S)he likes to eat ANYTHING.’
c. Ldo Zhang SHENME SHIHOU —dou you  gongfu.

Old Zhang when DOU have time
‘Old Zhang ALWAYS has time.’

d. Neéi-xié pixié, NEI-SHUANG ~— dou bu  héshi.
that-cL:some shoe which-CL:pair DOU not fit
‘Among these shoes, there’s NO PAIR WHATSOEVER that fits.’

e. Xido songshii pa-de hén kuai,
little squirrel climb-CSC very fast
yishi ZENME dou daibuzhu.
momentarily  how DOU not.be.able.to.catch

“The little squirrel was climbing very fast, and for the time
being there was NO WAY to catch it.” (ad. hx: 620)

As long as the wh-word/indefinite pronominal precedes dou, any syntac-
tic function may interact with dou: Subjects in (54a) and (54d), an ob-
ject in (54b), and adverbials in (54c) and (54e). The markers of
universal quantification present in the English translations do not corre-
spond immediately to the use of the wh-words/indefinite pronominals,
but rather to the interaction of these elements with parametric dou and
negation (see sections 4.3.3. and 4.3.4).

* More recent treatments sometimes subsume this use under dou’s distributive use as
presented in section 2.3.2 (Lin 1996). Others deny the necessity to distinguish different
use types of dou altogether (Shyu 1995, Huang 1996). Note that although [ have not
clarified the theoretical status of all use types that are discussed in this chapter, I claim
that setting apart the parametric use type of all the investigated particles is justified and
necessary (cf. section 2.5). On this point, see also the discussion in section 4.3.1.

[t should moreover be noted at this early point that I will distinguish two different sub-
cases of parametric dou as in (54): Sentences with negative-polarity interpretations, and
sentences with free-choice interpretations (cf. sections 4.3.3 and 4.3.4).
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Type 2: Parametric dou relates back to a disjunction.

(55) a. Ta ldi bu ldi, dou méi you guanxi.
(s)he come not come DOU nothave relation
“Whether (s)he comes or not doesn’t matter. (hx: 163)

b. Kan bu kan, wd dou wisudwei.
see not see I DOU not.care
‘Whether I see it or not, I don’t care.” (hx: 163)

These type-2 sentences contain question-like disjunctive parts. In (55a)
the disjunctive part is a subject, while in (55b) it does not express a core
relation of the main predicate wusudwéi ‘not care’. Since the representa-
tion of information-structural facts in these sentences is especially de-
pendendent on their analysis, no focus-background structure has been
marked in (55).%

There are a handful of functional elements that may be used preceding
either the wh-word/indefinite pronominal (type 1), or preceding the dis-
junctive constituent (type 2): wulun, biugudn and rénping are probably
the most frequent ones, and all of them are translatable as no matter. (56)
through (58) illustrate the use of each word using modified old examples.

(56) Wulun SHEI dou lai e
no.matter who DOU come PRT
‘EVERYBODY came.’ (cf. (54a))

(57) Ldo Zhang rénping  SHENME SHIHOU dou you gongfu.
Old Zhang no.matter  when DOU have time
‘Old Zhang ALWAYS has time.” (cf. (54¢))

(58) Bugudan ta lai  bu ldi, dou méi you guanxi.
no.matter(s)he come not come DOU not have relation
‘Whether (s)he comes or not doesn’t matter.” (cf. (55a))

2.3.2  The distributive use type of dou™'

The distributive use type of dou is by far the most frequent one. In sen-
tences in which it occurs, distribution over some preceding plural entity
in the same clause is expressed, i.e. the predication is true of every
atomic subpart of the plural entity with which distributive déu interacts.
Its meaning thus resembles English adverbial al/ or each. Representative
examples include the following:

2 See section 4.3.4 for discussion.
M Alleton’s déul/value 1; Lin’s (1996, 1998) generalized distributivity operator.
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(59) a. Tamen dou mdi-le y-bu  chezi
they DOU buy-ASP 1-CL car
“They all bought a car.” (Lin 1998: 201)
b. Na-bén sha, wd  dou kan-wan-le.
that-CL book 1 DOU read-finish-ASP
‘I finished reading (all parts of) that book.” (Lin 1998: 202)
c. Ta zudtian/néi-ji-tian dou zai  jid.
(s)he yesterday/that-some-day DOU at  home
‘(S)he was at home all day yesterday/in all those days.’
(cf. Lin 1998: 212)

The plural subject argument is distributed over by dou in (59a), i.e. each
single person bought a car, and it is not the case that a collective car was
purchased. In (59b) the preposed object argument is distributed over.
What complicates this case is the fact that although a single book is in-
volved in the action distribution over something must be traceable. Of
course, books can be argued to have sub-parts over which it is possible to
distribute. In (59c) analogous facts are presented for (temporal) adver-
bials: The plural adverbial néi-ji-tian ‘those couple of days’ is a straight-
forward case, while for the interaction of zudtian ‘yesterday’ with dou to
be possible in a distributive sense, distribution over all sub-parts of ‘yes-
terday” 1s required.

2.3.3  The emphatic use type of dou™

Clauses with dou in its emphatic use always end in the sentence-final
particle /e, which signals a ‘currently relevant state’ (Li et al. 1982).
Dou... le may often be rendered as already in English. Consider the ex-
amples in (60).

(60) a. Mama dou LIUSHI-DUO-SUI-de rén le,
mum  DOU 60-odd-CL:year of life-ATTR ~ person  PRT
hai rang ta  dai hdaizi.

stil make  she look.after child
‘Mum is a person of more than SIXTY YEARS already, and you
still have her look after the kids!” (hx: 166)

b. Déu SHI-DIAN le, zénme hdi bu  lai?
DOU 10-CL:o’clock PRT how still not come
“It’s TEN O’CLOCK already, how come he still doesn’t come?”
(hx: 166)

2 Alleton’s dou3/value 111,
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c. Mingtian  zhé-huir wo dou zai  SHANGHAI le.
tomorrow  this-CL:momentI DOU at  Shanghai  PRT
“Tomorrow by this time, I will be in SHANGHAI already.’

(ad. hx: 166)

Déu...le in (60a) is interpreted in such a way that being sixty-something
is old if judged against the background of the usual age of people attend-
ing children. Likewise, ten o’clock is signalled to be (contextually) late in
(60b). In (60c) the short temporal distance between the time of utterance
and the following day is contrasted with the major change in location to
come about for the speaker in the course of the next 24 hours. This is
very much in line with what already in English and comparable phase
adverbs in other languages mean.

Note that dou thus presents itself with a split similar to the ones found
with jit: and, less clearly so, with cdi (see sections 2.1.1 and 2.2.5): In its
parametric use, the interacting focus precedes dou; there 1s one use,
namely the very use treated here, which differs from the parametric use in
that the interacting focus always follows dou. In the case of jiu, differ-
ences in meaning and intonation, among other things, have helped to jus-
tify the delimitation of two different uses despite the complementarity of
their distributions. In the case of cdi, on the other hand, pre-cai foci and
post-cdi foci were both taken to interact with a single use type of cdi, viz.
the parametric use. This decision was based mainly on the interpreta-
tional identity of the two positional variants of the cdi-foci under debate.
In the present case the facts are less clear-cut: Tempting though it may
seem to assimilate the case of dou’s emphatic use type either to the situa-
tion found with cdi (subsumption under the parametric use) or the case of
jite (delimitation of a focusing use type different from the parametric use),
I see no way to achieve this. If the cdi-solution were to be entertained, we
should be able to demonstrate that the meaning dou(... le) in (60) contrib-
utes to the sentence meanings equals that of dou in its parametric use.
Even if we do not go into the details of semantic analysis put forward in
ch. 4, it appears plausible at this early point to say that already, as op-
posed to even (the most common translational constant in parametric dou
sentences), is a fairly dissimilar notion. Moreover, neither with paramet-
ric cdi nor with parametric jiu could a strict co-occurrence relation with a
specific sentence-final particle be established as we find it in the case of
emphatic dou ... le. If assimilating the emphatic use of dou to parametric
cai with following foci leads nowhere, we could perhaps establish a link
between emphatic dou and the focusing use of jii. In the end, both focus-
ing jizt and emphatic dou are obligatorily followed by foci. However, this
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way out is likewise blocked: The characteristic properties of the focusing
use of jiu included obligatory stress on jizz. Dou in its emphatic use must
not be stressed, so the phenomenon must be of a different kind.

[ will leave it at that since my main concern here is to single out the
paramatric use among the other uses. This can be done with sufficient
certainty, whereas the question of how to categorize dou...le properly
may await a more detailed investigation.

24 USE TYPES OF YE {11

2.4.1 The parametric use type of y&

The distribution of parametric y¢ overlaps heavily with that of parametric

dou. Therefore, the following survey makes use of the same grid of expo-

sition put to use in section 2.3.1 where parametric dou was introduced.

(i)  the interacting focus may be a constituent of an embedded clause,
or it may be a constituent of the clause in which ¢ occurs;

(i) the interacting focus may often be, but it need not be, marked by
one of a limited set of special functional elements;

(i) the interacting focus may be, but it need not be, a negative polar-
ity item,

(iv) the interacting focus may be a negated verb or verb-object com-
pound similar in function to a negative polarity item;

(v)  in a distinct kind of sentence, parametric y¢ relates back to a wh-
word/indefinite pronominal or to a disjunction.

Once more, these dimensions of variation will be illustrated one by one.

A. Parametric y& and foci in subordinate clauses, or y& and the focus as
clausemates

Type 1: The focus is a (constituent of a) subordinate clause.

(61) a. Wo 2zHU 7zAl BEUING -de shihou,
[ live at  Beijing -when
ta y¢ bu gén wo zhu zai yigl
(s)he YE not with I live together
‘(S)he even didn’t live together with me when [ LIVED IN BEI-
JING.”
b. NI BU shuo, wo yé  zhidao.
you mnot say I YE  know
‘I even know it if you DON’T say it.” (XHDC: 945)

® Alleton’s (1972) yé I (value I).
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(61a) is a case in which a subordinate temporal clause is in focus,
whereas in (61b) only the negation marker is in focus.

Type 2: The focus is a constituent of the clause in which y¢ is used.

(62) Lidn GUOWANG y&  hui ldi.
even Kking YE will come
‘Even THE KING will come.’

(63) Ldolt  lian XINGQITIAN — yé b xiiixi.
Old Li even Sunday YE not rest
‘Old Li doesn’t even rest on SUNDAYS.’

B. (Optional) Functional elements preceding the focus

The functional elements that may precede yé-foci include the ones that
may be used preceding parametric dou. However, some other elements
are restricted to occurring before yé-foci, or at least they strongly favour
them. As with the functional elements preceding dou-foci, they may usu-
ally be left out if the context is sufficiently specific. Note that all sen-
tences in (64) and (65) have two readings if /ian ‘even’, or the other
focus markers are not used: Emphatic stress on the foci will yield the
even-readings, otherwise, we get also-readings. In the case of (64a) the
latter reading has been added in parentheses, and this kind of reading will
be discussed, and its separate treatment justified, in section 0.

(64) a. (Liagn) NUWANG yé  hui ldi.
even queen YE will come
‘Even THE QUEEN will come.” (cf. (50a))
(“THE QUEEN will come, t00.”)

b. Didi (lian) BINGQILIN yé  bu  xidng  chi.
yoangerbrother  even ice-cream  YE not want  eat
“The little brother doesn’t even want to eat ICE-CREAM.’

(cf. (50b))

c. Laolt  (lian)  XINGQITIAN yé  bu  xiixi.
OldLi even Sunday YE not rest
‘Old Li doesn’t even rest on SUNDAYS.’

d. (Lian) GAOSHANDI-SHANG-de  shul yé  bu  ganjing.
even high.mountains-on-ATTR water YE not clean
‘Even in THE HIGH MOUNTAINS the water is not clean any-
more.’ (cf. (50d))

These sentences show the interaction of y& with subject foci, object foci
and circumstantial foci, respectively. For a survey of more functional
clements that may precede yé-foci, turn to (65).
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(65) a. (Ndpa shi) LAOBAN wo yé  bu  xiang  jian.
evenif be  boss I YE not like see
‘I even don’t want to sec THE BOSS.’

b. (Jiulian)DA XUE yé bu  néng liu-zhu w.
even big snow YE not can stay-stop |
‘Even HEAVY SNOW cannot stop me.’

c. NI (jishi) YUANYI ~ xishéng ni-de shijian,
you evenif willing sacrifice you-ATTR time
wo Y&  bu  néng jieshou.

I YE not can accept
‘Even if you WANT to sacrifice your time, I can’t accept it.”

d. (Suiran) MEI XIAYU, ta yé  dai-zhe san.
although not.have fall rain (s)he YE take-ASP umbrella
‘(S)he took along an umbrella although IT WASN’T RAINING.”
(hx: 619)

e. (Jishj) XIA YU, ta yé& yao duanlian.
even.if fall rain (s)he YE will exercise
‘(S)he will work out even if IT’S RAINING.” (hx: 619)

(65a/b) conform to (51a/b) with parametric dou; in (65¢/d) the use of
dou instead of y¢ is dispreferred or impossible if jisshi and suirdn are
used.

C. Negative polarity items in focus

Just like parametric dou, y¢ may interact with negative polarity items in
focus, 1.e. with specialized expressions which, in the particular meaning
relevant here, only occur in negated and some other contexts. This is
illustrated in (66) (cf. (52)).

(66) a. Ldo LI lidn Yi-JU HUA  yé shudbuchilai.
Old Li even 1-CL:speechunit speech YE  not.be.able.to.speak
*0Old Li couldn’t even say A WORD.”

b. Wo yachi  YI-DIANR y&  bu  tong.
I tooth I-CL:abit YE not hurt
‘My tooth doesn’t hurt THE SLIGHTEST BIT/AT ALL.’

c. Ni méi you shang chudn,
you not have goup  boat
lidn chudn-de  YINGZI yé  méi kandao.
even boat-ATTR shadow YE not.have see
“You’ve never been aboard, you haven’t even seen THE
SHADOW of the boat yet.” (ad. rp: 52)
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d. Jite  shéhui-de ki,
old society-ATTR  hardship
wo  YONGYUAN yé  bu  hui wangji

I ever YE not will forget
‘NEVER EVER will I forget the sufferings in the old society.’
(XHDC: 945)

The foci in (66a-c) denote (contextually determined) minimal quantities
or entities; the focus in (66d) is interpreted like English ever.

D. Verbal elements in focus

Parametric y¢ resembles dow also in this respect: Verbal elements in
focus may interact with yé. They occur only in pre-yé position, an un-
stressed copy of the verb must follow yé, and the predicate must be ne-
gated. Semantically, we are dealing with verbal negative polarity items.
Examples that are analogous to the ones given for verbal elements inter-
acting with dou (cf. (53)) are listed under (67).

(67) a. Lao Song DONG yé bu  dong
Old Song move YE not move
‘Old Song doesn’t even MOVE.’
b. Ta CcHO oi yé  chubushanglai.
(s)he go.out breath YE not.manage.to.breathe
‘He didn’t even manage to BREATHE." (ad. Alleton 1972: 80)

The comments that were made with regard to the examples in (53) carry
over to these sentences.

E. Parametric y¢ relates back to a wh-word/indefinite pronominal, or to
a disjunction™
Type 1: Parametric yé relates back to a wh-word/indefinite pronominal.

(68) a. SHEI yé bu  hui guai ni.

who YE not will blame you
‘NO-ONE will blame you.’ (ad. rp: 7)

b. 7Ta SHENME yé  bu  shuo.
(s)he what YE not say
*(S)he doesn’t say ANYTHING AT ALL." (ad. Alleton 1972: 66)

c. Ldo Zhang SHENME SHIHOU yé  méi you gongfu.
Old Zhang when YE not have time
‘Old Zhang NEVER EVER has time.’

** The last paragraph of footnote 19 also applies to parametric yé.
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d. Néi-xié pixié, NEI-SHUANG ~ yé bt héshi.
that-CL:some shoe which-CL:pair YE not fit
‘Among these shoes, there’s NO PAIR AT ALL that fits.”

e. Xido songshi pa-de hén  kuai,
little squirrel climb-CSC  very fast
yishi ZENME  yé  daibuzhi.
momentarily  how YE  not.be.able.to.catch
“The little squirrel was climbing very fast, and for the time
being there was NO WAY AT ALL to catch it.” (hx: 620)

(68a) and (68d) illustrate wh-words/indefinite pronominals in subject
function that interact with y¢, in (68b) the preposed object nominal is in
focus. In (68¢) and (68¢) adverbial expressions are in focus. There is no
direct translational match among the foci of the Mandarin sentences and
those of the English translations.

Type 2: Parametric yé relates back to a disjunction.

(69) a. Ta buguan xia bu xia yi yé  hui lai
(s)he nomatter fall not fall rain YE will come
‘(S)he’ll come no matter whether it rains or not.’

(ad. Eifring 1995: 32)
b. Bugudn chéng yi  bu  chéng,
no.matter succed and not succeed
nl  y¢ yao géi wo-ge huihua.
you YE must give I-CL reply
‘No matter whether you’re successful or not, you must give
me a reply.” (hx: 618)

Parametric y¢ may, just like parametric dou, be preceded by question-like
disjunctions. The information-structural facts have been neglected in the
examples in (69) because they are not evident and will not be discussed
until we get to section 4.3.4.

2.4.2  The emphatic use type of y&*

The emphatic use type of y¢ is usually characterized as having a toning-
down force in cases of tactful criticism directed to the addressee; in other
cases it expresses resignation, or the fact that the speaker accepts the
things the way they are. The first two examples in (70) illustrate the for-

 Alleton’s yé 3value 1L
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mer option, the third and fourth sentences are instances of the latter utter-
ance type. (The relevant token of y¢ in (70a) has been underlined.)

(70) a. Ye bu néng quan yuan 14,
YE not can all blame (s)he
yaoshi wo yé génzhe qu yingxi jin bu zhiyu zhéyang le.
if [ YE follow go perhaps JIU not get.to this.way PRT
‘But you cannot put all the blame on him/her, if I had come
along things might not have come to this point.” (hx: 620)

b. Ni  yé tai xidokan rén le,
you YE too underestimate person PRT
ta  késhi  kéban chii shen.

(s)he but professionally trained
‘In a way your opinion of him/her is too negative, after all
(s)he has received professional training.” (hx: 620)

c. Fanzheng women yé méi you dudshao qian cun,
anyway we YEnot have all.thatmuch money save
‘It’s just the way that we don’t have all that much money to
save anyway.” (rp: 27)

d. Nignji yé bu xido le.
age YE not small PRT
‘It’s simply the way that (s)he’s not very young anymore.”
(Alleton 1972: 83)

2.4.3  The focusing use type of y&*°

Just as in the English sentence Peter will also be there, focusing yé may
relate to a preceding or a following focus or C-topic. This is reminiscent
of parametric cdi, but there are several reasons justifying the differing
treatment of yé.

First, the use of focusing y¢ is never obligatory (though its non-use may
lead to infelicity), while the use of parametric y¢ is obligatory in the pres-
ence of a preceding focus marker. (In section 3.5 we will have the oppor-
tunity to see that actually all occurrences of parametric particles are
mandatory.) Second, there is evidence to the effect that focusing yé has
all those properties that have been studied in great detail for adverbial
uses of also or German auch (cf. Krifka 1998 or Reis & Rosengren
1997): If y¢ is stressed, it is always preceded by a C-topic related to it; if
it is unstressed, it is always followed by an interacting focus. Parametric

% Alleton’s yé I/value L.
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yé, on the other hand, is always unstressed, and it is always preceded by
its interacting focus. Put briefly, focusing y& behaves precisely like other
adverbial additive focus particles, while parametric y¢ behaves differ-
ently. Language-internally, the criteria of obligatoriness and lack of ac-
cent serve to establish parametric y¢ as a natural class distinct from
focusing yé.

Type 1: Focusing y¢ precedes its interacting focus.

(71) a. NI yinggai chi-didn  qing-cai,

you should eat-CL:a.bit green-vegetable
yé  yinggai chi-didn  NIUROU.
YE should eat-CL:abit beef
“You should eat some of the green vegetables, and you should
also eat a little BEEF.

b. Mama ai  women, yé  PIPING wdmen.
mum  love we YE criticize we
‘Mum loves us, and she also CRITICIZES us.” (hx: 617)

c. Mdoyt  xI-ganjing-le, yé  xI-XIAO-le.
jumper wash-clean-ASP  YE  wash-small-ASP
“The jumper got clean as a result of washing it, and it also got
SMALLER.’ (hx: 617)

d Ta chou yan, yé HE JIU.
(s)he draw smoke YE drink alcohol
‘(S)he smokes, and (s)he DRINKS, too.’

A diverse collection of elements following y¢ may be in focus: The direct
object as in (71a), the verb as in (71b), the resultative verbal element as
in (71c), or the whole VP as in (71d) illustrate this variety.

Type 2: Focusing y¢ follows its interacting C-topic; y¢ is stressed.

(72) a. Ta zudtian qu kan ya e,
(s)he yesterday go see tooth PRT
[WO)caopic  zudtian yé qu kan ya e
I yesterday YE go see tooth PRT
‘(S)he went to the dentist yesterday, and [I]c.pic also went to
the dentist yesterday.” (hx: 616)

b. Ta jintian bi zai,  [MINGTIAN)c.opc Y€ bt zadi.

(s)he today not be.here tomorrow YE not behere
‘(S)he’s not here today, and she will not be here [TOMOR-
ROW]c.1opic, €ither.” (hx: 617)
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In (72a) the subject is the C-topic; in (72b) the time adverbial fulfills the
same function.

2.4.4 Other use types of y&

Besides the use types introduced in sections 2.4.1 and 2.4.2, there are
clause-final uses of y¢ that are clearly unrelated to the former ones. Y¢ in
this position is usually literary and archaic (cf. (73)), but it also appears
to occur in the spoken language (cf. (74)).

(73) Chén Shéeng  zheé, Ydangchéng-rén  ye.
Chen Sheng  PRT Yangcheng-person YE
‘Chen Sheng is from Yangcheng.” (XHDC: 945)

(74) Héqi du ye!
how malicious YE
‘How mean!” (XHDC: 945)

2.5 PARAMETRIC CAI, JIU, DOU AND YE AS INDEPENDENT
LINGUISTIC SIGNS

In general, the “one form — one meaning postulate’ of structural linguis-
tics can be shown to be a persistent guideline for large portions of the
research devoted to the present object of study (e.g. Paris 1981, Biq
1984, 1988, or Lai 1995, 1996, 1999; less so Alleton 1972). That is to
say, Paris, Biq and Lai regard all use types of cdi and jit — their studies
do not investigate other elements — as ultimately related to a single core
meaning (a ‘Gesamtbedeutung’ in the sense of Jakobson 1936). This
leaves no room for homonymy, and vagueness and polysemy have the
field all to themselves. I think this position cannot be maintained. Instead
I want to defend the opinion that the parametric uses of each of the ele-
ments under scrutiny must be recognized as synchronically independent
linguistic signs. Since later chapters will not deal with the other use types
— except for the modal one which is really a sub-type of the parametric
use type —, I will not make any effort to show the same for the other use
types.

It is decidedly more difficult to discuss matters of homonymy,
polysemy, vagueness and ambiguity in the realm of function words than
it is when dealing with content words, since standard diagnostics of these
relations often do not apply straightforwardly. What is more, there is so
much disagreement about the theoretical status of the aforementioned
relationships among linguistic items which have the same signifiant that
any discussion of these relationships will be subject to criticisms specific
to different traditions of linguistic research. Therefore, I want to follow a
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somewhat unorthodox way of argumentation to establish the linguistic
sign status of parametrically used cdi, jit, dou and yé.

My line of argumentation rests on two concepts: Obligatoriness and
paradigmaticity. These notions play an important role in those branches
of grammaticalization theory that are, in one way or another, derivative
of or compatible with Lehmann’s seminal paper (Lehmann 1982 [1995]).

Obligatoriness, or transparadigmatic variability, is that paradigmatic
parameter of grammaticalization which captures the degree of freedom
with which speakers of a language may choose to express a certain cate-
gory, with the term ‘category’ taken here to comprise a whole grammati-
cal dimension which is expressed by a paradigm of linguistic signs. Thus,
to take a standard example, while aspect is not an obligatory category in
German, it is highly grammaticalized in Russian and other Slavonic lan-
guages.

Paradigmaticity or paradigmatic cohesion is the degree to which a
paradigm forms a coherent formal and semantic unit. A paradigm of
small size with members that are maximally similar in formal behaviour
and maximally systematic and exhaustive with respect to their function is
highly grammaticalized.

Now, what does all of this have to do with justifying the independent
status and treatment of the parametric use type as opposed to the other
use types? If we assume that grammaticalization yields linguistic signs of
some kind, and if we can show that the parametric use type constitutes a
sub-system of Mandarin grammar with grammaticalization properties
that are different from those of the other use types, we have also shown
that parametric cdi, jiu, dou and y¢ are linguistic signs which can and
should be treated independently in a synchronic grammar of Mandarin. In
the rest of this section I want to show that this is in fact the case.

A. Obligatoriness:

In the parametric use cdi, jii, dou and yé must, in the presence of preced-
ing focus markers, be used to preserve grammaticality, while this is not
the case with the other use types.”’

7 In section 3.5 T will argue that in fact all occurrences of parametric particles are
obligatory. The above generalization is not true of the distributive use of déu (cf..0). In
many cases distributive dou is necessary to ensure grammaticality (cf. Lin 1996, 1998,
Zhang 1997). Admittedly, this makes the argument less striking, but this state of af-
fairs does not constitute counter-evidence: Parametric dou and distributive dou are just
two elements that have been grammaticalized independently. See section 4.3.1, Sy-
besma (1996) and Zhang (1997: 2611f) for irrefutable arguments to set apart parametric
déu from distributive dou.
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Parametric use

(75) Zhiyou XINGQITIAN  Ldo Wang *(cdai)  gongzuo.
only Sunday Old Wang  CAI  work
‘Old Wang works only on SUNDAYS.’

(76) Zhiyao NI LA, wo  *(Gin)  hui qu.
if you come I Jw  will go
‘If YOU COME I will go.’

(77) Lidan XIAO WANG *(dou) yao ldi.
even Little Wang DOU want come
‘Even LITTLE WANG wants to come.’

(78) Ta jishr XIA YO *yé)  hul ldi
(s)he even.if fall rain YE will come
‘(S)he will come even if IT RAINS.” (Eifring 1995: 32)

In all of the above examples, dropping cdi, jiu, dou or yé, respectively,
renders the sentences ungrammatical. Such a situation does not arise with
the other use types. The examples in (79) through (83) illustrate this.

Aspectual use
(79) Ldo Wang (cdi/jin) ldi.
Old Wang CAI/JIU come
‘Old Wang has (only just) come/will come (immediately).’

Emphatic use

(80) Wo (cdijin) b  pal
| CA/JIU not fear
‘How can you think I might be afraid of that?!’/

‘I’'m (simply) not afraid of that!’

(81) Mingtian  zhé-huir wo  (dou) zai  Shanghdi  le.
tomorrow  this-CL:moment I DOU at  Shanghai PRT
“Tomorrow by this time, I’ll (already) be in Shanghai.’ (hx: 166)

(82) Nidnji (y¢) bu  xido le. (Alleton 1972: 83)
age YE not small PRT
‘It’s simply the way that (s)he’s not very young anymore.’

Focusing use

(83) Ldo Song (jiu) kan-wan-le di-yi-zhang le.

Old Song JIU  read-finish-ASP ORD-1-CL:chapter PRT
‘Old Song has (only) read the first chapter so far.’

B. Paradigmaticity
Parametric cdi, jiit, dou and y& constitute the maximally systematic core
of a semantically coherent paradigm:
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(i)  parametric cdi: marker indicating negated existential quantifica-
tion over alternatives

(i)  parametric jiu: marker indicating negated universal quantification
over alternatives

(iii) parametric dou: marker indicating universal quantification over
alternatives

(iv) parametric yé: marker indicating existential quantification over
alternatives.

The quantificational types that form part of the above characterizations

are the four classical logically possible types that may be derived from

the interaction of inner and outer negation with either existential or uni-

versal quantification; in our case quantification ranges over domains of

alternatives. All of this is discussed and justified in great detail in ch. 4.%

2.6 OVERVIEW OF CLASSIFICATIONS

The following tables are to a large extent self-explanatory. They contrast
the division of the relevant empirical domain as I have chosen to present
it with the classifications of other major proposals. The similarity of my
choices with those of Alleton (1972) and Biq (1984, 1988) is obvious.
Lai’s (1999) classifications are in sharp contrast to Alleton’s, Biq’s or
my way of sub-dividing the empirical domain.

Table 2.1 Céi’s different use types in this and in other studies

this study | Alleton Big Lai
focus follows parametric | value II limiting restrictive
cdi (2.1.1) cdi 2
focuspre- | value II parametric | conditional
cedes cdi modal | |cdil
2.12) (I
temporal
‘immediate aspectual | valuel temporal
_past’ (2.1.3) cdi 3
‘refutation’ emphatic | value III emphatic | emphatic
(2.1.4) cdi 4

% The justification of this point would presuppose large portions of the discussions in
later chapters. For this reason, I will only give an informal list of properties here that
should give the reader an idea of the general nature of the system. Note that the neces-
sity to refer to the results of later chapters to justify the delimitation of my object of
Study is not a methodological problem, but rather arises from problems of exposition.
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Table 2.2 Jiu'’s different use types in this and in other studies

this study | Alleton Big Lai
focus or C-topic parametric | value II JParametric | restrictive
precedes jiu 221 |jiwl conditional
modal
222 .
temporal
‘immediate future’ | aspectual value 1 Temporal
(2.2.3) jitt 3
‘simply’ emphatic value III JEmphatic | emphatic
(2.2.4) jie 2
‘only’; foc. follows | focusing LEimiting restrictive
Jitt (2.2.5)
other uses | [not other uses | [not
(2.2.6) treated] treated]
Table 2.3 Dou's different use types in this and in other studies
this study | Alleton Lin Zhang Huang
focus parametric | value II [not trea- |focus mar- | sum opera-
precedes | (2.3.1) dou 2 ted] ker tor on the
dou distribu- | quantifica- | event vari-
‘all’/*each’ | distributive | value I tive tional able
(0) dou 1
‘already’ | emphatic value III [not [not [not
(2.3.3) dou 3 treated] treated] treated]

Table 2.4 Y&'s different use types in this and in Alleton’s study

this study Alleton
focus or C-topic pre- | parametric value II
cedes yé (2.4.1) Ye 2
‘anyway’, emphatic value [
‘in a way’ (2.4.2) yeél
‘also’ focusing value III

(2.4.3) yé 3

3  TRIGGERS AND CONSTRAINTS
WHERE PARAMETRIC CAl, JIU, DOU AND YE
MUST (NOT) BE USED

In this chapter I investigate the conditions that render the use of para-
metric cdi, jiu, dou and yé obligatory or impossible as long as we keep
the semantic nature of the foci involved constant and appropriate. (See
ch. 4 for discussion of the relevant focus-semantic aspects.) By and
large, we will be dealing with facts of relative position and movement.
The relative position of cdi, jiu, dou and yé with regard to interacting
foci is important because it is, with only few exceptions in cdi-
sentences, impossible for a focus interacting with a parametric word to
follow that word. Movement of canonically post-verbal elements may
ensure the required relative position of foci and parametric words in
single cases, and therefore, some movement facts are discussed.

The broad perspective of this chapter may leave the theoretical lin-
guist frustrated at some points, because it is impossible not to cut down
on theoretical explicitness and explanatory strength if one wants to
mention all the relevant phenomena in a study of this limited size. From
another perspective the design of this chapter is, however, fully justi-
fied: The endeavour to state factors which trigger or obstruct the use of
parametric words has uncovered quite a few descriptive generalizations
that seem to have gone unnoticed so far. I think this is a desirable result
in itself.

While I devote separate sections to c¢di and jiu, I treat dou and € in a
single section. This is useful because in the case of dou and yé the rele-
vant generalizations overlap to a considerable degree, and the differ-
ences can best be appreciated if the distributions of both elements are
discussed side by side.

Section 3.4 constitutes the theoretical harvest that may be gathered
from the descriptive generalizations stated in sections 3.1 through 3.3.
In that section I will discuss which category parametric cdi, jiu, dou and
Y€ should be assigned to, and what constitutes the general function of
these words. The claim will be that cai, jin, dou and yé are particles
With a grammatical function: They mark an agreement relation among
Specific information-structural categories and backgrounds.

49
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The insights of the present chapter will, in section 3.5, allow us state
more clearly than in ch. 2 that foci following cdi and foci following yé
are not to be treated on a par: Foci interacting with and following cdi
interact with parametric cdi, while foci following y¢ interact with focus-

ing ye.

3.1 TRIGGERS AND CONSTRAINTS: PARAMETRIC CAI
3.1.1 Where parametric cai must be used

In order to see what configurations make the use of cdi nessecary, let us
first review some relevant cases in which cdi must be used, and then turn
to some cases where it need not be used.

(1) a. Zhiyou ZHE-zhong shii Ldo Wang *(cdi)  mdi-guo.

only this-CL:kind book Old Wang CAI  buy-ASP
‘Old Wang has bought only THIS kind of book before.’

b. Zhiyou zai ZHE-ge difang women *(cdi) néng wanr.
only at this-CL place we CAl can play
“We can have fun only at THIS place.’

c. Chufei NI LAlL, wo *(cdi) qu.
only.if you come I CAI  go
*Only if YOU COME will I go.”

In (1a) part of the object is overtly marked as an only-focus, i.e. the
proposition expressed by the sentence is not true of any kind of book
which may not be subsumed under the class zhé-zhong shii ‘this kind of
book’. (1b) and (1c) have (parts of) adverbials in focus, a locative phrase
in (1b), and a conditional clause in (1c). In all of these cases it is un-
grammatical not to use cdi. Now consider the examples in (2).

(2) a. ZHE-zhong shii  Ldo Wang (cdi) mdi-guo.

this-CL:kind  book Old Wang CAI buy-ASP
‘Old Wang has bought (only) THIS kind of book before.’

b. Zai ZHE-ge difang women (cdi) néng wanr.
at  this-CL place we CAI can play
‘We can have fun (only) at THIS place.’

c. NI LA, wo (cdi) qu.
you come I CAl go
‘(Only if YOU COME will I go)./You come, I go.’

These examples are identical to the ones in (1), except that zAlyou ‘only’
and chufei “only if” have been dropped. If cdi is used, each sentence is
interpreted as if the dropped clement were there, if cdi is not used, simple
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focusing is expressed. ((2c) is slightly different; in this case dropping
cai leaves the first clause unembedded, thereby yielding a paratactic
structure open to a large variety of readings.) Comparing (1) and (2) we
might want to state the generalization that cdi is obligatory in all those
cases in which a focus that is overtly marked as an only-focus occurs in
a clause.

For two reasons, this is not the whole story. The first reason concerns
the overt marking of only-foci. Another way of generalizing over the
data in (1) and (2) is to say that in each case in which the reading of a
focus is restricted to an only-reading the use of cdi is obligatory. (1) and
(2) just instantiate two different ways of restricting focus readings: In
(1) the foci are lexically marked by a focus operator; in those versions
of (2) in which cai is used the foci are restricted contextually.' Accord-
ing to this view, cdi in (2) is, in those cases in which it is used, just as
obligatory as in (1). This seems to me to be the better generalization,
simply because it allows us to treat cdi alike in both sets of examples.

The second reason why our first generalization is not quite exact is
illustrated by the examples in (3).

(3) a. Zhé-jian dayi (cai/zhi) yao WUSHI-KUAI  gian.
this-CL coat CAl/only cost 50-CL:MU money
“This coat is (only) FIFTY KUAL’
b. Ldo Wdang zai  Béijing (cdi/zhi) zhu-le  YI-NIAN.
Old Wang at  Beijing CAl/only live-ASP 1-CL:year
‘Old Wang lived in Beijing for (only) A YEAR.’

In these cases we are dealing with a direct object of a stative verb and
with a duration complement (parts of which are) in focus. Here, the use
of cdi is not only “optional” the way it was in (2); moreover, cdi may
just as well be replaced by zAi ‘only’, an option that is not given in (1)
or (2). What, then, is the difference between the first two sets of sen-
tences on the one hand, and the last set on the other? It is relative posi-
tion that matters: Whenever an only-focus precedes the verb, cdi must
be used. If the only-focus follows the verb, or if the verb itself is in fo-
cus, zAi ‘only” may be used. (We will see later that the facts concerning
cdi with postverbal foci are actually more intricate than that.) We may
thus state the generalization in (4).

(4)  Obligatory cdi:
Parametric cdi is used if an only-focus precedes the structural po-
sition of cdi.

1 i .
Some readers might, alternatively, like to assume phonetically empty focus operators
in those versions of (2) in which cdi is used.
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(4) makes reference to cdi’s structural position instead of referring to the
position of the focus wrt. te"the verb. This is done because an immedi-
ately preverbal position need not always be a pre-cdi position, cf. (5).

(5)  Zhlyou XINGQITIAN wd  cdi  gén péngyoumen jian mian.
only  Sunday I cAr with friends see face
‘I meet my friends only on SUNDAYS.’

Shyu (1995) has identified the position of parametric dou with a head
position immediately above the Asp/M-phrase, i.¢c. an aspect phrase, a
non-epistemic modal phrase, or a negation marker, and I will apply this
analysis to the case of parametric cdi (I will return to Shyu’s account in
section 3.1.2.A). In less theory-dependent terms we might say that cdi is
the leftmost element within the larger verbal complex of a clause.

(4) will correctly cover practically all occurrences of preverbal only-
foci. However, there is a marginal class of examples challenging (4).
Examples of this kind involve subject-foci and certain adverbial foci in a
position immediately preceding the structural position of cdi. In these
cases the use of cdi is optional even if the foci are overtly marked by
zhiyou ‘only’.

(6) a. Ldo Wang zhlyou XINGQITIAN  (cdi) gongzuo.
Old Wang  only Sunday CAl work
‘Old Wang works only on SUNDAYS.’
b. Zhlyou TA  (cdi) néng bangzhu  wo.
only (s)he CAI can help I
‘Only (S)HE can help me.” (hx: 755)

Such examples are challenging because in all the examples we have con-
sidered so far, the overt marking of an only-focus in positions preceding
cai coincided with the obligatory use of cdi, and from a statistical point
of view, theses cases by far outnumber examples as in (6). In theoretical
linguistics, Zhang (1997) was the first one to notice the optionality of cdi
in configurations like (6a), but neither she nor anybody else among the
syntacticians who have dealt with cdi seems to have proposed a solution
to this problem. I will leave (4) as it is, but the reader should keep in
mind that it cannot cover the optional use of cdi in (6).

3.1.2  Factors constraining the use of parametric cai

The use of cdi may be constrained by

(1)  movement facts concerning different types of nominals with a
canonically post-verbal position;

(i1)  interaction with quantifiers.
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To get a first impression of the grammaticality patterns relevant in this
section, examples of each type of acceptability failure, and good contrast-
ing sentences, are given in (7) and (8).

(7) a. Ldo Wang (*cai)  mdi-le ZHE-bén shi.
Old Wang CAl buy-ASP  this-CL  book
intended: ‘Old Wang has bought only THIS book.”
b. Ldo Wang ZHE-bén shi cdi  mdi-le.
Old Wang this-CL.  book CAI  buy-ASP
‘0Old Wang has bought only THIS book.’
c. Ldo Wang cai  mdi-le  SAN-BEN SHU.
Old Wang CAl buy-ASP 3-CL  book
‘Old Wang has bought only THREE BOOKS.’
(8) a. Wo (*cai) néng  hé  YI-BEI jii
I CAl can dnink 1-CL:cup wine
intended: ‘I can (only) drink ONE GLASS of wine.’
b. *Meéi-ge rén chufei NI LAl dou cdi qu.
every-CL person only.if you come each CAI go
intended: ‘Everybody only goes if YOU COME.’

In (7a) a post-verbal direct object with a demonstrative in focus does not
allow the use of cdi. The same nominal in a pre-verbal position is good in
(7b). It is likewise grammatical to have an indefinite nominal focus in
post-verbal position as in (7¢). The use of the modal verb in (8a), and the
wrong relative position of the cdi-focus relative to the marker of distribu-
tive quantification in (8b) render the last two examples ungrammatical,
Let us now look at the constraining factors in more detail.

A. Movement of nominals and (un)grammatical cai
The discussion of the first constraining factor is often subsumed under
the heading ‘object shift’ (cf. e.g. Zhang N. 2000). What we are dealing
with is the fact that movement is often obligatory in the presence of cdi.
It affects nominals whose canonical position is post-verbal. At the same
time the interpretation of the nominals must not be too indefinite (in the
sense of the definiteness hierarchy (Silverstein 1976, Croft 1990)) or too
deficient (in the sense of Ross 1995) to move to a position in front of the
verb and cdi. The relevant data are as follows:

(1) Proper names, pro-forms, definite descriptions and bare nouns in
habitual sentences must move from a post-verbal base position to the left
of cdi if they constitute the focus with which cdi interacts, or if the focus
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with which cdi interacts forms part of them.” This is illustrated in (9) for
the first three categories.

(9) a. Ldo Wang (zhlyou) MEIGUO/NAR/NEI-GE DIFANG
Old Wang only USA/there/that-CL.  place
cdi  xidng  qu.
CAI  want go
‘Old Wang only wants to go TO THE USA/THERE/TO THAT
PLACE.’

b. *Ldo Wang cdi  xidng qiu MEIGUO/NAR/NEI-GE DIFANG.

Old Wang CAl want go USA/there/that-CL.  place
intended: ‘Old Wang only wants to go TO THE USA/THERE/TO
THAT PLACE.’

Note that if cdi is not used, object shift is optional, i.e. not syntacticized
in a way which would leave the speaker no choice.

(10) a. Ldo Wang MEIGUO/NAR/NEI-GE DIFANG xidng qit.
Old Wang USA/there/that-CL  place  want go
‘Old Wang wants to go TO THE USA/THERE/TO THAT PLACE.’
b. Ldo Wang xidng qiu MEIGUO/NAR/NEI-GE DIFANG.
Old Wang want go USA/there/that-CL  place
‘Old Wang wants to go TO THE USA/THERE/TO THAT PLACE.’

Bare nouns with a post-verbal base position in habitual sentences behave
alike. This contrasts sharply with the respective facts for bare nouns in
episodic sentences; compare (11) and (12).*

(11) a. *Ldo LI cdi mdi FANGZI
OldLi CAl buy house
intended: ‘Old Li buys only HOUSES (habitually).’
b. Ldo LI (zhiyou) FANGZI cdi  madi.
OldLi only house CAI buy
‘Old Li buys only HOUSES (habitually).’
(12) a. Ldo LY cdi mdi-le FANGZI
OldLi CAI buy-ASP house
*Old Li bought only A HOUSE.’/
‘0Old Li did only the HOUSE-buying.’

: Thus, what moves is often not just the focus, but the minimal bigger constituent or
syntactic island which may move (for a theoretical and cross-linguistic discussion of
this focus-related pied-piping effect cf. Drubig 1994).

3 Paris (1981: 329f) and Zhang (1997: 23) present similar data. Both mention the
absence of the aspectual marker -/e in such habitual sentences.
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b. *Ldo LI (zhiyou) FANGZI cai  mdi-le.
OldLi only house CAl  buy-ASP
intended: ‘Old Li bought only A HOUSE."/

‘Old Li did only the HOUSE-buying.’

Although the focused object nominals do not differ overtly with respect to
their syntactic structure in (11) and (12), the movement facts co-vary
with the different sentence readings: Bare nouns in habitual sentences
pattern with proper names, pronouns and definite descriptions; bare ob-
ject nouns in episodic sentences pattern with the class of nominals to
which we now turn.

(1) Bare object nouns in episodic sentences, numerically quantified
direct or indirect object nominals, verbal measures, frequency phrases,
duration phrases, excess measure phrases in comparative constructions,
numerically quantified nominal predicates, predicates in copula sen-
tences, and possibly some further similar constituents, must not move to
any position in front of the verb, no matter whether cd is used or not.*

(13) Bare non-generic object nouns:

(cf. (12))
(14) Numerically quantified indefinite object nominals:
a. Ldo Lt cai  mdi-le SAN-BEN SHU.

OldLi CAI buy-ASP  3-CL book
‘Old Li bought only THREE BOOKS."

b. *Ldo LI (zhiyow) SAN-BEN SHU (cdi) mdi-le.
OldLi only 3-CL book CAI buy-ASP
intended: ‘Old Li bought (only) THREE BOOKS.’

(15) Verbal measures:

a. LdoLl cdi ti-le wd  LIANG-jido.
OldLi caAl kick I 2-cL:foot
‘0Old Li kicked me only TWICE.”

b. *Ldo LT (zhiydou) LIANG-jido (cdi) ti-le wo.
OldLi only 2-CL:foot CAl kick-ASP |
intended: ‘Old Li kicked me (only) TWICE.”

: Wang (1956) states that post-verbal cdi-foci must be numerically quantified. This is
true of all the immediately following examples, but the bare noun example (12a) is a
counterexample. That almost all post-verbal cdi-foci contain a number morpheme is
due to the fact that measure phrases with a post-verbal base position usually cannot
move to the left of cdi. Therefore, Wang’s constraint is purely epiphenomenal. None-
theless, it is the predominant descriptive generalization in the literature when cases of
post-verbal cdi-foci are discussed (e.g. Alleton 1972: 135, 142, Paris 1981: 333 or
Zhang 1997: 21). Biq (1984: 84) and Lai (1999: 643) explicitly refuse the general
validity of Wang’s generalization.




56 Focus and background marking in Mandarin

(16) Frequency phrases:
a. Lao Li cai lai-le ¥I-CI.
OldLi cCAl come-ASP I-CL:time
‘Old Li came only ONCE.’

b. *Ldo Li (zhiyou) YI-Ci (cai) lai-le.
OldLi only 1-CL:time CAl come-ASP
intended: ‘Old Li came (only) ONCE.’

(17) Duration phrases:

a. LdoLi :zai Béijing cdai  zhi-le  YI-NIAN.
OldLi in  Beijing CAl live-ASP 1-CL:year
‘Old Li lived in Beijing for only A YEAR.’

b. *Ldo Li (zhiyou) YI-NIAN (cai) zhu-le  zai Béijing.’
OldLi only I-CL:year CAl live-ASP in Beijing
intended: ‘Old Li lived in Beijing for (only) A YEAR.

(18) Excess measure phrases in comparative constructions:

a. Lao Li bi Xido Wang cdi  gao-le  YI-LiMI.
Old Li compared.with Little Wang CAl  big-ASP 1-CL:cm
‘Old Li is only ONE CENTIMETRE taller than Little Wang.’

b. *Lao Li bi Xidgo Wang  (zhiyou) YI-LIMI
Old Li compared.with Little Wang only 1-CL:cm
(cai) gao-le.

CAl  big-Asp
intended: ‘Old Li is (only) ONE CENTIMETRE taller than
Little Wang.’
(19) Numerically quantified nominal predicates (no copula, measure-
word predicate nominal):

a. Xido Wang cdi  WU-SUIL
Little Wang  CAI  5-CL:year.of.life
‘Little Wang is only FIVE YEARS old.’

b. *Xido Wang  (zhiyou) wU-SUI cdi.

Little Wang  only 5-CL:year.of.life  CAI
intended: ‘Little Wang is only FIVE YEARS old.’
(20) Predicates in copula sentences:
a. Wo cai shi  yi-ge FUWUYUAN.
1 CAI be  1-CL servant
‘I am only a SERVANT.’

® The fact that the locative phrase is in the post-verbal position in this sentence, while it
is in a preverbal one in the preceding sentence, is due to a constraint which requires
either a locative or a measure phrase of some kind behind the verb zhit *to dwell, 1o live
(in some place)’. Thus, if (17b) is to get a fair chance, it must have a post-verbal con-
stituent; this is why a less-than-minimal pair is given in (17).
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b. *Wo (zhlyou) yi-ge FUWUYUAN  (cdi) shi.
| only 1-CL servant CAl  be
intended: ‘I am (only) A SERVANT.’

These examples illustrate that canonically post-verbal nominal constitu-
ents which cannot move irrespective of c¢di may interact with cdi. The
unifying generalization for all these cases is that the focused nominals
rank low on the definiteness hierarchy or high on a scale of nominal defi-
ciency. The cut-off point is between nominals with definite interpreta-
tions, which may move in general and must move if they are to interact
with cdi, and nominals with indefinite or non-referential interpretations,
which must not move. The bare nouns are a difficult case. Bare focused
object nouns in habitual sentences must move in cdi-sentences. They
must not move in episodic sentences. The problem is that the property
which distinguishes these two cases most straightforwardly — habituality
— is a property of sentences, and not of nominals (in the terminology of
Krifka et al. 1995: 15, example (11b) is a characterizing/habitual sen-
tence with a specific non-kind-referring subject). I am not sure what to do
about this awkward mixture of levels. One way out would be to introduce
a whole new constraining dimension, namely genericity vs. non-genericity
and to recategorize the bare noun cases accordingly. This would make the
description a lot clumsier, though. Moreover, I do not know how to tic
this new dimension to anything else that is relevant for the analysis of
cai. Therefore, I will leave the descriptive situation as it is now. The
descriptive generalization to cover the two sub-cases (i) and (ii) may then
be stated as in (21).

(21) If a nominal with a canonically post-verbal base position can move
to a pre-verbal position at all, it must do so if (part of) it is the fo-
cus interacting with cdi. Whether a nominal may move away from
the post-verbal position or not is a function of its referential status:
Any nominal which gets interpreted as indefinite or less referential
than indefinite on the definiteness hierarchy must not move.

Phrased negatively, we may state the following:

(22) Parametric cdi must not be used if the focus cdi is to interact with
can in principle be moved, but has not moved away from its post-
verbal base position to a position preceding cdi. Conversely, sen-
tences with cdi are also ungrammatical if a nominal has been
moved to a pre-verbal position from its post-verbal base position
although it must not be moved because it is indefinite or less refer-
ential than indefinite.
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The same facts are summarized in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: (Visible) movement of canonically post-verbal nominals

interpretation of definite indefinite/ | indefinite non-
nominals generic referential
movement of post-

verbal nominals possible

irrespective of cdi

impossible
movement of post-

verbal nominals
(partly) in focus in
interaction with cdi

obligatory

The data we have looked at above are not easily accomodated within
accounts subscribing to the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1995). In
general, movement is only a last resort option in this theory. Movement
is triggered by the need to check a feature of some functional head. It
can be checked if a checker, i.e. a constituent which is syntactically
marked for the same feature as instantiated by the head, moves to the
specifier position of the phrase which is headed by the functional head
(every-day examples of feature checking are agreement phenomena
within nominals or subject-verb agreement). Features that are still un-
checked at the end of a derivation render a sentence ungrammatical.
There are two kinds of features, weak ones and strong ones. Strong
features must be checked overtly, i.e. the movement must be visible on
the surface (theory-internally this amounts to ‘movement before spell-
out’, with spell-out being the point in the derivation where a
P(honological)F(orm)-branch and a L(ogical)F(orm)-branch split up the
formerly non-branching derivation line). Weak features are checked
covertly, i.e. at LF or in that part of the derivation on the way from
spell-out to the interface between syntax and the interpretive/semantic
component of grammar. This kind of movement cannot be seen directly
because it happens after the PF branch of the derivation has received its
Input,

In the Chinese case we are dealing with here, the fact that foci inter-

acting with cdi usually appear to the left of cdi (i.e. the foci may be
argued to have passed through the specifier position of some functional
phrase relevant for cdi) has inspired two competing checking accounts.
Shyu (1995) — who actually deals with parametric déu, but the argument
carries over — would take cdi to be the head of a functional projection
which takes Asp/MP as its complement, i.e. an aspect phrase, a non-
epistemic modal phrase or a NegP, thus rendering AspP/MP a sub-
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category of Laka’s (1990) ZP.® A strong feature of cdi which can be
checked by the interacting focus triggers the movement of post-verbal
nominals. I subscribe to Shyu’s head-analysis, and within a Minimalist
framework I would assume that on some level of representation prior to,
or coinciding with, spell-out, the cdi-focus must have occupied the speci-
fier position of the phrase headed by cdi.

In Zhang’s (1997, 2000) theory cdi itself is not a head, but an adverb.
It adjoins to some projection of v, i.e. the so-called (universally postu-
lated) light verb above V in the Minimalist Program. Cdi triggers an
argument-related feature of the inflectional system (possibly [specificity])
to be strong in the relevant cases, thereby making its overt checking nec-
essary. Some post-verbal constituents in focus which need not move if
cdi 1s not present are thereby forced to move in the presence of cdi to
ensure grammaticality. The problem for both accounts starts when foci
that stay in a post-verbal position (examples (12) through (20)) enter the
picture. Foci that do not move (overtly) cannot check any strong feature.
They can, at most, move covertly, and in this case the checked feature
would be weak. Foci interacting with cdi thus check a strong feature in
all those cases in which the focus appears to the left of cdi (that includes
the object-shift cases). The foci that may stay in a post-verbal position
must somehow be catered for, or they must be explained away. Shyu
explains them away by categorizing their type of focus as a mere PF
focusing device which does not involve any feature checking. This is
obviously an ad hoc solution, and it leaves the interpretational parallel-
ism between the two different cases (pre-verbal and post-verbal foci)
unaccounted for. Zhang, on the other hand, assumes weak feature check-
ing in the cases of cdi-foci that appear post-verbally on the surface. In
her analysis, post-verbal-cdi foci thus move covertly. The problem with
this analysis is that the definiteness or specificity feature of the post-
verbal focus triggers the head whose feature must get checked to be weak
or strong: Definites make it strong, others make it weak. If a variant of
generative syntax is assumed in which several candidates may compete,
the “communication” problem vanishes. In such a framework Zhang’s
solution would nevertheless have to count as ad hoc.

This is not a syntactic study in the narrow sense of the word, and I only
make use of some Minimalist terminology to name things. But what the
review of Zhang’s and Shyu’s approaches has shown is that a real prob-

: Although syntacticians may want to further split up AspP/MP, the main claim con-
ceming the relative position of what Shyu calls FP seems to be well-grounded. For
Instance, if a modal verb precedes parametric cdi or déu, it is always interpreted epis-
temically, and negation words invariably follow cdi immediately.
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lem exists, no matter what theory of syntax we subscribe to: Most cdi-
foci must precede cdi, some cdi-foci must move to conform to this rule,
and some cdi-foci may not move, but still they are interpretable. Any
linguistic framework which aims at analyzing comparable phenomena in
a comparable way will be faced with a challenge here.’

B. Interaction with quantificational expressions®

Wang (1956) notices that cdi must not be used if a modal verb intervenes
between cai and the interacting focus, if the focus follows cdi. An exam-
ple taken from Paris (1981: 334) is given in (23) (=(8a)).

(23) Wo (*cai) néng hé  YI-BEI Jid.
| CAl  can drnk I-CL:icup wine
intended: ‘I can (only) drink ONE GLASS of wine.’

Alleton (1972: 143) adds a parallel restriction for intervening negation:

(24) Wo (*cdai) méi you WU-KUAI  gidn.
| CAl  not have 5-CL:MU  money
intended: ‘I (only) don’t have FIVE KUAL'’

If, however, the focus precedes cai, modals or negation words are good
immediately behind cdi, as shown in (25) and (26) ((26) is taken from
Alleton 1972: 138).

(25) Chufei NI BANG WO,wd cdi néng nd  zhéi-ji-bén  shii.
only.ifyou help 1 I CAl can take this-few-CL book
‘Only if YOU HELP ME can I take these few books.’

(26) NI zhiyou KUAI-PAO, ta cdi bit néng zhuishang ni
youonly  fast-run (s)he C4AI not can catchup  you
‘Only if you run fast will he not be able to catch up with you.’

¥ Actually, this situation may be less of a challenge for a constraint-based Optimality-
Theoretic account in the spirit of Prince & Smolensky (1993). Vikner (2001) is such an
analysis dealing with object shift in Germanic, but the data covered by him are not
sufficiently similar to allow for a smooth application to our case. [ will not attempt to
state any constraint-based argument here, although the final part of Zhang N. (2000)
may be read as an approach heading in this direction.

¥ Parametric cdi is the only parametric word for which I investigate this kind of behav-
iour. The reason for this is that cdi is the only parametric word which tolerates foci to
its right, and the structures for which problematic interactions with quantificational
expressions can be found are typically of this kind. However, as we will see in the
course of this sub-section, problematic data also exist for sentences with pre-cdi foci
(cf. the examples in (40) and (41)). For analogous cases with other parametric words,
parallel investigations are a desideratum.
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The modal verb behind cdi and the negation behind cdi in (25) and (26)
are impeccable, so the restriction observable in (23) and (24) is only rele-
vant if cdi’s interacting focus follows cdi. From a superficial syntactic
point of view this is quite puzzling because phrases headed by a modal
verb or negation are claimed to be the complements of cdi (Shyu 1995;
see section 3.1.1 above). The solution to this puzzle is probably essen-
tially semantic or, more accurately, it concerns the syntax-semantics
interface. The basic idea is that no inherently quantificational expression
may intervene between cdi and its interacting focus, with quantification
taken here to cover more phenomena than is often assumed. A researcher
who has investigated partially comparable data in detail is Beck (1996).
Let us thus turn to her work for a moment.” Beck studies certain un-
grammatical or uninterpretable structures in German such as the exam-
ples in (27) through (29). The general format of such configurations is
given in (30) (Beck 1996: 1, 30f).

(27) "Wen  hat fast Jjeder wo getroffen
whom has almost everyone where met
intended: “Where did almost everyone meet whom?’

[i.e. “Which persons and which places are such that almost every-
one met those persons at those places?’|

(28) *Was glaubt  Hans nicht, wer da  war?
what believes Hans not who there was
intended: “Who does Hans not believe was there?’

[i.e. “Who is such that Hans does not know that that person was
there?’]

(29) "Wen  hat nur Karl wo getroffen?
whom has only Karl where met
intended: “Who did only Karl meet where?”

[1.e. “Which persons and which places are such that only Karl met
those persons at those places?’|

(30) *[. X (O[]0

In (27) the question word wo ‘where’ is c-commanded by the quantifica-
tional expression fast jeder ‘almost everyone’, but it would have to take
scope over this very expression if it were to be interpreted, just like wen
‘whom” does. Beck, as a follower of the mainstream paradigm of re-

?ID

? Beck uses “*’ to mark ungrammatical sentences, and " for uninterpretable sen-
tences. The delimitation of these two categories appears to be partially dependent on
?gle’s theory. I adopt her conventions for the quoted examples.

(27) is fine if wo ‘where’ is interpreted as an indefinite pronominal (Sirgendwo
‘somewhere’) and not as a question word. This reading is not relevant here.




62 Focus and background marking in Mandarin

search dealing with the syntax-semantics interface, assumes that scope
relations are reflected on some syntactic level of representation. On the
latest level of syntactic representation, immediately prior to the interpre-
tational component, all scope ambiguities that may be present on the
surface must have been lifted. This syntactic level is a(n)
L(ogical)F(orm)-level. On this level wo ‘where’ of sentence (27) would
have to have moved covertly to a position dominating the quantificational
expression fast jeder ‘almost everyone’. The fact that (27) is uninter-
pretable shows that something has kept it from doing so. Beck assumes
that it is the quantificational expression itself that blocks the required LF-
movement. Note that an intervening proper name poses no interpreta-
tional difficulties; cf. (31) which does have a reading with a question
word interpretation of both wen ‘whom” and wo ‘where’.

(31) Wen hat Karl wo getroffen?
whom  has Karl where met
‘Whom did Karl meet where?’

In (28) and (29), wer ‘who’ and wo ‘where’ cannot move across nicht
‘not” and nur ‘only’, respectively, despite the need to move to a position
where their scope is reflected by their (LF-)syntactic position. Therefore
(28) and (29) are out. Beck (1996: 39) generalizes her findings as in (32).

(32) a. Quantifier-Induced Barrier (QUIB):
The first node that dominates a quantifier, its restriction, and
its nuclear scope is a Quantifier-Induced Barrier,
b. Minimal Quantified Structure Constraint (MQSC):
If an LF trace S is dominated by a QUIB «, then the binder of
S must also be dominated by a.

(32a) states that QUIB’s coincide with the highest node of tripartite quan-
tificational structures in the sense of Lewis (1975) and his followers.
(32b) defines those configurations that allow the co-existence of a QUIB
and an LF-trace which is dominated by that QUIB: An LF-trace may only
be dominated by a QUIB if the QUIB also dominates the binder of that
trace, 1.e. the moved element itself. Beck claims that quantification is the
semantic notion which correctly covers the cases she investigates. To
maintain this claim, she adopts Kratzer’s (1989) theory of negation
which subsumes negation under quantificational phenomena in a situa-
tion-semantics framework. Obviously, Beck’s findings do not hold uni-
versally (cf, for instance, the good English translation of (29)). She
speculates that the MQSC may be active in German for the following rea-
son: Since in large portions of German sentences (more accurately: in the
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so-called ‘Mittelfeld’) the surface positions of quantificational expres-
sions must reflect their respective scopes, LF-movement must be heavily
restricted. If it were not, LF-movement might confuse the correct relative
position of quantificational expressions again. This brings us back to
Chinese. Chinese, just like German, only allows few situations in which
surface position and interpretational scope do not coincide (cf. Huang
1982 or Aoun & Li 1993). So, it will not be a surprise to find Beck’s
MQSC active in Mandarin. Note that Beck merely stipulates the MQSC,
she does not ti¢ it to other facts of German grammar in a theoretically
explicit fashion, and I will not do this, cither. But the mere fact that the
MQSC can be shown to be active in Chinese just as in German makes it
quite a useful stipulation.

How exactly does this carry over to Mandarin? Remember that (23)
and (24), repeated in reverse order here as (33) and (34), are bad with cdi
only because the interacting focus follows cdi and the modal verb or the
negation word, respectively.

(33) Wo (*cai) méi you WU-KUAI  gidn.
I CAl not have 5-CL:.MU  money
intended: ‘I (only) don’t have FIVE KUAL’

(34) Wo (*cdi) néng hé  YI-BEI Jidl.
| CAl can drnk 1-CLicup  wine
intended: ‘I can (only) drink ONE GLASS of wine.’

If we assume that foci interacting with cdi must take wide scope relative
to negation, Beck’s restriction will keep the focus wii-kuai (gian) *five
Kuai’ from doing so, because crossing the quantificational intervener méi
‘not” is, according to the MQSC, impossible for the focus. The reading
that is excluded in this scenario is: “The amount of money “five Kuai™ is
the only thing I don’t have(, but I have other things).” The other a priori
possible interpretation (‘It’s not the case that I have only five Kuai’) 1s
excluded by the assumption that the cdi-focus must have scope over ne-
gation — in the end this is reflected by the only possible surface order of
the function words cdi and bi/méi ‘not’ if they occur in a single clause.
Beck’s survey of possible interveners or QUIB’s does not include modal
verbs, whereas (34) is an example in which néng ‘can’, a modal verb, is
the only possible intervener. Modality has convincingly been shown to be
a quantificational phenomenon (cf. e.g. Kratzer 1981, 1991a), with the
special kind of possibility or ability as in (34) amounting to existential
quantification over certain possible worlds. (Necessity, on the other hand,
involves universal quantification over certain possible worlds. Modality
is discussed in more detail in sections 5.1 and 5.2.) So, if the modal verb
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is the intervener in (34), the interpretation ‘Only of the amount “one glass
of wine” is it true that I can drink it” is excluded by Beck’s generaliza-
tion, because the cdi-focus cannot move across the modal verb.'' Less
theory-specifically, we may just state descriptively that the quantifica-
tional expression néng ‘can’ keeps the cdi-focus from taking scope on the
level of cdi. If there is another logically possible interpretation in which
néng ‘can’ would take wide scope (something like: ‘It is possible that I
drink only one glass of wine’), this interpretation is again excluded be-
cause its scope relations do not reflect the surface order of cdi and néng
‘can’.

We have two descriptive generalizations so far: The fixed order of
mono-clausal cdi on the one hand, and of modal verbs and negation on
the other, determines the scope relations between the cdi-focus and the
modal verb or negation; a sentence with cdi is uninterpretable or un-
grammatical if a modal verb or a negation word (i.e. an inherently quanti-
ficational expression) intervenes between cdi and a post-verbal focus
(Beck’s MQSC).

But this is not the whole story yet. To see what the problem is, consider
(35) first.

(35) a. ?Sudyoude xidohdgir dou cdi  WU-SUL
all child each CAI 5-CL:year.of life
*All children are only FIVE YEARS old.’
b. 2Méi-ge rén dou cdi br Ldo LI gao YI-LiMI.
every-CL person each CAI compared.with Old Li tall 1-CL:cm
‘Every person is only ONE CENTIMETRE taller than Old Li.’

These sentences have universally quantified subjects which trigger the
obligatory use of the distributivity marker dou (on dou as a distributivity
marker, see Lin 1996, 1998), and they can have cdi-foci at the same
time."? So, it is in principle possible to have both phenomena side by side

" Beck does not consider modal verbs. I guess this is so because modal verbs in Ger-
man do not display the mgsc-effect as observed above; cf. (i).
(1) Wen darf Karl wo treffen?

whom may Karl where meet

‘Whom may Karl meet where?’
In (1) a reading in which persons and places are asked for is easy to get. In this reading
the modal verb takes scope under the question words, so wo “where’ must be able to
move covertly across quantificational darf “may’ in (i). I do not know how this comes
about.
- My consultants prefer zhl ‘only’ to cdi in these sentences. Nevertheless, edi is
clearly possible, and while the sentences in (35) are judged as odd, (36b) and espe-
cially (37b) invariably provoke stronger reactions of refutation.
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in a single sentence. But this only holds true as long as the fixed scope
order which is predetermined by the relative position of distributive dou
and cdi is not confused by a cdi-focus to the left of distributive dou. This
is shown in (36) and (37).

(36) a. ?Zhell sudyoude rén  dou zhiyou ZHOUMO cdi gongzuo.
here all person eachonly  week-end CAI work
intended: ‘Here all people only work during THE WEEK-ENDS.’

b. *Zhéli sudydude rén zhiyou ZHOUMO dou cdi gongzuo.

here all person only week-end each CAI work
intended: “Here all people only work during THE WEEK-ENDS.’
(37) a. 'Mei-ge rén dou chufei NI LAl cdi  qu

every-CL person each onlyif you come CAI go
‘Everybody only goes if YOU COME.’

b. *Mei-ge rén chufei NI LAl dou cdai  qu.
every-CL person onlyif you come each CAI go
intended: ‘Everybody only goes if YOU COME.’

c. *Chufei NI LAl méi-ge rén dou cdi  qu.
only.if you come every-CL person each CAI go
intended: ‘Everybody only goes if YOU COME.’

As long as the cdi-foci remain to the right of distributive dou ((35), (36a)
and (37a)), the sentences are fine, or at least interpretable; as soon as
they appear higher up in the sentence than dou the sentences become
ungrammatical. Note that if no scope-bearing or scope-marking element
precedes cdi, cdi-foci at the left periphery of sentences are impeccable.

(38) Zhiyou ZHOUMO  wdmen cdai  gongzuo.
only week-end  we CAl work
‘We work only ON WEEK-ENDS.’

(39) Chufei NI LA, wo cdi  qi
only.if you come I CAl go
‘Only if YOU COME will I go.”

The general picture which emerges from these data is that no quantifica-
tional expression may intervene between cdi and its interacting focus,
neither to the left, nor to the right.”” This has only been shown in detail

"% This is reminiscent of Aoun & Li’s (1993) Minimal Binding Requirement which
bars quantifiers from intervening between an operator and the variable bound by the
operator. However, | do not analyze configurations of cdi-foci and cdi as operator-
variable structures here (see section 3.4). Either this is inadequate and the data should
be analyzed so as to allow for being subsumed under the Minimal Binding Require-
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for negation, modal verbs and distributive universal quantification, but
the generalization carries over to other quantifying expressions. (40) and
(41) are data with adverbial quantifiers which support the claim:

(40) a. Pingchdng women zhiyou ZHOUMO  cdi  gongzuo.
usually we only week-end CAI  work
‘We usually only work ON WEEK-ENDS.’

b. Women pingchang zhiyou ZHOUMO  cdi  gongzuo.
we usually only week-end CAl  work
‘We usually only work ON WEEK-ENDS.’

c. *Women zhlyou ZHOUMO  pingchdng cai  gongzuo.
we only week-end usually CAI  work
intended: “We usually only work ON WEEK-ENDS.”

d. *Zhlyou ZHOUMO  women pingchang cdi  gongzuo.
only week-end  we usually CAl work
intended: “We usually only work ON WEEK-ENDS."

Youde shihou women zhlyou ZHOUMO  cdi  gongzuo.

sometimes  we only week-end CAI  work

‘Sometimes we only work ON WEEK-ENDS.”

b. Women youde shihou zhiyou ZHOUMO  cdi  gongzuo.
we sometimes  only week-end CAI  work
‘Sometimes we only work ON WEEK-ENDS,’

c. *Women zhlyou ZHOUMO  youde shihou cai  gongzuo.
we only week-end sometimes CAI  work
intended: ‘Sometimes we only work ON WEEK-ENDS.’

d. *Zhlyou ZHOUMO wdmen  youde shihou cdi  gongzuo.
only  week-end we sometimes CAl  work
intended: We sometimes only work ON WEEK-ENDS.’

a1

od

Although both pingchang ‘usually’ and youde shihou ‘sometimes’ may,
Just like cdi-foci, in principle occur both in preverbal and in sentence-
initial position, they must not intervene between cdi and its interacting
focus. The penultimate version of the descriptive generalization concern-
ing the interaction of cdi, cdi-foci and other quantificational expressions
1s given in (42).

(42) No quantificational expression may intervene between parametric
cai and its interacting focus. (to be revised)

A last refinement is necessary. In the examples (43a-c) it is not enough to
refer merely to linearization and intervening quantifying expressions.

m_’.f.\:';il, or the Minimal Binding Requirement and the restriction under dicussion here
converge on some higher level of analysis.
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@3) a. Chufei NI bu ldi, wo cdi  qu.

onlyif you not come I CAl  go
‘Only if YOU don’t come will I go.’

b. Chufei NI  néng  ldi, wo cdi qu
only.if you can come | CAI  go
‘Only if YOU can come will I go.’

c. Chufei sudyoude péngyoumen dou LAI, wd cdi  qu.
only.if all friends cach come I CAI go
‘Only if all my friends COME will I go.”

In (43a) and (43b) the very expressions which were not allowed to inter-
vene between cai and its interacting focus in (33) and (34) above, namely
b ‘not’ and néng ‘can’, are now possible interveners. Even if we take
into account that these words do, on the surface, not intervene configura-
tionally — following any sensible syntactic tree from the focus ni “you’ to
cai will not lead via a node immediately dominating bu or néng — the
problem does not vanish. This is so because in (43c) the universally
quantified embedded subject sudydude péngyoumen “all friends’ precedes
the focus, but it intervenes configurationally. So, in the case of embedded
clauses with cdi-foci neither the linear nor the configurational intervening
of inherently quantificational expressions prevents good interpretations
and grammaticality. (44) is thus a more accurate descriptive generaliza-
tion than (42) above.

(44) Within the clause which hosts parametric cdi, no quantificational
expression may intervene between cdi and its interacting focus.

In (45) the descriptive generalizations of this section are repeated. If they
are descriptively adequate, they should cover all and only those cases in
which the use of parametric cdi is impossible.

(45) a. Movement of nominals and (un)grammatical cdi:
Parametric cdi must not be used if the focus cdi is to interact with
can in principle be moved, but has not moved away from its post-
verbal base position to a position preceding cai. Conversely, sen-
tences with cdi are also ungrammatical if a nominal has been
moved to a pre-verbal position from its post-verbal base position
although it must not be moved because it is indefinite, or less ref-
erential than indefinite,
b. Interaction with quantificational expressions:
Within the clause which hosts parametric cdi, no quantificational
expression may intervene between cdi and its interacting focus.
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3.2 TRIGGERS AND CONSTRAINTS: PARAMETRIC JIU

I know of no previous attempt at determining the factors which, apart
from the focus-semantic requirements discussed in the following chapter,
render the use of parametric jiu obligatory or impossible in a given sen-
tence. This is quite remarkable if we recall from the preceding section
how much attention has been paid to facts of object shift that may be
observed in connection with the use of cdi. The main finding of this sec-
tion is that the foci interacting with parametric ji# invariably precede jiu,
a fact which makes jin — as opposed to cai — a more prototypical repre-
sentative of the category to which all of parametric cdi, jit:, dou and yé
belong. As regards jiu's structural position the results concerning para-
metric cdi fully carry over (cf. section 3.1.2 and p. 38, in particular): Jiu
is a functional head at the left periphery of the predicative complex.

3.2.1 Where parametric jiu must be used
A. Zhiyao-foci and zhiyao-C-topics as triggers of jiu
For a sentence in which parametric jizz must not be left out, consider (46).

(46) Zhlyao xinggitian TIANQI ~HAO, wd *(jiu) qu pa shan.
if Sunday weather good I U go climbmountain
‘I go mountain-climbing on Sundays if THE WEATHER IS FINE.’

If compared with cdi-sentences, the familiar facts about (46) include the
following: Jii is preceded by a focus in a subordinate clause, and the
subordinate clause reccives a conditional interpretation.'*

Now compare (46) with (47) to see that the use of zAlyao ‘[preliminar-
ily:] if” is crucial for the grammaticality facts concerning jiu.

(47) Ruguo xinggitian tiangi  hdo, wo (jin) qupa  shan.
if Sunday  weather good I JIU go climb mountain
‘If the weather is fine on Sundays, I go mountain-climbing.’

(46) and (47) are segmentally identical, except for the use of zhlydo as
opposed to rugud at the beginning of the first clause. While the use of
zhlyao leaves the speaker no choice, starting the sentence with rigud
does not determine anything about the use of ji# in the second clause. Let
us look a bit closer at the element zhlyao to understand better what the
reasons for this difference are. Another example of a sentence with zhl-
yao can be found in (48).

" The second point actually requires a more detailed discussion. Part of this discussion
starts immediately below, and more will be said in section 5.1. The semantics of condi-
tionals is treated in sections 4.1.5 and 4.2.3.
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(48) Zhiyao NI LAl wo  *Gin) - qu
if you come | v 20
‘If YOU COME, I will go.’

Literally, zhl-yao means ‘only-need” or ‘it is only necessary’. Another
good translation of (48) would accordingly be ‘In order for me to go you
only have to come’. It is positively not the case that speakers of Manda-
rin no longer feel the only-meaning and the necessity-meaning of the
components of zhlydo, or that its lexical origins are merely a historical
fact. Quite the opposite: Most spontancous translations of zhiyao-
sentences will contain pertinent only-words and necessity operators. Two
consequences follow, a welcome one and a not-so welcome one.

The good news first: An only-word like zhi(yao) requires a focus or C-
topic (in the sense of Biiring 1997, to appear) in its c-command domain,
ic. somewhere in the rest of the same clause in our case.” In other
words: Whenever zhiyao is used, the presence of an information-
structurally distinguished category preceding the position of jii is en-
sured (remember that jiu is a constituent of the following clause). That is
tantamount to saying that (46), repeated here as (49), is good as a (par-
tial) answer to either of the questions in (50a) and (50b), provided the
information structure is specified accordingly; it is, however, bad as an
answer to (50¢), because neither a focus nor a C-topic would precede jiu
in this context. No such effects occur with rigud-sentences as in (47).
(49) Zhiyao xinggitian tiangi  hdo, wo jiu qu pa shan.

if Sunday  weather good I  JIU go climbmountain
‘I go mountain-climbing on Sundays if the weather is fine.’
(50) a. On what condition do you go mountain-climbing on Sundays?
b. What do you usually do on Sundays, depending on the
weather?
c. What do you do on Sundays if the weather is fine?

This brings us closer to assimilating the case of jiu to the case of cdi. But
now another question arises: If an only-word precedes jitt in zhiydao-
sentences, why, then, is the use of jix obligatory, and not the use of cdi?
Recall from section 3.1.1 that what may sloppily be called only-foci trig-
ger the use of cdi. Without stating the exact semantic nature of zhlyao-
foci here (see section 5.1), let us merely note one important fact about

" The notion of C-topics will be discussed at length in section 4.2.4. To understand the
present discussion without making a loop ahead and back again, readers who are not
familiar with Biiring’s C-topics can safely substitute any intuitive idea of contrastive
topics for the term ‘C-topic’ at this stage of the discussion.
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them: Although zhivao contains an only-word, zhivao-clauses and Man-
darin only-if-clauses, i.e. those subordinate clauses which trigger the use
of cdi, have different meanings. Compare (48) with (51) (=(lc)).

(51) Zhiyou NI LAI, wo .cdai qi.
only.if you come I CAI go
‘Only if YOU COME will I go.’

(51) is not true if the addressee does not come, but the speaker goes. In
identical conditions (48) may be true, for instance if the addressee’s
coming is not the only incentive to go. Therefore, the interpretations of
(48) and (51) differ. The conclusion is that zhiyao-foci and only-
iffchiféi-foci are not the same, and that the use of ji as opposed to cdi
thus reflects a different (focus) semantics.

At this point we may state the descriptive generalization in (52).

(52) Obligatory jiu (to be revised):
Parametric jiu is used if a zhiyao-focus or zhiyao-C-topic pre-
cedes the structural position of jii.

Admittedly, the scope of the generalization in (52) may appear to be
frustratingly narrow, since jiu is used in so many sentences in which
zhiyao is not used (cf. the overview in section 2.2.1). Mandarin simply
does not have many lexical items which ensure focus readings of the jiu-
triggering kind. Still, more contexts exist in which speakers, as in zhi-
yao-sentences, have no choice but to use jii; cf. (53) for another case of
this kind.

(53) Guang ZHE-JIAN SHI  *(jiu) shuoming ta  hén nénggan.
alone this-CL matter JIU demonstrate (s)he very competent
*This matter alone demonstrates that (s)he is very competent.’
(hx: 347)

If gudng ‘alone, merely’ is used adnominally, it is interpreted like post-
nominal alone in English. As with example (49) above, we are not inter-
ested in the exact difference between only-foci and alone-foci at this
stage of the investigation. What matters here is that (53) does not mean
“The only thing that demonstrates his/her competence is this matter’, i.e.
the interpretation the sentence would have with zhiyou ‘only’ and cdi
instead of guang and jit. We thus know that the focus interacting with
Ji in (53) is not interpreted the way cai-foci are interpreted and that
guang, like zhiyao, is an element which triggers the use of jii.

If we assume that it is possible to characterize the terms ‘zhiyao-focus’
and ‘zhiyao-C-topic’ irrespective of the use of zhiyao or any other focus
marker, we may retain (52) by saying that ‘zhiyao-focus’ and ‘zhi-
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0-C-topic’ are just names for the postulated semantically constant
kinds of foci or C-topics invariably preceding jizz. Remember that this
chapter is not concerned with explicating the focus semantics of specific
sentences, but rather with understanding the (non-)occurrence of para-
metric words provided the focus semantic facts are kept constant and
appropriate.

Recall from above that we still have to mention a bad consequence of
the fact that zhlyao-clauses contain an only-word and a necessity opera-
tor. The bad news is about an apparent syntax-semantics mismatch.

(54) Zhi-yao ni  milide diu  sha,
only-must you hard-working study book
ni  Jiu kéyl kdo-shang daxué.
you JIU can pass.exam-onto university
‘If you study hard, you can pass the university entrance examina-
tion.’/*You only have to study hard to be able to pass the univer-
sity entrance examination.’

Two translations have been given for (54). The first one with an if~clause
nicely reflects the subordinating character of zhlydo (and zhlyao is in-
variably listed as a subordinating conjunction in grammars of Mandarin),
the second one does justice to the presence of an only-morpheme (zAl)
and a necessity operator (yao) in the first clause. The dilemma arises
from the fact that, in English, we cannot have both at the same time: an
initial subordinate clause, and an only-have-to-sequence. If we try, we
get ‘If you only have to study hard, you can pass the university entrance
examination’, and this is not quite what (54) means. This sentence is so
different from (54) because the necessity operator have fo in a subordi-
nate if~clause cannot take scope over the whole sentence, and that is pre-
cisely what zhlyao’s necessity operator in (54) does. Therefore, if the
specific modality of (54) is to be rendered in English, the first English
clause must not be subordinate, and the Mandarin main clause must be
changed into an English purposive clause with scope below have fo.

This dilemma is by no means rare, and many researchers, without men-
tioning the problem, often resort to English matrix-clause translations of
zhlyao-clauses in order to do justice to the presence of a marker of neces-
sity. The problem is not confined to parametric jit; it extends to many
uses of cdi (and zai; see section 4.5 on zai), and the whole of section 5.1
will be dedicated to the discussion of alleged syntax-semantics mis-
matches of this kind. Still, there is a good reason why the problem has
already been mentioned here: In order to find out why the use of jiu is
obligatory after zhlydo-clauses, the internal make-up of the word zhlyao
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had to be discussed. It was only possible to put the focusing nature of
zhiyao to use at the price of also recognizing the modal component of
zhlyao. Now we know that we can attribute the obligatoriness of jiu after
zhiyao-clauses to the obligatoriness of a special kind of focus or C-topic
following zhi(yao), but we are confronted with the fact that, at the pre-
sent moment, we cannot reconcile the subordination of zhlydo-clauses
with the wide scope of (zhl)yao’s necessity operator.

B. Problems with the generalization

Generalization (52) predicts that sentences with preverbal zhlyao-foci or
preverbal zhlyao-C-topics, but without jiz should not exist. Examples
such as (55) are attested, though, and (55) is not some utterance distorted
by performance factors, but rather a sentence from a novel (adapted from
Hou ed. 1998 [= hx]).

(55) Zhiyao [WO BA WODUI TA-DE  YINXIANG SHUOCHULAI)C.opic

if I BAI to he-ATTR impression speak.out
ta| | BU HU GUAIzUI  WO.
he not will blame I

‘If [1 TOLD HIM WHAT MY IMPRESSION OF HIM WAS ] opic, he
WOULDN’T BLAME ME.’ (hx: 754)

In (55) jiiz 1s not used in the position where the empty brackets have been
inserted, but it may be used. Hou annotates such examples as being pos-
sible in colloquial language, or if some other adverb (fuci) is used. In
fact, all of the examples cited in Hou (ed.) (1998) have negation words or
adverbs encoding some kind of universal quantification following the
structural position of (optional) ji; the adverbs are yiding ‘necessarily,
positively’, dou ‘each/all’ (= distributive dou; cf. section 2.3.2), qudn (a
stylistic variant of distributive dou) and zong ‘always’.

Even if we ignore the colloquial cases of jiu-ellipsis, the examples with
the quantificational adverbs and negation words hint at a systematic phe-
nomenon. It would have to be discussed in a study of the interaction of
different kinds of function words in the left periphery of Mandarin predi-
cates. In the present study only part of the groundwork for such an ambi-
tious project 1s laid.

Within the narrower scope of this study, I will maintain the generaliza-
tion in (52), well aware of the fact that it is too strong to account for
cases as in (55).

3.2.2  Factors constraining the use of parametric jii

Section 3.2.1 has taught us that whenever a focus or C-topic of the ap-
propriate kind precedes the structural position of jix, i must be used. If
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we were to turn the generalization in (52), repeated here as (56) for con-
venience, into a biconditional as in (56), we would have to show that
parametric jiu is never used 1f the interacting focus follows jii.

(56) Obligatory jit (to be revised):
Parametric jit is used if a zhlyao-focus or zhiyao-C-topic precedes
the structural position of jii.

(56") Obligatory jiu:
Parametric jiiz 1s used 1 ff a zhlyao-focus or zhiyao-C-topic pre-
cedes the structural position of jii.

A sentence which seems to obwviate the statement of the biconditional to
replace (56) is given below.

(57) Wo jiu xiang hé  YI-BEI CHA.
I U like drink 1-CL:cup tea
‘I would only like to drink A CUP OF TEA.’

The polite person uttering (57) expresses that he or she wants to drink a
cup of tea, and nothing else but a cup of tea. In the English translation
the use of only ensures this interpretation. In the Mandarin version, jiu is
used preceding the focus yi-béi cha “a cup of tea’, and the use of jiu is
not ungrammatical or infelicitous. Fortunately, this does not affect the
generalization in (56°) that foci interacting with parametric i must pre-
cede jin, simply because jin in (57) is not an instance of parametric jiu,
but of the focusing use of jiti. In section 2.2.5 this use type has been
characterized, and its separation from the parametric use type has been
Justified, one argument being that jiu as in (57) must be stressed, whereas
parametric jiz is never stressed, just as parametric cdi, dou and yé. There
is also an important semantic difference: While the meaning jii contrib-
utes in (57) entircly equals that of zAT “only’, this is never the case if the
focus precedes jitr. The situation concerning cdi-foci which follow cdi
was different (see section 3.1.2): Post-cdi foci of the parametric kind
could not be explained away, simply because there was no discernible
difference in the relevant meaning no matter whether cdi preceded or
followed its interacting focus.

According to what will be stated in section 4.2, the meaning we should
expect for (57) if we were dealing with parametric ji would be some-
thing like ‘I would like to drink a cup of tea, and I might possibly like to
drink something else as well, but it is not the case that I want to drink
¢verything else’. This is not what (57) means, because (57) explicitly
excludes the possibility that the speaker wants to drink anything else in
addition to a cup of tea.
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At this point, readers may have a last suspicion. In section 3.1.2 a lot
of space was devoted to movement facts: Some canonically post-verbal
cai-foci could move to the left of cdi, rendering the otherwise bad sen-
tences grammatical. This contrast is reproduced in (58) (cf. (7)).

(58) a. *Ldo Wang  cdi  mai-le ZHE-bén  sha.
Old Wang CAl  buy-ASP this-CL book
intended: ‘Old Wang has bought only THIS book.’

b. Lao Wang (zhiyou) ZHE-bén shi cdi  mai-le.
Old Wang only this-CL book CAlI buy-ASP
*Old Wang has bought only THIS book.’

(58a) is bad because a nominal which may move to the left of cdi has
not done so. Accordingly, (58b) is fine. In the case of cdi, this kind of
remedy was restricted to definite nominals and bare nouns in habitual
sentences, anything further down the definiteness hierarchy could not
be moved. Thus, if anything could help potential post-jizz foci, it should
be movement. (59) tests this for sentences which are parallel to the ones
in (58), but this time parametric jiu is used instead of cai.

(59) a. *Lao Wang jin  mai-le ZHE-bén shi.
Old Wang JIU  buy-ASP this-CL  book
intended: ‘Old Wang has bought THIS book.’
[good as: *‘Old Wang has bought only THIS book.’]

b. *Ldo Wang  ZHE-bén sha jiu  madi-le.
Old Wang this-CL  book JIU  buy-ASP
intended: ‘Old Wang has bought THIS book.’

Both sentences in (59) are bad if jiu is to be interpreted as parametric.
(59a) has a good reading, but it involves jin in its focusing use: ‘Old
Wang has only bought THIS book’ (this is parallel to the case of (57))
above). A parametric reading would be ‘Old Wang has bought THIS
book(, and he may have bought other books, as well, but he has not
bought all books)’. If anything can move in jiu-sentences, the most
definite nominals should be among the movable nominals. Since they
cannot move, we are left with the conclusion that parametric jiz may
never be used if it precedes the (ordinary) syntactic position of its inter-
acting focus. Therefore, we do not need a further restriction parallel to

the movement constraint for cdi as formulated in (21)/(22), and (60)

(=(56")) is our last word concerning the distribution of parametric jiu.
(60) Obligatory jiu:
Parametric jiu is used iff a zhiyao-focus or zhiyao-C-topic pre-
cedes the structural position of jiu.
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3.3 TRIGGERS AND CONSTRAINTS:
PARAMETRIC DOU AND PARAMETRIC YE

In this section, obligatory and ungrammatical uses of parametric dou and
yé are presented together. This is done for the following reason: The de-
scriptive generalizations that are needed overlap heavily, and the differ-
ences and similarities can probably best be demonstrated if they are dealt
with simultaneously.

I will first concentrate on contrasts having to do with movement, and
the relative position of dou and y¢ and their foci (section 3.3.1); section
3.3.2 will provide first attempts at stating the descriptive generalizations
concerning the obligatory use of parametric dou and parametric yé. I will
then look at the relevant facts from the perspective of generalizations that
only hold for sub-domains of the whole distribution of parametric dou or
yé (section 3.3.3); this amounts to stating some restrictions having to do
with ungrammatical uses of dou or y¢. The section concludes with dia-
gram representations of the investigated domains and with a final state-
ment of the descriptive generalizations (section 3.3.4).

Quite a few generalizations of this section do not seem to have been
stated before. This is remarkable since portions of the empirical domain
covered belong to the classic problems of Chinese linguistics (the
lian...doulyé-construction, for instance, sequences of negative polarity
items and dou/yé, or the wh-word...dou/yé-construction). I take this as
further encouragement to concentrate on facts of distribution and natural-
class constitution before turning to more theoretical challenges.

3.3.1  The relative position of parametric dou/y¢ and their interacting
Jfoci or wh-words

The sentences in (61) illustrate the most important descriptive generaliza-
tion concerning the relative position of dou/yé and their interacting cate-
gories: All interacting foci or wh-words precede dou and yé.

(61) a. Lian MEIUN dou xidng  canjial

even Meijun DOU want attend
‘Even MEIJUN wants to attend!”

a’. Xido Wang lign JI-ROU dou b chi!
Little Wang even chicken-meat DOU not eat
‘Little Wang doesn’t even eat CHICKEN!"

a’ . *Xido Wang dou bu  chi  lian JI-ROU!
Little Wang DOU not eat even chicken-meat
intended: ‘Little Wang doesn’t even eat CHICKEN!"
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b. Liadn MEUUN yé  xidng  canjial
even Meijun YE want  attend
‘Even MEIJUN wants to attend!’

b’. Xido Wang liagn JI-ROU yé bu  chil
Little Wang even chicken-meat YE not eat
‘Little Wang doesn’t even eat CHICKEN!

b'’.*Xido Wang y¢  bu  chi  lian JI-ROU!
Little Wang YE not eat even chicken-meat
intended: ‘Little Wang doesn’t even eat CHICKEN!”

c. Shéi y¢ bu hui guai ni!
who YE not will blame you
‘No-one will blame you!” (rp:7)

c¢’.Ta shénme yé b  chi
(s)he what YE not eat
‘(S)he doesn’t eat anything.”

c’.*la y¢é bu chi shénme.

(s)he YE not ecat what
intended: ‘(S)he doesn’t eat anything.’

Sentences (6la-a’") illustrate that constituents canonically appearing in
post-verbal position must be moved to a position preceding dou if they
are to interact with parametric dou.'® The positional pattern of paramet-
ric y¢ and its focus is identical to that of dou and its focus: Foci with
canonically post-verbal positions must move to a position preceding y¢."”
The same is true of sentences in which a wh-word/indefinite pronominal
conspires with y¢ to express some kind of universal quantification: The
wh-word, if it is a canonically post-verbal element such as the object
pronominal shénme *who’ in (61c’), must have moved to a position pre-
ceding yé. ((61c’”) does have a good reading as a question: “What else is
it that (s)he doesn’t eat?’; this reading is irrelevant here.)

I will now discuss each of (6la-b) in more detail. The phenomena
documented in (61c) should be treated alike; since a treatment would,
however, turn out extremely clumsy before we have gained the insights of
sections 4.3.3 and 4.3 4, I will postpone this discussion, and I will tacitly
incorporate some of the relevant facts into the descriptive generalizations
below.

16 See section 2.3.3 for cases in which putative foci may follow déu. There, | argued
that such cases belong to a different, viz. emphatic, use type.

"7 Refer back to section 2.4.3 for the focusing use of y¢ in which interacting foci may
precede or follow yé.
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A. Dou-foci must precede parametric dou

We have already seen in the x'/x’"-sentences of (61) above that direct
objects must be preposed if they constitute foci interacting with para-
metric dou. (62) illustrates this once again, supplemented with examples
showing that this kind of object-preposing is optional if dou is not used.

(62) Preposed objects:

a. Xido Wang (lian) JI-ROU dou bu  chi
Little Wang even chicken-meat DOU not eat
‘Little Wang doesn’t even eat CHICKEN.” (cf. (61a’))

b. *Xido Wang dou bu  cht  (lian)  JI-ROU.
Little Wang DOU not eat even chicken-meat
intended: ‘Little Wang doesn’t even eat CHICKEN.” (cf. (61a’"))

c. Xiao Wang biu  chi  ji-rou.

Little Wang not eat chicken-meat
‘Little Wang doesn’t eat chicken.”

d. Xiao Wang  ji-rou bu  chi.
Little Wang  chicken-meat not eat.
‘Chicken, Little Wang doesn’t eat that.

Moreover, (62a) and (62b) show that the regularity concerning the pre-
posing of objects in lidn...dou-constructions is not tied to the use of /ian
‘even’: As long as the accent on the focus is strong enough, an even-
reading is ensured by mere intonation and the use of dow; in these cases
the object must also be preposed. These are instances of emphatic asser-
tions, a notion that will only be alluded to in this chapter; it will be dis-
cussed in more detail in section 4.3.2. (62¢) and (62d) constitute the
background against which these data must be judged: In the absence of
dou, the object may be preposed, but it need not.

Recall from section 3.1.1 that object-preposing in the case of paramet-
ric cai was limited to objects of high referentiality. The only nominals
that could be moved were definites and bare nominals in habitual sen-
tences. Zhang N. (2000: 233) has observed that foci used with paramet-
ric dou may have a less referential status and still move to a position
preceding the verb; cf. (63).

(63) Ta pingchang (lian) YI-XIE JIU  XINFENG dou  baocun.
(s)he usually  even I-CL:some old envelope DOU keep
‘(S)he usually even keeps SOME OLD ENVELOPES.’

envelopes’ cannot possibly denote a specific set of envelopes, simply
because the habituality of the sentence has it that quantification over
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different events with different sets of envelopes is involved in the inter-
pretation of the sentence. Zhang’s observation can be generalized: Any
postverbal complement-like constituent in focus and many verbal con-
stituents in focus may and must be preposed if they are to interact with
parametric dou. Let us test this for some more classes of elements that
usually occur behind the structural position of dou.

(64) Negative polarity items/Measure phrases denoting (contextually)

minimal quantities in object function:

a. Ldo Li (lidan) YIJU HUA  dou shuébuchiilai.
Old Li even 1-CL:speechunt speech DOU not.be.able.to.speak
‘Old Li couldn’t even say A WORD."

b. *Ldo LI dou shudbuchulai (lign) YI-JU HUA.
Old Li DOU not.be.able.to.speak even 1-CL:speechunit speech
intended: ‘Old Li couldn’t even say A WORD.’

c. Ldo Lt shuo-le Yi-juu hua.
Old Li speak-ASP 1-CL:speech.unit speech
‘Old Li said something.’

The negative polarity item in the object function in (64a) must be moved
to a position preceding dou. If it remains in sifu, the sentence gets un-
grammatical as in (64b). (64c) demonstrates that the string yi-ju hua “a
speech unit’ may appear in post-verbal position; but in this case it is not
interpreted as a negative polarity item, nor is dou used in this case.

Negative polarity items or measure phrases denoting (contextually)
minimal quantities may also be used as canonically post-verbal comple-
ments of frequency or duration, as witnessed by (65) and (66).

(65) Negative polarity items/Measure phrases denoting (contextually)
minimal quantities as canonically post-verbal complements of fre-
quency:

a. Ta (lian) YI-CI dou méi ldi-guo.
(s)he even 1-CL:time DOU nothave come-ASP
‘(S)he hasn’t even come ONCE!” (Paris 1994: 249)

b. *Ta dou méi ldi-guo (lian)  YI-CL.
(s)he DOU not have come-ASP even 1-CL:time
intended: (S)he hasn’t even come ONCE!’

c. Ta ldi-guo yi-ci.

(s)he come-ASP  1-CL:time
‘(S)he’s been here once before.’

(66) Negative polarity items/Measure phrases denoting (contextually)
minimal stretches of time as canonically post-verbal complements
of duration:

Triggers and constraints 79

a. Ta (lian) YI-HUIR dou  zuobuzhi.

(s)he even 1-CL:moment DOU unable.to.sit.still
‘(S)he can’t sit still for even A SECOND!”

b. *Ia dou zuobuzhi (lian) YI-HUIR.

(s)he DOU unabletosit.still even 1-CL:moment
intended: ‘(S)he can’t sit still for even A SECOND!

c. Ta zuo-zhu-le yi-huir . le.

(s)he sit-still-ASP 1-CL:moment PRT
‘(S)he sat still for a moment.”

d. Ta (lian) YI-FEN zhong  dou méi pdo.
(s)he even 1-CL:minute clock  DOU not.have run
‘(S)he hasn’t run for even A MINUTE!”

e. *Ta dou méi pao  (lign) YI-FEN ZHONG.
(s)he DOU nothave run even 1-CL:minute clock
intended: ‘(S)he hasn’t run for even A MINUTE.’

f Ta pdo-le yi-fen zhong le.

(s)he run-ASP 1-CL:minute clock  PRT
‘(S)he’s run for a minute.”

In both of (65) and (66) the pattern found to hold of objects likewise
emerges: In spite of their canonical position behind the verb (cf. the c-
sentences and (66f)), negative polarity items and (contextually) minimal
measure phrases acting as complements of frequency or duration are
preposed if they interact with dou.

If we turn to the verbal categories, we find the same pattern with non-
stative verbs (cf. (67a)) and tight verb-object constructions (cf. (67b)),
but not with gradable properties expressed by stative verbs (cf. (67c) and
(67d))."® All possible cases involve verb-copying and negation.

(67) a. LaoLi lidn LAl dou méi lai.
OldLi even come DOU nothave come
‘Old Li hasn’t even COME.’
b. Ta CHU oI dou chiubushanglai.
(s)he go.out breath DOU not.manage to.breathe
‘(S)he didn’t even manage to BREATHE. (ad. Alleton 1972: 80)
c. *Ta lian LEI dou bu léi
(s)he even tired DOU not tired
intended: ‘(S)he’s not even TIRED.” (Paris 1995: 174)

¥ Stative verbs in Mandarin comprise most words that are categorized as adjectives in
English and other European languages. In Chinese, these words clearly constitute a
sub-class among verbs. Distributionally, they mainly differ from dynamic verbs in
being able to be modified by adverbs of degree. See Paris (1995) for further discussion.
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d. *Ta lian MANYI dou bu  manyi
(she) even content DOU notcontent
intended: ‘(S)he’s not even CONTENT.’

Verb-copying is a well-known phenomenon in Mandarin, and I will not
comment on it any further here except for noting that it is, of course, the
verbal instance preceding dou which is in focus and which bears stress;
the copy behind dou more or less only serves the purpose not to leave the
sequence of dow and the negation word stranded.

Given that in the case of parametric dou, not just nominals, but also
verbal constituents may move to a position preceding dou, it is a puzzling
fact that verbs denoting dynamic processes may move, while verbs denot-
ing comparatively time-stable concepts such as /éi “(be) tired” or mdnyi
‘(be) content” may not; after all, the concepts encoded by stative verbs
clearly bear more ontological resemblance to nominal concepts than the
concepts of dynamic verbs do. If we assume that the ability to move to a
position preceding dou is somehow governed by a single over-arching
principle, we would not expect there to be an ontological gap between
nominal borderline cases such as frequency complements on one side, and
dynamic verbs on the other, such that those verbal concepts that are onto-
logically closest to nominal predicates are excluded from preposing. [ will
leave this puzzle for future research.

What about post-verbal elements that may not be preposed then, such
as stative verbs or resultative endings? In Chinese conversations, situa-
tions do arise in which one would like to say things like He wasn 't even
content with what he had, let alone happy or The two actors didn't just
act together, they even acted together with utmost excellence. In these
contexts shénzhi ‘even’ may be used. Examples are given below.

(68) Ta shénzhi bu  MANYI, géng bié shué GAOXING le.
(s)he even not content let.alone happy PRT
‘(S)he’s not even CONTENT, let alone HAPPY.’

(69) [The two actors didn’t just act together...]

[..] tamen  shénzhi péihé-de JI-MIAO! (ad. hx: 296)
they even cooperate-CSC  extremely-excellent
*...they even acted together WITH UTMOST EXCELLENCE!”

Shénzhi is thus akin to zAT ‘only’, a focus particle preceding predicates
which must have its focus to its right (see section 1.1).

In this sub-section we have investigated several kinds of elements ca-
nonically occurring behind the structural position of dou. Most of these
clements may move to a position preceding dou, thereby allowing them to
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interact with dou. What we have not found were cases in which an ele-
ment must stay in situ and may still interact with parametric dou.

B. Yé-foci must precede parametric yé

If we only look at facts of relative position, and gloss over some differ-
ences to be noted in section 3.3.3 below, foci in parametric yé-assertions
and foci in parametric dou-sentences behave alike: Lidn/Even-foci must
precede y€, and if the respective syntactic categories are canonically used
in a post-yé position, they must move to a position preceding €. In ch. 4
Krifka’s concept of emphatic assertions will be put to use to determine
how the sentence meanings of parametric yé-sentences can be derived and
in what way they differ from the sentence meanings of non-emphatic and
non-parametric yé-sentences. Here, it will do to know that emphatic as-
sertions combined with parametric y¢ yield meanings that are indistin-
guishable from the meanings that one would get if parametric dou were
used instead of yé. In this sub-section I will simply repeat most examples
from the immediately preceding sub-section on the relative position of
parametric dou and its interacting foci, but y¢ will be substituted for dow.
In contradistinction to the ungrammatical b-sentences of (62) through
(65), lian has not been put in parentheses to prevent the possible and
grammatical reading in which y¢ is interpreted as focusing; these cases
have been sorted out in section 2.4.3. I will again take up the issue of the
delimitation of use types in section 3.5 below.

(70) Preposed objects (cf. (62)):
a. Xido Wang (lian) JI-ROU yé¢ bu chi
Little Wang even chicken-meat YE not eat
‘Little Wang doesn’t even eat CHICKEN.’
b. *Xido Wang yé bu chi lian JI-ROU.
Little Wang YE not eat even chicken-meat
mtended: ‘Little Wang doesn’t even eat CHICKEN.’
c. Xido Wang  bu  chi  ji-rou.
Little Wang not eat chicken-meat
‘Little Wang doesn’t eat chicken.’
d. Xido Wang  ji-rou bu  chi
LittleWang chicken-meat not eat.
‘Chicken, Little Wang doesn’t eat that.’
(71) Negative polarity items/Measure phrases denoting (contextually)
minimal quantities in object function (cf. (64)).
a. Ldo LT (lian) YI-JU HUA  yé shudbuchiilai.
Old Li even 1-CL:speechunit speech YE not.be.able.to.speak
‘0Old Li couldn’t even say A WORD.”
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b. *Ldo Li yé shudbuchulai liagn YI-JU HUA.
Old Li YE not.be.able.to.speak even 1-CL:speechuntt speech
intended: ‘Old Li couldn’t even say A WORD.’

c. Ldo Lt shud-le yi-ju hua.

Old Li speak-ASP 1-CL:speech.unit speech
‘Old Li said something.”

(72) Negative polarity items/Measure phrases denoting (contextually)
minimal quantities as canonically post-verbal complements of
frequency (cf. (65)):

a. Ta (lian) YI-CI y&  méi ldi-guo.

(s)he even 1-CL:time YE nothave come-ASP
‘(S)he hasn’t even come ONCE!” (ad. Paris 1994: 249)

b. *Ta yé méi ldi-guo lian YI-CI.
(s)he YE nothave come-ASP even 1-CL:time
intended: (S)he hasn’t even come ONCE!’

c. Ta ldi-guo yi-ci.

(s)he come-ASP  1-CL:time
‘(S)he’s been here once before.’

(73) Negative polarity items/Measure phrases denoting (contextually)
minimal stretches of time as canonically postverbal complements
of duration (cf. (65)):

a. Ta (lian) YI-HUIR Y&  zuobuzhi.
(s)he even l@noment YE  unable.to.sit.still
‘(S)he can’t sit still for even A SECOND!”

b. *Ta y&¢  zuobuzhu lian  YI-HUIR.
(s)he YE unabletositstill even 1-CL:moment
intended: ‘(S)he can’t sit still for even A SECOND!’

c. Ta zuo-zhi-le yi-huir le.
(s)he sit-still-ASP 1-CL:moment PRT
‘(S)he sat still for a moment.”

d. Ta (lian) YI-FEN zhong yé  méi pdo.
(s)he even I-CL:minute clock YE nothave run
‘(S)he hasn’t run for even A MINUTE!”

e. *Ta ye méi pdo lian YI-FEN ZHONG.
(s)he YE not.have run even I-CL:minute  clock
intended: °(S)he hasn’t run for even A MINUTE.’

f. Ta pdo-le yi-fen zhong le.

(s)he run-ASP 1-CL:minute clock  PRT
‘(S)he’s run for a minute.’

The sentences in (74) show that the facts of verb-copying with parametric
yé parallel those observed with parametric dou (cf. (67)).
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(74) a. LdoLl lidn LAl yé  méi lai.
OldLi even come YE not.have come
‘Old Li hasn’t even COME.’
b. Ta CHUO oI yé  chubushanglai.
(s)he go.out breath YE not.manage.to.breathe
‘(S)he didn’t even manage to BREATHE.” (ad. Alleton 1972: 80)
c. ¥Ta lian LEI yé bu [éi
(s)he even tired YE not tired
intended: ‘(S)he’s not even TIRED.’ (ad. Paris 1995: 174)
d. *Ta lian MANYI yé bu  manyi.
(she) even content YE not content
intended: ‘(S)he’s not even CONTENT.’

In this section we have started out from a statement of the regularities
which hold with regard to the relative position of parametric dou and yé
and their interacting foci. This statement was parametrized according to
whether déu is used, or rather y¢, whether we are dealing with emphatic
assertions or not, and whether /idn-words are used or not. All of these
different settings have been reviewed.

3.3.2 Where parametric dou or y& must be used:
towards the generalization

The most important condition governing the mandatory use of dou or yé
is analogous to the ones discussed in the cases of parametric cdi and
parametric jiu in sections 3.1.1 and 3.2.1: Whenever a focus that must
be interpreted as being of a particular kind precedes the structural posi-
tion of dou or yé, dou or yé must be used. The precise semantic nature of
the foci interacting with douw and yé will only be dealt with in sections
4.3 and 4.4; for our present purposes, it will be sufficient to call most of
these foci even-foci. The even-foci in examples such as (61a, a”) or (61b,
b’) are simple cases: If /idn ‘even’ is used, dou or y& must be used.

(75) Obligatory dou or yé (to be augmented and revised):
Parametric dou or yé is used if an even-focus precedes the struc-
tural position of dou or yé.

Note that (75) also covers the cases discussed previously in which a
canonically post-verbal constituent has moved to, or in which a verb has
been copied to, a position preceding the structural position of dou or yé.
As with obligatory cdi or jiu, the presence of a lexical element to mark
the focus is not necessary, though, for the triggering of the obligatory
use of déu or yé. Just think of negative polarity items like yi-jit hua ‘a



A B & LAWISWD T Uuuusr LI T WS TIiWAT l'bl!ls SFS AVAAT ILNAT AT P

single utterance/a word’, yongyudn ‘ever’, or yididnr ‘a bit/the slightest
bit” as illustrated in (76a-c).

(76) a. Ldo LI YI-JU HUA *(dou/yé)  shuobuchulai.
OldLi 1-CL speech YE/DOU  not.be.able.to.speak
‘Old Li couldn’t say A WORD,”

b. Jit  shéhui-de ki,
old society-ATTR  hardship
wd  YONGYUAN *(dow/yé) bu  hui wangji.
I ever DOU/YE not will forget
‘NEVER EVER will I forget the sufferings in the old society.”
c. Zhé VYI-DIANR *(dowyé) bu  kéxi.
that 1-CL:bit YE/DOU not a.pity
‘That not a pity AT ALL.” (rp: 43)
d. Xidgo Wang  JI-ROU yé/dou b chi.
Little Wang  chicken-meat  YE/DOU not eat
‘Little Wang doesn’t even eat CHICKEN.

The fact that the foci in (76a-c) are interpreted as negative polarity items.
is sufficient to trigger the obligatory use of dou or y¢ without any lexical
focus marker being present. In a sense to become clear in ch. 4, negative
polarity items and /idn-foci are semantically very similar: Both types of
expressions entail the truth of alternative sentences; therefore, we should
be aware at this early point that it is not a surprise to find /ian-foci pat-
terning with polarity items. The case of (76d) is different: Jirou ‘chicken
meat’ in itself is not a lexicalized negative polarity item, but in this sen-
tence it is interpreted like a kind of negative polarity item that is contex-
tually determined: Most people like chicken meat, and if somebody does
not eat chicken meat, this person will probably not like any other kind of
meat (see section 4.3.3. on the theoretical foundations of negative polar-
ity). If (76d) 1s used this way, the use of dou or y€ is in fact as obligatory
as if jirou “chicken meat’ were a lexicalized polarity item.

Our preliminary descriptive generalization should be adapted to cover
the cases in (76).

(77) Obligatory dou or yé (to be augmented and revised):
Parametric dou or y¢ is used if an even-focus or a lexical or con-
textual negative polarity item in focus precedes the structural posi-
tion of dou and yé.

Apart from the cases discussed so far, the use of parametric dou or yé is
likewise obligatory if a wh-word/indefinite pronominal or a disjunctive
predication is used in assertions expressing some special kind of univer-

sal quantification (cf. section 2.4.1 F, whence the examples in (78) and
(79) have been taken and adapted).

(78) a. SHEI *(y&/dow) bi  hui  guai nl.
who YE/DOU not will blame you
‘NO-ONE will blame you.’ (ad. rp: 7)
b. Ta SHENME *(yé/dou) bi  shuo.
(s)he what YE/DOU not say
‘(S)he doesn’t say ANYTHING AT ALL.” (ad. Alleton 1972: 66)
c. Ldo Zhang SHENME SHIHOU *(yé/dou) méi  you  gongfu.
Old Zhang when YE/DOU not have time
‘Old Zhang NEVER EVER has time.’
(79) Biigudn chéng  yu bu  chéng
no.matter succed and not succeed
nl  *y&/dou) yao géi wo-ge  huihua.
you YE/DOU must give I-CL reply
“‘No matter whether you’re successful or not, you must give me a
reply.’ (hx: 618)

With our understanding of the function of dou and y¢ as it has been ex-
plicated so far, we are unable to smoothly integrate the obligatory uses of
dou or y¢ as witnessed by (78) and (79) into our preliminary generaliza-
tion. It will be no earlier than after sections 4.3 and 4.4 that we have the
results at hand that we need to subsume all of the cases of obligatory dou
or y¢ under a more elegant generalization. For the time being, the modi-
fied generalization in (80) is all we can state.

(80) Obligatory dou or ye:
Parametric dou or y¢ is used if an even-focus or a lexical or con-
textual negative polarity item in focus precedes the structural posi-
tion of dou and ye, or if a wh-word/indefinite pronominal or a
disjunctive predication is used in assertions expressing some kind
of universal quantification.

3.3.3  Specific generalizations in limited contexts

Sp far, the main emphasis in the treatment of the distribution of paramet-
ric dou and y¢ has been on the parallels. We shall now turn to the differ-
ences.

The general problem is nicely illustrated by the sentences in (81)
through (83). While it is often possible to exchange parametric dou and
Ye without a perceivable change in meaning (example (81)), the same is
dispreferred or outright impossible in other cases, even if the facts of
relative focus position as discussed in the previous sections are not in the
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way (examples (82) and (83)): All foci in the following examples precede
dou or yé, but still some versions of the sentences are ungrammatical or
strongly dispreferred.

(81) Ta YI-DIANR  y&/dou biu néng  dong.
(s)he 1-CL:bit YE/DOU not can move
‘(S)he can’t move AT ALL/even A BIT.” (ad. Alleton 1972: 63)
(82) Tamen SHENME dou/*yé gdiliang.
they what DOU/YE change.for.the.better
“They change EVERYTHING for the better.” (ad. Alleton 1972: 66)
(83) Ta jiushi ~~“yao QU, y&/1?dou gai  xian jié-le han.
(s)he even.if must go YE/DOU should first tie-ASP marriage
“Even if she GOES, she should marry first.” (ad. Alleton 1972: 78)

As far as I know, instances of such differences in acceptability are noted
by some authors, but they have never been the subject of any systematic
investigation. To shed some light on the relevant restrictions, I will first
look at those contexts in which the use of y¢ is restricted; a second sub-
section will deal with the contexts in which the use of dou is subject to
special restrictions.

A. Restrictions on the use of y&

Folklore in Chinese linguistics has it that in sentences involving some.

kind of universal quantification expressed by a sequence of a wh-

word/indefinite pronominal and dou/yé, y¢ should be used in negated
contexts, and dou otherwise. Sentence (82), for instance, perfectly fits in

with this rule. Alleton (1972: 80f) critically reviews the rule and comes to
the conclusion that a different story has to be told because counter-
examples as in (84) may ecasily be found.

(84) a. Zhe-dao ti witlun zényang nan,
this-CL. question no.matter  how difficult
wo yé  yao gongxia ta.

I YE  want conquer it

‘No matter how difficult this question is, I want to solve it.”
(cf. Eifring 1995: 170)
b. Nimen shéi dou bu yao likai wo.
you who DOU not must leave I
“None of you may desert me.” (rp: 19)

Both sentences plainly run against the above rule, because y¢ is not fol-
lowed by a negation word in (84a), but dou in (84b) is. Admittedly, the
large majority of my data confirm that y& and negation words are a good
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match in universal wh-word sentences, whereas for dou I am unable to
confirm a preference for affirmative contexts.

If one investigates the contexts in which y¢ may occur together with
wh-words/indefinite pronominals to express some kind of universal quan-
tification, and if one contrasts them with contexts in which y¢ must not be
used, it turns out that negation words and modal verbs license yé. A sur-
vey of examples with different negation words and modal verbs is given
in (85) and (86).

(85) a. Women shénme dixi yé  *(bu)  zhidao!
we what exact.detaill YE not know
‘We don’t know any exact detail!” (ad. rp: 28)
b. Zhéxié-ge huairén zai zénme  jidohud
these-CL ~ bandits again how sly
yé  *méi) you banfa dilai le.
YE not  have method deny PRT
‘No matter how sly these bandits may be, they won’t have a
chance to deny what they did.” (ad. rp: 5)
(86) a. Wo shénme-yang-de shi yé *(hui/néng/nénggou) zhdodao.
I what-kind-ATTR book YE will/may/can find
‘I will/may/can find any kind of book.’
b. Wo shénme-yang-de shii yé *(deéi/yinggai/yao/xidng) kan.
I  what-kind-ATTR book YE must/should/must/want read
‘We must/should/want to read any kind of book.’

All of the sentences in (85) and (86) are ungrammatical without the nega-
tion markers or the modal verbs. The only semantic concept to cover
these cases that I know of is the notion of nonveridicality.'” Veridicality
was introduced into the linguistics literature by Montague (1969), and
Zwarts (1986, 1995) and Giannakidou (1997) make use of this and re-
lated notions to develop their theories of polarity licensing in Dutch,
Modern Greek, and other languages. Definitions of veridicality and
averidicality taken from Giannakidou (1997) are quoted in (87).

(87) Definition: Let Op be a monadic sentential operator. The following
statements hold:
a. Op is veridical just in case Op p — p is logically valid. Oth-
erwise, Op is nonveridical.

19,

The idea that the reversal of the monotonicity behaviour under negation plays a role
here s tempting, but it cannot be true: Modals as in (86) have no influence on the
monotonicity behaviour of the terms involved in the quantificational structure, and still
Brammaticality varies with their presence or absence.
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b. A nonveridical operator Op is averidical just in case
Op p — — pis logically valid.

A nonveridical operator is thus defined as in (87c).

(87) c¢. Op is nonveridical just in case — (Op p — p) is logically
valid.

Veridicality is defined here as a property of operators with sentential
scope. This property tells us whether the truth of an assertion with a
wide-scope operator allows us to conclude anything about the truth or
falsity of the embedded proposition. In the sentence / moved to Berlin in
1997, the temporal expression in /1997 is veridical because it is licit to
conclude from the assertion / moved to Berlin in 1997 that 1 moved to
Berlin. In contrast to this, may in You may swim here is non-veridical
because from the fact that the addressee may swim somewhere it is not
possible to conclude that the addressee is swimming. It is important to
see that nonvenidicality allows for the possibility that the embedded
proposition is true, but this is not entailed.

Averidicality is special case of nonveridicality. Averidical operators are
those sentential operators from which one can conclude that the comple-
ment of the embedded proposition is true. Negation is an averidical op-
crator: It is possible to conclude from John doesn't sleep that it is false
that John is sleeping. Note again that this is but a special case of non-
veridicality because it also holds that the sentence John doesn’t sleep
does not entail that John is sleeping. Applied to the matter of what li-
censes the use of parametric y¢ in universal wh-word-sentences, we may
state a generalization as in (88).

(88) Nonveridicality and the grammaticality of sentences with wh-
word... y&-strings:
In assertions involving wh-words/indefinite pronominals conveying
the meaning of (some kind of) universal quantification over the
domain of the wh-word/indefinite pronominal, parametric yé may
only be used in nonveridical contexts.

This generalization covers all the examples in (85) and (86). From (85a)
it does not follow that the subject referents know any exact detail; from
(85b) it does not follow that the bandits have a chance to deny; from no
variant of (86a) is it licit to conclude that the subject referents will find
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all books for sure; (86b), finally, does not entail in any of its versions that
the subject referents read all kinds of books.*

Let us recall at this point that the generalization in (88) does not just
state something about contexts in which y¢ may be used. It is also a
statement about cases in which dou or y¢ must be used: All sentences in
(85) and (86) are ungrammatical if y¢ 1s dropped and dou is not used in
its stead.

Recall that the nonveridicality restriction of the use of parametric yé
only holds for those special cases in which wh-words/indefinite pronomi-
nals or disjunctions interact with y¢. In the simple contexts of negative
polarity items and even-words as treated in section 3.3.1, y¢ and dou
interchange freely. In other words: In the wh-word cases and in the dis-
junction cases nonveridicality is a necessary condition for the use of pa-
rametric y¢. But is it also a sufficient condition? (89) and (90) provide
evidence to the contrary: Even though non-veridical operators are used,
dou must be used, and the use of ¢ is not accepted by my consultants.

(89) Ta shuo shénme wdo  dow*yé hui  daying de.
(s)he say what I DOU/YE will agree  PRT
‘Whatever he says, I'll agree to it.” (Eifring 1995: 147)

(90) Bugudn cong shénme difang dow*yé kéyl shang-qu.
no.matter from what place = DOU/YE can ascend-go
“You can ascend from any direction.” (Eifring 1995: 170)

I have not succeeded in making good sense of these differences in gram-
maticality. However, I will return to these cases towards the end of sec-
tion 4.3 4.

B. Restrictions on the use of dou

In (83) above we have already seen an example in which dou is strongly
dispreferred, while the use of ¢ is possible and, in fact, obligatory; it is
repeated in (91).

O1) Ta jiushi  yao QUye&/?"dou gai  xian jié-le hin.
(s)he even.if must go YE/DOU should first tic-ASP marriage
‘Even if she GOES, she should marry first.” (ad. Alleton 1972: 78)

More examples of the same kind are listed in (92).

* Note that deontic modals such as déi ‘must’ and yinggai ‘should’ in (86) are classi-
fied as non-veridical here although they are analyzed as being related to necessity
operators. Logical necessity is of course veridical, but deontic necessity as expressed
by yinggai ‘should’ is not. From the fact that my little nephew has to do his homework,
I am not allowed to conclude that he is actually doing his homework. On this point see
also the discussion in Kratzer (1991a) and in Giannakidou (1997: 1121I).
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(92) a. Jisuan ta  BU zai nar,
evenif (s)he not at  there
nl  y&/Mdou yinggai zai qu  yi-xia.
you YE/DOU should again go  1-CL:time
‘Even if (s)he’s NOT there, you should still go there once
more.” (cf. Alleton 1972: 111)

b. NI jiushi  YUANYI xishéng ni-de s_h:'j:‘&n.
you even.if willing sacrifice you-ATTR time
wd  ye/?Mdou bu  néng jiéshou.

I YE/DOU not can accept
‘Even if you’re WILLING to sacrifice your time, I can’t accept
it.”

c. Jishi T4 qu, nl y&*dou  qu  ma?
even.if (s)he go you YE/DOU go  PRT
‘Will you go even if HE’s going?’ (cf. Eifring 1995: 43)

d. Suiran méi xia yi, ta  yé/*dou dai-zhe san.
although not.have fall rain (s)he YE/DOU take-ASP umbrella
‘Even though it wasn’t raining (s)he took along an umbrella.’
(cf. hx: 619)

(92a) and (92b), just like (91), have focusing subordinators which halve
the morpheme/syllable ji# as a part. Grammars and my consultz_mts _reha-
bly refuse the co-occurrence of a jiu-subordinator and parametric dou._ln
section 4.3.5 this fact will be made to follow from the focus semantics
going along with the use of parametric yé. (92¢) and (92d) are trickier,
and grammaticality judgements with such non-jii-concessives a_md con-
cessive conditionals tend to be a bit shaky. On different occasions, my
consultants’ judgements have been considerably less consistent than in
other areas. Sentence (93a) with dou, for instance, has received different
kinds of grammaticality judgements ranging from ‘okay, yé better’ to
‘ungrammatical with dou’. On the other hand, (93b) is regularly accepted
with dou.
(93) a. Ta jishi  XIA YU y&/Mdou  hui ldi.

(s)he even.if fall rain YE/DOU will come

‘(S)he’ll come even if IT RAINS.” (cf. Eifring 1995: 32)

b. Jisht  GUOWANG LAl wo y&dou bu  hui g
even.if king come I YE/DOU not will go
‘Even if THE KING COMES I won’t go.’

I have not been able to determine the factors that influence my consult-
ants’ varying intuitions.
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Apart from the shaky cases just discussed, we find two kinds of sen-
tences in which yé is not used in concessive sentences. In the first kind,
hdi(shi) ‘still’, or some other marginal member of the paradigm to
which cdi, jiit, dou and yé belong is used. This amounts to saying that in
these sentences, the syntactic position of yé must be filled by some filler
of the same category which is semantically adequate. This is illustrated
in (94), where hdishi ‘still’ occupies y&’s position. More on such cases
will be said in section 4.5.

(94) Jishi WO mingbai  zhé-dian, wo  *(hdishi)

although I understand this-CL:bit still
ba  eérhuan maixialdi le. (cf. Eifring 1995: 79)
BA  earrings buy PRT

‘Even though I understood this, I still bought the earrings.’

All the examples in this sub-section in which yé could be used were
sentences with nonveridical operators with sentential scope. I have not
been able to find a concessive (conditional) sentence in which such an
operator was not present.

Since the results of this sub-section are a bit uncertain, I will refrain
from stating a descriptive generalization as in the preceding sub-
sections.

3.3.4  Triggers and constraints in contrast:
parametric dou vs. parametric y&

Figure 3.1 recapitulates the findings of sections 3.3.1 through 3.3.3. The
set labelled PARAMETRIC encompasses all those sentences in which a
parametric particle occurs. The DOU set comprises all those sentences in
which the use of parametric
dou is grammatical, the YE set
comprises all those sentences
in which the use of parametric
yé is grammatical. The inter-
section of DOU and YE con-
forms to the cases covered by
the generalization in (77) and
YE in sub-section 3.3.3.A: Ddu
and yé are freely interchange-

able if they interact with an

PARAMETRIC even-focus or a focused nega-
Figure 3.1: Distribution of sentences in tive polarity item, or if they

which either parametric dou or para- mtera_ct with a yh-wordfaj'l i
metric y& must be used definite pronominal, or with a

DOU
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disjunction within the scope of a nonveridical operator. The difference of
DOU and YE (DOU-YE) comprises all those sentences in which parametric
yé may not be used because no nonveridical operator is present. The dif-
ference of YE and DOU (YE-DOU) amounts to all those sentences in which
concessivity or concessive conditionality is marked by a jii-subordinator
(see section 3.3.3.B). The problematic cases assembled in (89), (90),
(92¢/d) and (93) have been neglected in Figure 3.1

3.4 THE CATEGORIZATION PROBLEM:
CAl, JIU, DOU AND YE AS AGREEMENT PARTICLES

.....

dou and y¢€ belong is a difficult one. It is obvious that these words are
neither verbs, nor nouns, nor adjectives, and they are not prepositions,
cither. What we are left with are those classes whose boundaries are no-
torious for being difficult to define.

In my discussion of the issue I will first review the categorial assign-
ments that have been proposed in the literature of the past three decades,
and I will give reasons why these assignments should be refuted. I will go
on to demonstrate why I think that it is justified to analyze the general
function of parametric cdi, jiu, dou and yé as morphosyntactic. It goes
without saying that some explanation is needed to apply terms of mor-
phosyntax to a language that is known for its scarce or absent (inflec-
tional) morphology, and to establish information-structural categories as
structures that may trigger morphosyntactic expressions. Supporting
evidence is provided by the discussion of phenomena in other languages
that serve to make the proposed Mandarin system appear less unlikely.

3.4.1 Previous categorial assignments

The following terms may be encountered in the literature when it comes
to determining the part of speech and the overall function of parametric
cdi, jiu, dou or yé: ‘Backward-linking adverb’, ‘backward-linking con-
nective’, ‘quasi-correlative’, ‘(focus) adverb’, ‘focus particle’, or ‘head
of a functional phrase’.

The term “adverb’ is the one that has the longest tradition, and also the
one that can be discarded most easily for the reason of being more or less
vacuous. Alleton (1972) chooses to categorize cdi, jiu, dou and yé as
adverbs, but she is well aware that this is mostly a definition ex negativo:
In her grammatical framework, everything that is not a predicate (i.e. a
verb) or (part of) a complement thereof is an adverbial; among these, the
adverbs proper may be distinguished (Alleton 1972: 22). Our elements
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belong to her sub-class of markers of specialized relations (‘marques de
relations spécialisées’). Other researchers who use the term ‘adverb’
include Li & Thompson (1981), Paris (1981, 1985) (with some reserva-
tion) and, most recently, Zhang (1997). Adverbs have always been the
dustbin categories in parts-of-speech assignments in the history of lin-
guistics. This usually makes the set of elements for which the label ‘ad-
verb” has been proposed a very unwieldy category. The only thing that
one can conclude for sure from this characterization is that we are not
dealing with nouns, verbs, adjectives, prepositions, and probably not with
articles, either. The adverb solution starts to run into serious trouble
when we recall the facts of obligatoriness that have been observed at so
many places in the preceding sections: In many contexts cdi, jit, dou or
y¢ may not be left out. This is unheard-of for an alleged adverb, and I
take this fact as sufficient evidence to give up the whole idea of assigning
the investigated words to the category of adverbs.

Similarly, the term ‘backward-linking (connective)’, which is used by
Li & Thompson (1981) and by Eifring (1995), is not a real help. What it
does is give a name to the intuition that parametric cdi, jit, dou and yé
(virtually) always relate back to some prior element. This is also what
Alleton (1972: 39f) has in mind when she speaks of quasi-correlatives,
because the correlation is said to hold among the preceding information-
structurally distinguished category, and cdi, jiu, dou or yé. The problem
with ‘backward-linkage’ is that this term is highly non-specific. To give
some content to it one might assume an anaphoric link between the pre-
ceding trigger elements and cdi, jiti, dou and yé. This would pave the way
for two more specific hypotheses: Either parametric cdi, jiu, dou and yé
resemble resumptive (pronominal) elements such as therefore, then and
the like, or they are like subordinating conjunctions such as when, since,
because or although. The resumptive-pronominal option is tempting,
because in English translations of pertinent Mandarin sentences these
words are used very often. There are two problems with this hypothesis.
First, none of cdi, jitt, dou or y¢ is of a deictic nature the way Indoeuro-
pean resumptive pronominals are. This may not be a watertight argu-
ment, but it 1s suggestive in the light of what we know about the
historical development of anaphoric elements. Moreover, resumptive
pronominals of adverbial relations as such are not obligatory, even
though it may be required that the syntactic position they occur in should
be filled by some element (cf. forefield uses of resumptive deictic connec-
tives such as deswegen ‘therefore’ in German and analogous phenomena
in other Germanic V2-languages). The final blow for the resumptive
hypothesis comes from the fact that undoubtedly anaphoric or deictic
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clements may be used in relevant sentences, and they are the ones to be
translated by resumptive elements such that cdi, jiu, dou or yé are left
dangling without a plausible equivalent in the English translations. Ex-
amples for cdi, jiu and y¢ are given in (95); the resumptive elements have
been underlined.”’
(95) a. Jiushi  ymwéi tamen Hudng jia bt baibai,

simply because they Huang family not pray

Suoyi  tamen jia érzicdi  hul chi  chéhuo.

therefore they family son CAI  could occur car.accident

‘It’s only because the Huangs haven'’t joined the religious

ceremony that their son could have this accident.” (rp: 34)

b. Yinwéi dié yézi bi  yong dong ndojin,

because fold sheet not need move brain

sudyl  jiu zai  ndozi-lf zou  qi.

therefore JIU at  brain-in go  chess

‘Since you don’t need to use your brain to fold sheets of pa-

per, I make chess moves in my brain.” (hx: 673)

c. Suishuo bt néng facdi,

although  not can become.rich

queé yé  mdimai xinglong.

nevertheless  YE  business flourish

‘Even though it won’t make me rich, my business is getting

along fine.” (hx: 531)

If the underlined words in (95) have a resumptive anaphoric function, the
same function is not available anymore for parametric cdi, jiu, dou and
ye 2

Our second rough hypothesis to explicate what ‘connective’ may be
taken to mean has been to equate the function of cdi, jitt, dou and yé with
subordinating conjunctions. The problem here is that the words under
scrutiny are not constituents of the subordinate clauses or phrases, unless
one would assume a very rich apparatus in syntax; they are, quite to the
contrary, constituents of the embedding clauses. I am not aware of any
empirical evidence to support a rich syntactic derivation with an underly-
ing structure in which the subordinate clause and the alleged “connector”
start out as a single constituent.

! It is difficult to find a good pertinent example for parametric déu. I do not know why
this is so.

%2 For a brief discussion of sudyl’s lexicalization process leading to its present-day use
as a resumptive element, cf. Bisang (1992: 205f).
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A general difficulty for any approach which aims at assigning cdi, jit,
dou and yé to some class of connectives is the indisputable and very gen-
eral sensitivity of these elements to information-structural categories:
Large portions of this study are devoted to demonstrating that generaliza-
tions regarding parametric cai, jiu, dou and y€ must necessarily make
reference to notions such as ‘focus’ or ‘C-topic’. It is not a general prop-
erty of conjunction-like elements to restrict their range of application to
certain information-structural categories — although this may, with cer-
tain words, actually be the case. The difference here is that parametric
cdi, jiu, dou and y¢ are all information-structurally sensitive.

A final argument against either version of the connector analysis may
be derived from the fact that cdi, jii, dou, and yé are insensitive to
whether the “connected element™ is a core argument of the predication or
some peripheral element, be it a clause, or just a non-propositional ad-
verb(ial). It is not a property of core arguments or non-propositional
adverb(ial)s to require “connecting” words to be licensed in a sentence.
For this reason, connector analyses, whatever their specific shape may be
in the end, are not just too non-specific, they are clearly inadequate.

Terms like “focus particle’ or “focusing adverb’ as used in Biq’s (1984,
1988) and Lai’s (1995, 1996, 1999) studies have the advantage of em-
phasizing the information-structural import of parametric cdi, jiu, dou
and y¢. Nonetheless, they are apt to evoke false ideas about analogies
with elements in other languages. Prototypical focus particles in English
include only or even, but only and even have properties that are very
different from those of parametric cdi, jit, dou or yé. First, a grammati-
cal sentence in which only or even is dropped may become infelicitous,
but it will never become ungrammatical > We have seen abundant evi-
dence that in Mandarin precisely this is often the case: Sentences tend to
require the use of cdi, jiu, dou or yé. Second, Mandarin does possess
focus-sensitive expressions which behave like English focus particles,
and these expressions are used alongside with cdi, jiu, dou and yé. Four
illustrative sentences are listed in (96). Again, the words under discussion
have been underlined.

(96) a. Zhiyou zHE-zhong shii Ldo Wang cdi  mdi-guo.
only this-CL kind book Old Wang CAI  buy-ASP
‘Old Wang has bought only THIS kind of book before.’

2 This generalization does not hold for only-if-conditionals if the subordinate clause
precedes the matrix clause: [*(©Only)] if it rains'does she take her umbrella along. The
inversion rule at work here is irrelevant to our concern, because its application is con-
ditioned by inherently negative constructions, and not by all focusing phenomena.
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b. Zhl-yao NI LA, woé  jin  qu
only-must you come I Ju go
‘If YOU COME, I'll go.”

c. Lian TA dou hui ldi
even (s)he DOU will come
‘Even (S)HE will come.’

d. Jisht NI LA, wo y& b hui qu
even.if you come I YE not will go
‘Even if YOU COME, I will not go.’

In these sentences, zhlyou, zhiyao, lidn and jishi are good candidates to
be included among those focus-sensitive expressions that are really akin
to English only (if) and even (if): They stand close by their foci — linearly
and configurationally —, and their meanings are — with the exception of
zhlyao, which is treated in some detail in section 5.1- easily stated in a
fashion that resembles the English case. If this is so, cdi, jii, dou and yé
must belong to a different class of words.

In the most recent generative syntactic tradition, it has become costu-
mary to treat parametric cdi, jiu, dou or yé as functional heads (cf. Gao
1994, Shyu 1995 or parts of the data covered in Lin 1996). Within
Chomsky’s Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1995) this is to say that cdi,
Jiu, dou and yé head a functional phrase, i.e. a phrase which, without
meaning anything by itself, makes it possible for other elements that are
specified for matching features to occur in a given sentence. Without
going into the details here, we may say that functional phrases constitute
the backbone of the syntactic organization of sentences. Within this the-
ory features need to be “checked”, i.e. some other element which comes
pre-specified for the same feature must move to the specifier position of
the X-bar-structure that cdi, jitr, dou and yé project, and then the head
and the specifier are checked for identical feature settings. In our context
this means that (a constituent containing) a focus and parametric cdi, jit,
dou or yé must, at some point in the derivation, have been constituents of
a single functional phrase. More on the syntactic furtherings of this kind
of analysis was said in the discussion on cdi at the end of section 3.1.2.A.,
Despite the problems that these analyses may have if they are confronted
with certain data, they have a big advantage as soon as we compare them
with the other category assignments discussed so far. By grouping words
like cdi, jitr, dou or y¢ among the functional heads, the obligatoriness
discussion may be put on a more solid basis: Since the syntactic features
of the focus constituents and the functional heads need to enter into a
checking relation, the obligatory presence of both in so many sentences
can be explained. Nonetheless, I think that the recent syntactic analyses
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are somewhat precipitate. What they do is propose a highly specific syn-
tactic implementation for a problem whose general nature is but poorly
understood. What do we know if we know that cdi, jiti, dou and yé are
functional heads? We know that — varying with the individual theoretical
stance of the researcher — they belong in the same general class as deter-
miners, tense or aspect morphemes, or heads of phrases integrating the-
matic relations into the structure. This is about as heterogeneous a
collection of elements as the one usually covered by the term ‘adverb’.
For a more general view of Mandarin grammar, this only allows us to
conclude that we are somehow dealing with elements belonging to the
core of Mandarin grammar. The same result has been arrived at in sec-
tion 2.5. There, I have discussed in what respect it is legitimate to treat
parametric cdi, jiti, dou and y¢ as independent linguistic signs that may
be set apart from the other uses of each character. The obligatoriness
argument was important in the course of that justification: If, in the pres-
ence of some other element, speakers are forced to choose from a para-
digm of functional elements, then we are dealing with a
grammatical(ized) phenomenon. The major consequences of the gram-
maticalization argument, and of the functional-phrase analyses thus coin-
cide.

3.4.2  Parametric particles as _focus-background agreement markers

To develop my own proposal for a more specific and less theory-
dependent categorial hedging of parametric cdi, jiti, dou and ye, 1 would
like to start out from a hypothetical case.

Suppose you investigate the occurrence restrictions of a certain set of
verbal endings in some language AM. What you find is that if foci of
specific kinds — and you are able to characterize these kinds satisfactorily
- precede the verb in AM, then one of these verbal endings must be used.
In the end you have as many semantically and formally justified focus
classes as there are members in the set of verbal endings. What kind of
analysis would you develop for this state of affairs?

An unorthodox, but nonetheless reasonable idea would be the follow-
ing: AM has focus-background agreement. Since the locus of agreement
on the clause level is the verb, the locus of focus-background agreement
is likewise on the verb. Depending on what kind of focus the focus is
marked for, the agreement marker on the verb varies. (Note that to say
that AM has a (semantic) scope-marking system will not be quite suffi-
cient, because what determines the form of the alleged scope-marker
concerns the type of focus, and not the type of scope.)
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Needless to say, the facts of this thought experiment have been taken
from Mandarin, or at least from a language that is identical to Mandarin
with regard to our research topic, except that it has a richer agglutinating
morphology than Mandarin: Qur hypothetical Agglutinating Mandarin
expresses by way of verbal endings those things that are expressed by the
words cdi, jitr, dou and y¢ in isolating Mandarin. But what is this story-
telling good for? Mandarin is not an agglutinating language, and informa-
tion-structural categories are not among the candidates one would think
of if asked for typical verbal agreement categories. What I would like to
show is that, in spite of the truth of these two objections, an analysis of
parametric cdi, jiu, dou and y€ in terms of phrase-level agreement is vi-
able, and that neither of the two objections that have been raised are as
solid as they may seem.”

Let us first turn to the exotic status of information-structural categories
receiving verbal agreement marking. In fact, some languages are attested
in which information-structural categories trigger verbal agreement (see
section 6.2.3). One of these languages is Yukagir, a Paleosiberian lan-
guage spoken along the Kolyma river which has been claimed to be a
Uralic language, but no consensus on this matter has been arrived at so
far.® All researchers who have worked on this language seem to agree on
the currently relevant point (cf. Collinder 1940, Harms 1977, Krejnovi¢
1982 or, seemingly detached from this tradition, Comrie 1981: 258ff). In
Yukagir past tense sentences, verbal inflection varies with the category of
the element in focus. Subject focus with intransitive verbs triggers the
verbal ending -/, and except for a plural marker -yu- in the 3rd person
plural, no other agreement markers are used such that -/ is usually the
only ending in these cases. Object focus triggers verbal endings amalga-
mating information-structural features with person and number features.
Subject focus with transitive verbs receives verbal zero-marking. Verb
focus triggers the prefixing of mer- on the verb stem. The focused nomi-
nals themselves are marked by -/ey or -ek, with the exception of cases of
subject focus with intransitive verbs. In such cases neither the nominal
nor the verb display any overt agreement marking. (97) presents five
examples, one each for the following types: a) intransitive verb and sub-
ject focus; b) intransitive verb and verb focus; c) transitive verb and sub-
ject focus; d) transitive verb and object focus; ¢) transitive verb and verb
focus. All examples have been taken from Comrie (1981: 260f).

* For an intuition in this vein cf. Tsai (1994: 27).
2 | am indebted to Dejan Mati¢ for directing my attention towards the Yukagir case.
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(97) Yukagir
a. [*"Who ran away?’|
ile-len kotege-1*°
deer-FOC  run.away-SUBJ.FOC/ITR
“THE DEER ran away.’
b. [*What did the deer do?’]
iley me-kotege-j
deer VERB.FOC-run.away-3S
‘The deer RAN AWAY.’
¢. [*Who shot (the deer)?’]

met ai
1 shoot
‘I shot.”
d. [*What did you shoot?’]
met ile-len ai-men

| deer-FOC  shoot-OBJ.FOC/1S
‘I shot THE DEER.’
e. ["What did you do to the deer?’]
met ile  mer-ai-n
1 deer VERB.FOC-shoot-18
‘I SHOT the deer.’

This system is, of course, highly peculiar, and it is difficult to find any
direct parallels with the Mandarin system. Specifically, Yukagir verbal
agreement varies with the syntactic function and the categorial status of
the focus constituents: Subject foci and object foci of transitive verbs are
treated differently, and verbs in focus are set apart from nominals in fo-
cus. In the Mandarin system analyzed here, the verb must either not be
focused in the relevant construction (the case of cdi and jit), or it may,
by way of verb-copying, partake in the system of focus-preposing, but
then it patterns with non-verbal constituents in focus (the case of dou and
ye; cf. examples (67) and (74) of section 3.3.1.A and C). What the focus
marking within the verbal complex depends on is not the syntactic func-
tion of the nominals in focus, but rather the quantificational type of the
focus (i.e. whether an only-focus, an even-focus, etc. is related to; see the
following chapter for details). Still, there is also a general parallel: Both
in Yukagir and in Mandarin, categories that must be analyzed in terms of

26 I take -/ to mark subject focus with intransitive verbs, and this is also the prevailing
opinion in the literature. Comrie glosses it as a fused person-number ending which has
precisely one phonetic shape for six different person-number combinations. This does
not appear to model the way Yukagir verbal agreement categories are organized.
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focus-background structure trigger the obligatory use of specific clements
in the verbal inflectional system or in a position adjacent to the verbal
complex.

What we have now is a parallel concerning the grammaticalized ex-
pression of some information-structural category: Agreement that is in-
formation-structurally governed does occur in natural language. What
remains is our second objection: Parametric cdi, jitt, dou and yé may well
be sister constituents of some higher verbal projection, but this is not the
same as an inflectional category: Verbal inflection should at least agglu-
tinate. This is exactly what Cantonese -dak ‘only’ does according to
Tang’s (2002) analysis. Tang proposes to analyze -dak as a verbal suf-
fix: Although it is compatible with all kinds of sentential aspects (states,
activities, achievements, accomplishments), it must not be combined with
any verbal aspect suffix; cf. his sentence in (98).

(98) Cantonese
Keoi se(*-zo) -dak (*-zo) LOENG-PIN MAN.
he  write-ASP-only -ASP 2-CL article
‘He wrote only TWO ARTICLES.’

Even if a thorough analysis of the facts revealed that -dak — as well as the
aspect markers — should be assigned to the class of clitics, one possible
conclusion to be drawn from (98) is that -dak occupies a syntactic slot
usually available for verbal aspect categories in Cantonese. Moreover, it
has repeatedly been claimed that many (Chinese) clitics are really phrasal
affixes (Klavans 1983, 1985, Anderson 1992, Liu 1995). Another inter-
esting property of -dak is that it favours monosyllabic verb stems. This
fact falls into place when we recall that Chinese dialects in general have
strong prosodic constraints at work which often prescribe or strongly
favour disyllabic word forms: If verb forms are required to be maximally
bisyllabic, and if verbs preceding -dak must be monosyllabic, -dak may
justifiedly be argued to be part of a disyllabic phonological word.”’
Again, Cantonese and Mandarin do differ: Cantonese -dak is an only-
word phonologically associated with verbs; however, it does not merely
reflect an otherwise established focus interpretation, it actually estab-

R Although this is not immediately relevant here, it may be interesting to note that -
dak 1s used in virtually all those contexts in which analogous Mandarin sentences
would have edi and a post-verbal focus. It does not seem too far-fetched to reduce the
difference among Mandarin and Cantonese in this respect to different ranges of verb
movement (if one aims at a syntactic analysis at all): Cantonese verbs in dak-sentences
climb so high as to reach the position immediately preceding -dak, whereas Mandarin
verbs stay below cdi (jinr, déu, yé) in the tree.
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lishes it. The interesting Mandarin cases were, for instance, those in
which an independently only-marked focus (e.g. by the pre-focus use of
zhiyou ‘only’) triggered the use of cdi on the left edge of the predicate.
What Cantonese does serve to show is that elements relevant to informa-
tion-structural components of meaning may be involved in what Ander-
son (1992) has — somewhat paradoxically — come to call ‘the morphology
of phrases’ (if -dak is a clitic), or that such elements may even partake in
word-formation or inflection (if -dak is a real suffix).

At this point it is about time to assess all the facts collected concerning
the categorial assignment of parametric cdi, jitr, dou and y&. Here is a
summary of the properties that have been discussed in this section.

(99) a. Parametric words are not adverbs, at least not on a reading of
the term ‘adverb’ that could be characterized in non-negative
terms.

b. Parametric words are neither subordinators, nor are they re-
sumptive elements.

c. Parametric words are not focus particles because, even though
they are sensitive to information-structure, they only relate to
otherwise established focus readings instead of triggering them
themselves.

d. Parametric words are function words, i.e. they figure domi-
nantly in the grammatical organization of sentences. This has
led to their classification as functional heads in recent genera-
tive grammar. In itself and in theory-neutral terms, this does not
mean very much, because functional heads are an extremely
heterogeneous class.

¢. Parametric words may in most cases not be dropped, i.e. their
use is not subject to speakers’ choices. This underpins their
grammatical nature.

f. There are languages (among them Yukagir, for others see sec-
tion 6.2.3) in which verbal agreement relates to information-
structural categories.

g. There are dialects of Chinese (or at least one such dialect ex-
ists, namely Cantonese) in which function words involved in the
encoding of focus types partake in morphological processes, or
at least in what may be called “wider morphology’, viz. phrase-
level cliticization.

_If we take all of this together, and if we take into account that Mandarin
Is an isolating language in which syllables do not fuse except for ex-
tremely limited cases of derivational word formation, the overall function
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of parametric cdi, jii, dou and y€ is as close to verbal inflection as a
language like Mandarin could possibly get to. A different option which
Mandarin does not make use of would be to move verbs to a higher posi-
tion 1in the syntactic structure such that the facts would syntactically re~
semble the Cantonese dak-case (cf. footnote 27). Note that parame i

cent verbal category. (100) is the solution that I would like to propose
the problem of what the overall function of parametric words is, and
what class of elements they belong to.

(100) Parametric cdi, jiu, dou and yé are semi-clitic function words or
particles. They syntactically combine with a high functional pro-
jection above the verb that still belongs to the larger function :Il
verbal domain; Shyu (1995) assumes this phrase to be an aspec~
tual or a non-epistemic modal phrase.
The function of parametric particles is to reflect within the verbal
domain the type of focus which precedes the verbal domain and
which has otherwise been determined to be a focus of a parti
kind.

Inasmuch as the verbal domain is equated with the background of
the relevant focus-background structure, parametric cdi, jit, do
and y¢ are agreement markers: Foci of specific kinds with specific
morphosyntactic features agree with their backgrounds; the syn
tic carrier categories of the background function are cdi, jiu, dou
and y€’s sister-constituents.

Admittedly, postulating overt focus-background agreement for Mandari
will probably seem unattractive to many readers. Such an agree

is by no means clear to me how Mandarin focus-background stru S
and Mandarin syntactic structures can be mapped in every single case.
But readers who are suspicious about the agreement claim need to say
what they propose instead: I think I have shown that the usual run-of-the-
mill analyses for focus-background phenomena simply do not work for:
parametric cdi, jiu, dou and yé, and the traditional categorizations as
subordinators or connectives have likewise been shown to be inadequate.

Having presented the defensible part of my category discussion I would:
now like to turn to its more speculative portion. The main thread will be:
taken up again in the following section. The idea here is to subsume the
focus-background agreement as proposed above under a more general
subject-predicate metaphor. Marty’s (1897) distinction among grammati=
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cal (syntactic) subjects, logical subjects (agents) and psychological sub-
jects (topics) gives us an idea of how old and how fruitful the widening of
the range of application of the term ‘*subject’ is: Since Marty’s times true
linguistic sub-disciplines have crystallized around these three subject
connotations. What unifies all subject notions is the fact that one element
of the linguistic encoding of a situation is extracted from the situational
continuum and is opposed to the rest. This split yields one rather inde-
pendent or autonomous element (syntactic subjects, agents of volitional
actions, topics), and one dependent, non-saturated element (syntactic
predicates, volitional actions minus agents, comments). Despite recent
criticism concerning the overall peculiarity of this claim for Mandarin
(cf. Sasse 1993 or Gasde 1999), it is a well-established fact that topic-
comment structures (i.e. Marty’s psychological subject and predicate)
play an important role in the organization of Mandarin grammar. That is
to say that in Mandarin topics have acquired a number of properties
characterizing syntactic subjects: Sentence-initial position, control over
certain syntactic processes, and the like. Whatever precise relationship
one assumes to hold between the topic-comment partition and the focus-
background partition, few people would call into question that both parti-
tions operate on identical or at least closely related levels. Focus-
background partitions have independently been given a formal treatment
in terms of a subject-predicate metaphor (cf. md,'n’ﬂuontial tradition start-
ing with von Stechow 1981): A-abstraction as used in this tradition is a
way to split up a predicational whole into a subject-like focus part, and a
predicate-like background part. Knowing that topic-comment structures
play a major part in Mandarin syntax, and considering that focus-
background structures are both clearly related to the topic-comment par-
tition, and formalizable with the help of a subject-predicate mechanism
(viz. A-abstraction), it becomes plausible that Mandarin should display a
phenomenon usually attributed to syntactic subjects, el reement
within the verbal complex: In Mandarin specific foc%ack-
grounded predicates, because a focus, just like a topic, may be considered
a kind of subject.

35 REVISITING THE NON-PROTOTYPICAL CASES

The categorial solution developed above works beautifully for all those
Sentences in which an overtly marked focus precedes the structural posi-
tion of our agreement markers. This is demonstrated again in (101)

(=(96)).
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(101) a. Zhilyou ZHE-zhong shii Ldo Wang *(cai) — mdi-guo.
only this-CL:kind book Old Wang  CAI  buy-ASP
‘Old Wang has bought only THIS kind of book before.’

b. Zhl-yao NI LAl wd  *Gin)  qu
only-must you come 1 U go

‘If YOU COME, I'll go.”

c. Lian TA  *(dow) hui ldi.
even (s)he DOU  will come
‘Even (S)HE will come.’

d. Jishi NI LA, wo *yé) bu  hui qi
even.if you come I YE not will go
‘Even if YOU COME, I will not go.’

The underlined focus-sensitive expressions force specific interpretations
onto their respective foci. The semantic details of these interpretations are
discussed in the following chapter. Cdi, jiu, dou or yé have to occur on
the left edge of the main clause predicate, and by now I have justified
why I think this should be considered a kind of agreement marking. An
analogous solution for sentences as in (101°) is less obvious, but also
possible.**

(101°)a. ZHE-zhong shi  Ldo Wang cdi mdi-guo.
this-CL:kind book Old Wang CAI  buy-ASP
‘0ld Wang has bought only THIS kind of book before.”

b. NI Ldi wo  jin  qu.
you come 1 JU go
‘If YOU COME, I'll go.”

c. TA dou hui lai.

(s)he DOU will come
‘Even (s)he will come.”

d. NI Lil, wo yé bu  hui qit.
you come I ye not will g0
‘Even if YOU COME, I will not go.’

The sentences in (101) and (101°) are identical except that in (101°) no

focus-sensitive expressions determining the focus interpretations are

used. Given these conditions, it may seem attractive to consider cdi, jiu,

dou and y¢& focus markers. It has, on the other hand, been shown that this

analysis is impossible for cases like (101), and since we are probably not
aiming at an account that postulates ambiguity, it will be preferable to

& Comparable data have already been discussed in (1) and (2) in section 3.1.1, but
there the argument was limited to edi-foci.
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assimilate the analysis of (101°) to that of (101). I thus assume that
Mandarin foci, just by themselves, are not restricted to any specific kind
of focus interpretation. But speakers, when they produce an utterance,
will have a specific focus interpretation in mind, and therefore foci in
context will be restricted to more specific readings. Depending on one’s
theoretical choices this may either be implemented by assuming covert
focus markers even in (1017), or by simply restricting the focus interpre-
tation by a mechanism dependent upon contextual information. Both
solutions will lead to the same result: The focus interpretations are not
unrestricted anymore, and the use of cdi, jilt, dou and y¢ in (101°) is just
as obligatory as in (101). Note that no counter-evidence is constituted by
the fact that in (101°a), for instance, cdi might just as well be dropped, as
then the sentence would mean ‘Old Wang has bought THIS kind of book
before”. The claim here is that the use of cdi is obligatory if an only-
focus precedes the structural position of cdi. This condition is not ful-
filled if cdi is dropped, because simple focusing of the determiner, just by
itself, does not restrict the focus interpretation in any specific way. I have
to admit that this argument cannot easily be falsified, but that does not
matter in this context: The claim concemning the obligatory use of the
agreement markers in sentences such as (101) is falsifiable, and if seem-
ingly divergent cases can — albeit unfalsifiably — be subsumed under the
same generalization, this will strengthen the main claim.

A real problem for my analysis is the fact that, with cdi, we find sen-
tences in which interacting foci follow the particle, and no overt focus
marker may be used.”” Such a sentence is presented in (102), and sen-
tences of this kind have already been discussed in section 3.1.2.A.

(102) Xico Wang cai  ldi-le (*zhiyou)  YI-CI.
Little Wang ~ CAI  come-ASP only 1-CL:time
‘Little Wang has only come ONCE.’

For (102) it is a lot more difficult to defend the view that cdi is not used
as an adverbial focus particle. Worse still, if one assumes a c-command
or precedence relation to be a prerequisite for the triggering of agree-
ment-cdi, the surface structure of (102) obviously does not deliver such a
relation — quite the opposite. Still, when delimiting my empirical domain I
have been unable to find independent evidence for sorting out such cases
from the parametric uses of cdi. The reason is the following: The focus
Interpretations of foci as in (102) do not differ even minimally from

29
Those sentences in which the same appeared to be true of jiu, déu and y¢ have been
Categorized differently in sections 2.2.5,2.3.3 and 2.4.3.
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analogous foci preceding cdi. A second reason is constituted by the fact
that the pre-cdi position of foci and the post-cdi position of interacting
foci can be captured in independent terms: Any focus that can move at
all, irrespective of cdi, must do so in the presence of cdi (see section
3.1.2.B). If the only reason to disregard the cases with post-verbal foci
were the fact that they do not fit into my descriptive system, the whole
classification of cases would — for justified reasons — run the risk of be~
ing called ad hoc.

What, then, should be done about sentences in which parametric cdi
precedes its interacting focus? One way out would be to give the argu-
ment firmer syntactic foundations and retain the uniformity claim. One
might say that the focus in (102) actually does, on some level of dcnva;-
tion, precede cdi, and that this is the level of representation where :
really matter. The ungrammaticality of the overt focus markers in (102)
could then be accounted for independently. In today’s branches of genera-
tive grammar subscribing to the ideas of Chomsky (1995) the relevant
level of representation would be a post-spellout level. The question im=
mediately arising is: Why should the focus in (102) move at all? In cur-
rent generative grammar movement is a highly constrained mechanism,
and things only move as a last-resort option, 1.e. in order to prevent
derivations from crashing. The need to check features triggers movement,
and features get checked in checking configurations, i.e. by way of speci
fier-head agreement. Both Shyu (1995), for dou, and Zhang N. (1997,
2000), for cdi and dou, develop analyses of this kind. However, all of
their machinery just serves to shovel the problem to a less obvious place.
The difficulty for both accounts arises from the fact that orthodox Mini=
malism matches overt movement with the feature checking of strong syn=
tactic features, while covert movement is matched with the feature
checking of weak syntactic features.

One possible consequence for our problem is to say that, although the
interpretations of the foci do not differ, the syntactic features must differ
in strength: Whenever the focus overtly moves to a pre-particle position,
strong features are involved, and whenever the focus is behind the parti=
cle on the surface, a weak feature is involved. This is the road Zhang
takes, and she claims that feature strength is determined by the presence
or absence of some other feature or some other element (see section
3.1.2.A). Without going into the details of Zhang’s analysis here it 18
casy to see that her post-lexical feature-strength determination is quite a
dreadful weapon ~ it is probably strong enough to wipe out a lot more
than just the problem at hand. As long as the idea of triggered feature
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strengths is not constrained any further, it does not minimize our prob-

m.
lcThe other possible consequence — and it, too, has been reported before
_ would be to say that in all those cases in which foci do not occur to the
left of cdi or yé, feature checking is not required, and a completely differ-
ent account is needed. This would probably be Shyu’s (1995) choice, but
this is just an extrapolation from the treatment bare post-verbal foci re-
ceive in Shyu’s study (op. cit.: 68f). Shyu claims that, apart from a fea-
ture-driven focus system, there exists a second phonologically driven
focus device. Within the T-model of syntax with the phonological part of
the derivation branching off at spell-out, this does clear the way, but if
we apply it to our problem, we are left with the puzzling observation that
it is one and the same phonological shape of a focus-sensitive device
(namely cdi) which is involved in the derivation of some feature-driven
structure in some cases, while it is involved in the derivation of a phonol-
ogy-driven focus-background structure in others. Again, this is not satis-
factory.

To sum up we may say that it is difficult to make a decision concerning
the treatment of cases in which cdi precedes its focus because the results
arrived at so far point into opposite directions. For one thing there is the
kind of evidence favouring a uniform treatment: (i) the identical interpre-
tation of the interacting foci in pre-cdi positions and in post-cdi positions;
(i1) the predictable and uniform distribution of post-cdi foci and pre-cdi
foci. The facts pointing in the direction of a homonymy solution include
at least the following argument: Since the other agreement particles jiu,
dou and yé¢ require their agreement triggers (i.e. their interacting foci) to
precede them, the same should be true of cdi; the only elaborate syntactic
account to ensure a covert pre-cdi position for foci that occur post-
verbally on the surface (Zhang N. 1997, 2000) makes use of a theoretical
device that is probably too powerful; therefore, we are left without a
plausible account which could syntactically assimilate the post-cdi foci to
the pre-cai foci. It seems we end up without any syntactic account to
solve this problem. Still, I think that an analysis treating both cdi-cases in
a basically identical fashion should be given precedence over a ho-
monymy account, simply because both a distributional argument (com-
plementary distribution) and a semantic argument (identical meaning)
exist to support this claim. One might speculate now whether the differ-
ent relative positions of cdi and its interacting foci will, one day, give rise
to a split, but this would clearly be a future development.




4  CAL JI1U, DOU, YE
AND FOCUS SEMANTICS

This chapter will deal with the semantic types of quantification over
domains of alternatives that each of parametric cdi, jiit, dou and yé is
connected with. It thus concentrates on facts that result from the seman-
tic core of the system proper, and not on its (morpho-)syntactic interac-
tions. For issues relating to such exterior facts, the reader is referred
back to ch. 3. The interaction of outer negation with existential or uni-
versal quantification over domains of alternatives yields the four classi-
cal types of quantification, and each single type of quantification over
focus alternatives is associated with one of the words examined.

I will discuss cdi and jiu separately (sections 4.1 and 4.2), while the
discussion of dou and yé will again be merged (section 4.3). The general
design of the major sections will proceed according to the following
schema. First, previous accounts of the focus-semantic function of pa-
rametric cdi, jit, dou or yé are reviewed. Then my own proposals are
introduced, and I will illustrate them with some suggestive examples. In
the following sections the empirical coverage of each proposal is ex-
tended step by step so as to cover all possible contexts at the end of each
major section. Section 4.4 will check whether the overall system emerg-
ing from the postulated functions of the parametric words can be tracked
down in certain testing configurations. Before concluding this chapter I
will give a sketchy account of Adi and zai, two further words that should
be included in the paradigm of parametric words in Mandarin (section
4.5).

4.1  THE FUNCTION OF PARAMETRIC CAI
4.1.1  Previous analyses of the function of parametric céi

Previous attempts at pinning down the meaning contribution of cdi vary
along two major dimensions. The first dimension concerns its interac-
tion with scales: Does each and every occurrence of cdi have to be in-
terpreted with respect to some semantic or pragmatic scale such that
higher values on that scale are excluded as possible alternative values to
the focus value? Or is this not a stable property of cdi-sentences?
Among the analyses which make reference to scales, two sub-groups
may be distinguished: Either temporal scales are identified as prototypi-
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cal of all interpretations of sentences with cdi, or scales of different kinds
may be claimed to be involved. The second dimension along which analy-
ses vary relates to the theoretical status which is assigned to (the refuta-
tion of) discourse assumptions: Does cdi refute wrong assumptions of
discourse participants by way of an in-built lexical property, or is the
refutation of a wrong assumption just a pragmatic phenomenon that is
derivative of something else? I will briefly review each of these possible
positions in order to justify the position which I want to take in the fol-
lowing: Cdi does not necessarily relate to a scale, and the rejection of a
wrong assumption is not part of the semantic stock of cdi, either.

The most specific analysis of cdi’s semantics has been proposed by Lai
(1995, 1996, 1999). Lai claims that cdi (not just parametric cdi, but all
uses of cdi) ‘presuppose[s] a change of state of the truth value of a
proposition and [...] this change happens at a different point from where
it is expected to happen’, namely, at a later point in time, or after a higher
point on some scale has been reached (Lai 1999: 625). Lai thus sub-
scribes to the position which assumes a necessary interaction with a
scale. The analysis is somewhat unspecific concerning the question
whether temporal scales are basic or prototypical, and only relate meta-
phorically to other scales (e. g. informativeness), or whether different
kinds of scales are mutually unrelated possible instantiations of a more
general type of scales. The account is largely based on work on the se-
mantics of German erst ‘only...so far, not until’ (Konig 1979, 1991a,
Lobner 1989). For this line of analysis to apply smoothly to the Manda-
rin data, one major condition would have to be fulfilled: Just as in the
German sentence (1) with erst ‘only...so far’, the Mandarin counterpart
(2) with cdi would implicitly have to make reference to a (temporal)
scale.

(1)  Paul hat erst DREI Apfel  gegessen.
Paul has onlysofar 3 apples eaten
‘Paul has only eaten THREE apples so far.’

(2) Zhangsan cdi chi-le  SAN-ge pingguo.
Zhangsan CAl eat-ASP 3-CL apple
‘Zhangsan only ate THREE apples.” (Lai 1999: 640)

Lai claims that the Mandarin sentence is interpreted in accordance with
this condition, i.c. the translation given for (2) is ‘Zhangsan ate only three
apples so far’. This is positively contrary to fact. Lai herself, at a point of
the argument where scales are not the matter at issue, translates a similar
sentence without reference to a temporal scale (Lisi cdi xié-le yi-féng xin
‘Lisi only wrote a letter’; Lai 1999: 636). We may conclude that refer-

Cai, jiu, dou, y€ and focus semantics 111

ence to temporal scales is not a necessary component of the interpretation
of sentences with cdi. If temporal scales are not always relevant, there
could still be other kinds of relevant scales. Paris (1981) assumes interac-
tion with scales of some kind, such that cdi excludes values that rank
between the asserted value and another contextually salient alternative
value."”? From a theoretical point of view, it is not very desirable to as-
sume a highly unspecific, but semantically entrenched relatedness of cdi
to some kind of scale which may be either semantic or pragmatic in na-
ture. If possible we should dispense with rich semantics like this. Fortu-
nately, it is fairly easy to demonstrate the complete independence of cdi
from scalar facts. I will try to do this with the examples in (3) and (4) .

(3) Xido Wang  chi SAN-ge pingguo,

Little Wang eat 3-CL apple

ta cdi néng jinri chéngbdo.

(s)he CAI can enter castle

‘Only if Little Wang cats THREE apples can he enter the castle.”
(4) Xido Wang  CHI-LE PINGGUO,

Little Wang  eat-ASP apple

ta cdi  néng jinri chéngbdo.

(s)he CAI can enter castle

‘Only if Little Wang HAS EATEN APPLES can he enter the castle.’

At first glance, (3) appears to be a clear case of a sentence in which cdi
must relate to a scale, namely a scale of numbers of apples eaten by Lit-
tle Wang. This sentence may be plausible in some fairy-tale context in
which Little Wang cannot get into the castle without eating three magic
apples first. I still claim that in this example cdi does not necessarily
relate to a scale. Of course, a scale is involved in the reading of (3) in
which eating one or two apples would not be enough, but eating a fourth
magic apple would not do any harm. Now imagine a situation in which
eating exactly three apples is the open sesame. Eating two apples is not
enough, but even nibbling at the fourth will likewise keep Little Wang

! Paris’ semantic analysis of edi boils down to mere complement exclusion (Paris
1981: 281fT). In cases in which reference to scales is made, Paris remains unspecific
about how much of the scalar interpretive apparatus is really contextual, and how much
forms part of the semantics of edi. Upon reading the scalar reasonings (pp 269-273),
One gets the very strong impression that in some uses of c¢di, reference to scales is
taken to be an in-built property of edi.

: Long discussions have been devoted to the question of whether lower or higher alter-
native values are excluded in cdi-sentences. These (pseudo-)issues will be dealt with
in section 4.1.3. What is of interest here is just the general point of scales interacting
with cdi.
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out. In this scenario the condition to eat exactly three apples is as cate-
gorical as it could be, and the fact that a number is involved is irrelevant,
Under these conditions (3) is still a perfect sentence. Now turn to (4). The
most natural reading of (4) is one on which Little Wang has to find out
what will open the castle’s gate for him. He has tried all sorts of things
but the only thing that will help is eating apples. No scale is involved in
this reading. But now imagine the castle is secured by a triple mecha-
nism: You first have to kill a dragon, then fight against some evil enemy,
and only then will eating apples open the gate for you. In this case just
eating apples will not do, this action will only help if it follows the killing
and the fighting: An implicational scale of preconditions to enter the cas-
tle is established contextually. In such a scenario (4) is still appropriate.
So we have two sentences, one of them favouring a reading in which
reference to a scale is made, the other one favouring a reading with no
scalar component. Without changing any elements of the sentences the
readings may flip-flop if the embedding contexts change. This seems to
me to be sufficient evidence for the claim that the use of cdi is independ=
ent of, but compatible with, phenomena relating to scales. Researchers
who support the same general claim include Alleton (1972) for those
cases in which the interacting focus precedes cdi, Biq (1988) and Eifring
(1995). How exactly this interaction can be captured will be the matter at
1ssue in section 4,1.3.

The second dimension of variance among previous approaches to the

function of cdi has to do with the theoretical status that is assigned to the

refutation of a wrong assumption. Big, in the second version of her

analysis (Biq 1988: 86), and Lai (1995, 1996, 1999) both state explicitly
that the excluded alternatives relevant to the interpretation of cdi-

sentences amount to wrong discourse assumptions; i. €. by way of utter-
ing a sentence like (3), the assumption that eating two apples may open
the gate for Little Wang, which may have been held by the addressee of
(3), is refuted, and the correct assertion is introduced into the discourse.
Although neither of the approaches is fully explicit, one may tell a differ-
ence of implementation among the two: Biq treats the expectedness of
alternative values as a sufficient condition of their non-equivalence with
the asserted value, whereas Lai must assume something like a predicate
of expectedness operating on the non-asserted alternative propositions.
As I will try to show below, this kind of expectation is probably not the
right notion to generalize over the excluded alternatives. Still, to see
where the differences among the two approaches and the shortcomings of
each approach lie, I would like to look at both implementations in some
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detail. The main line of argumentation will be taken up again in the para-
graph which follows example (7).
Biq’s analysis of the meaning of cdi reads as follows:

(5)  cdi (87)=P(K) & VY[P(Y) & expected’(Y) - Y#K], KeD, YeD
S’ = the ‘sentence’ combined with C[ai]
P = the relevant properties ascribed to the domain of quantification
K = the asserted value
Y = any member of the domain of quantification
D = domain of quantification

She paraphrases (5) as ‘[(5)] says that when C|di] combines with a sen-
tence, K is asserted as the value which has the relevant defining proper-
ties chosen from the domain of quantification, and K is not one of those
“expected” values which also have the relevant defining properties in the
domain.” (Biq 1988: 87). To detect the problems of this analysis, let us
look at a simple example as in (6).

(6) Xido Wang  cdi  WU-SUI
Little Wang  CAI  5-CL:year.of life
‘Little Wang is only FIVE YEARS old.’

The intuitive idea is simple and clear: (5) says that Little Wang 1s five
years old (i.e. P(K)), and inasmuch as there is an assumption in the dis-
course background that Little Wang is older than this (e.g. P(six years)),
then the specific value of this assumption is not equivalent to the asserted
value. However, the problems are likewise apparent. First, Biq’s formal
representation and her paraphrase mean different things. While her para-
phrase presupposes the existence of one or several expected alternative
value(s) (cf. “one of those “expected” values ...." [my emphasis; D.H.]
above), the first conjunct of her material implication in (5) leaves room
for the possibility that there is no assumption at all (namely in those
cases in which the protasis is false because the alternative value is not
expected). Second, if the protasis in (5) is true, the whole expression may
become contradictory, because in this case both P(K) and P(¥) would
have to be true at the same time, and this would amount to saying that
Little Wang in (6) is both five years old (his actual age), and also, say,
six years old (if P(Y) is true). Third, the application of the predicate ex-
Pected’ to altemnatives to the focus values involves a type mismatch: The
argument of expected’ as used here must be of a type which may be as-
signed a truth value at some point in time or in some possible world. A
focus value like five years, however, cannot be assigned a truth value. So
(5) is not a good notation of the intuition that underlies Biq’s analysis.
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Lai, too, distinguishes asserted from expected portions of meaning in
the analysis; cf. (7) (Lai 1996: 161). -

(7)  cdi (Q[x])(1):
e: 3t [U'<t A o[t']]
a: o[t] A3t [t'<t A [t"]]

Recall that Lai — in my eyes, wrongly — assumes temporal scales to be’
involved in each interpretation of cdi. Therefore, reference to different
points in time ( and 7’) is made in (7). The line of (7) which gives the
e(xpectation)-meaning of cdi says that the asserted proposition was ex-
pected to be true at a point in time before the reference time. The
a(ssertion)-line of (7) states the assertion expressed by a sentence with
cai, plus the assertion that no earlier point in time exists at which the
asserted proposition holds. This formal representation presupposes that
an illocutionary or modal category of expectedness should be defined
which must be on a par with assertion. I consider expectedness, just as
likelihood, a theoretically dubious notion to enter into lexical specifica-
tions of function words unless they clearly belong to a modal paradigm.
This may, to a certain degree, be a matter of taste, so let us return to the
more empirical part of the question: Is it really the case that the refuta-
tion of a wrong assumption always plays a part in the interpretation of
sentences with cdi? I believe this is not the case. The most straightfor-
ward argument can be derived from the fact that clauses with parametric
cai are perfect even if they encode the propositional content of an ex-
pectation shared by all discourse participants. This is exemplified in (8)
and (9).

(8) Zhéngru  women méi-ge rén suo  yuqi-de,
just.as we every-CL  person PRT expect-ATTR
Lao Lt BA-dian cai  lai.

Old Li 8-CL:0o’clock CAl come

*As we all expected, Old Li did not come until EIGHT o’clock.’

(9)  Zhéngru women méi-ge rén sué  yuqi-de,
justas we every-CL  person PRT expect-ATTR
Lao Li cai  mai-le SAN-ge  pingguo.

Old Li CAl buy-ASP  3-CL apple

‘As we all expected, Old Li bought only THREE apples.’

If it were generally true that sentences with cdi refute a wrong assump-
tion in the discourse background, (8) and (9) should be odd. (8) and (9)
are, however, perfectly natural sentences. One may, of course, try and
expand the notion of expectedness or refutation: There may be modes of
refutation that relate to social norms and to implicature frames based on
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what is considered normal, and one may claim that, from this perspective,
old Li’s arrival in (8) is still later than expected and that thc_ number of
apples in (9) is still lower than what is normal. Althopgh 1 bellgve that all
kinds of general background assumptions are essential to the interpreta-
tion of practically every utterance, I am convinced that the exploitation of
this fact would lead us on a slippery slope in the case at hand. The point
is that if we allow so many things to be covered by the same lexical no-
tion ‘refutation of a wrong assumption present in the discourse back-
ground’, then suddenly most assertions can be argued to refute such an
assumption, completely independently of words such as cdi. After all,
telling somebody something usually involves a component of unexpected-
ness — either hearers have no previous assumptions concerning the truth
values of what they get to know, or their previous assumptions are cor-
rected by the new information. If this is so, where should the dividing line
be drawn between normal unexpectedness and refutation on the one hand,
and cdi-worthy unexpectedness and refutation on the other? It seems to
me to be perfectly possible to derive the indisputable element of unex-
pectedness or refutation felt to be present in many utterances with cdi
from an interaction of a very parsimonious characterization of cdi with
general mechanisms of focus semantics and information-structure. This
will be done in the next section.

Analyses with a comparable conclusion in this sub-domain of the char-
acterization of cdi’s function have been proposed by Biq (1984; this 1s
her earlier treatment of cdi, in Biq 1988 she explicitly refers to expecta-
tions; see the discussion above) and Eifring (1995).

In this section two major dividing lines between competing accounts of
the function of cdi have been reviewed: The first line separates accounts
which analyze cdi as necessarily interacting with (temporal) scales from
other accounts which do not presuppose this necessity; the second divi-
sion concerns the question of whether the use of cdi always signals the
refutation of an expected state of affairs which is assumed in the dis-
course background. The position taken here is minimalistic: Scales are
not essential to the meaning of cdi, and the refutation of expected states
of affairs is not a precondition for the use of parametric cdi, either.

4.1.2  Parametric céi and the exclusion of alternatives:

the straightforward cases
In the following I will establish what I think a minimal account of the
function of parametric cdi should look like. The basic claim will be that
cdi is a reflex of a specific kind of focus within its verbal background
(see the category discussion in section 3.4); the core semantics of the
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interacting focus is that of negated existential quantification over
domain of contextually relevant alternatives. ]

Before setting out on the discussion, let me emphasize once more that
cai is not analyzed here as an element which induces an only-inter-
pretation in any other element similar to the way focus particles like only
do. Instead, cdi just interacts with a focus that, independently, admits
of a restrictive interpretation basically identical to that of foci marked by
only in English. Thus, if a focus of the semantic kind relevant here enters
into the right configuration (see the discussion in ch. 3), cdi is just the
agreement reflex of this focus within the verbal inflectional system.,
Therefore, in the course of discussion of the semantic properties of foci
interacting with cdi, it should always be kept in mind that cdi does nat
induce the specific focus properties, it merely reflects them. |

Two standard ways of capturing the meaning contribution of words.
such as English only are given in (10) (cf. Konig 1991a: 98f).

(10) a. Only JOHN came to the party.
b. presupposition/entailment/implicature:
p
c. entailment: —3x [(x # John) & (came to the party (x))]
¢’. entailment: Vx [(came to the party (x)) — (x = John)]

According to (10b) and (10c), (10a) says that John’s coming to the party
is presupposed, entailed, or at least implicated, and it is entailed that
nobody apart from John came to the party. Note that this entailment is
compatible with a situation in which there were many people at the party.
‘What matters is that none of the contextually salient alternatives to John
came to the party, e.g. none of his class-mates, or none of his friends.
That is to say that the domain of quantification over which the existential
quantifier operates is determined relative to specific contexts, i.e. prag-
matically (or semantically, if a context anaphor is assumed; see von Fin-
tel 1994). (10c) and (10c’) are equivalent ways of stating the same
entailment. I will stick to the Horn/Kénig-version (10c) in the following.
Instead of using Kénig’s term ‘restrictive focusing’ I prefer the clumsier
term ‘negated existential quantification over domains of focus alterna-
tives’, or an easily identifiable variant thereof. This is done for reasons of
terminological exactness which will become fully clear when the other

John came to thqf

> I will not indulge in yet another discussion of whether presupposition, entailment or
conventional/conversational implicature is the right notion to capture the seman-
tic/pragmatic status of (10b). To the best of my knowledge, the most recent compre-
hensive treatment of this classic problem can be found in Horn (1996). My interest
concentrates on the entailment in (10c).
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words that are the subject of this study are discussed: Since in the end we
will have four types of quantification over domains of alternatives,
Konig’s terminological division into restrictive focusing and additive
focusing will not be sufficient for our purposes. (11) summarizes what
we have stated so far concerning the function of cdi.

(11) a. Cdi is an agreement marker; the verbal background agrees with
a semantically specific focus. (See ch. 3 for details.)

b. The interacting focus must be interpreted in such a way that
there is no contextually relevant alternative to the focus value
which could truthfully be used instead of the focus value in the
cai-sentence (cf. (10c)). (to be revised)

These generalizations will take us quite far already. Unproblematic ex-
amples that have been introduced before (see section 2.1.1) include the
following:

(12) a. Zhiyou XIAO WANG  cai  ldi.

only Little Wang  CAI come
‘Only LITTLE WANG came.’

b. Ldo Wang ZHE-bén  shii cdi  mdi.
Old Wang  this-CL book CAI buy
‘Old Wang buys only THIS book.’

c. Ldo Wang XINGQITIAN cdi ~ gongzuo.
Old Wang  Sunday CAl  work
‘Old Wang only works on SUNDAYS.’

d. Zhiyou ZHELI ~women cdi néng  wanr.
only here we CAI can play
‘We can play only HERE.’

e. NI L4l wo  cdl  qu.

you come [ CAl go
‘Only if YOU COME will I go.’

f. Chufei X140 WANG  ldi, wd  cdi  qu.
only.if Little Wang  come 1 CAI go
‘Only if LITTLE WANG comes will I go.”

g Yinweéi XIAO WANG — HUI LA, nl  cdi xidng qi.
because Little Wang  will come you CAI want go
“You only want to go because LITTLE WANG WILL COME.’

In (12a-g) a subject, an object, a time and a place adverbial, and subordi-
nate clauses or parts thereof are in focus. Sometimes the focus is overtly
marked as quantifying over alternatives ((12a), (12d), (12f)), sometimes
not. The cases of overt marking and non-marking might just as well be
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reversed. In (12a), all contextually relevant alternative sentences that only
differ with regard to the subject value are considered and excluded. In
(12b), likewise, no salient item apart from the book at hand is such thﬂlit
was bought. Old Wang in (12c) habitually works on Sundays and on ng
other day of the week. The unique possible relevant playground in (12d)
is where the speaker is. No other concomitant factor apart from the ad~
dressee’s coming in (12¢) is such that it will ensure the speaker’s acticmji
while in (12f) the alternatives under consideration do not comprise all
sorts of concomitant factors, but just situations in which somebody
comes; among these, only the ones in which the person to come is Little
Wang are such that the speaker will go. (12g) is just a reminder of the
fact that the use of cdi in matrix clauses in interaction with (parts of)
subordinate clauses is not at all restricted to non-realis cases. None of the
above interactions of foci with negated existential quantification over
domains of alternatives is unheard-of. What is theoretically special about
such foci and their interaction with cdi is just that cdi makes the back-
ground agree with the focus. If this were the whole story, it would be
mysterious why quite a few studies have been devoted to determining the
function of cdi. So let us turn to the first set of potentially difficult cases
in the next section.

4.1.3  Parametric cai and scales: ignoring trivial alternatives

One of the classic dilemmas in the analysis of cdi can be illustrated with
the following pair of examples.

(13) a. Xido Wang chi-le  SAN-ge pinggud cdi  bdo.
Little Wang  eat-ASP  3-CL apple car full
‘Only after Little Wang has eaten THREE apples does he have
enough.’
b. Xido Wang  cdi  chi-le  SAN-ge pinggud.
Little Wang ~ CAl eat-ASP 3-CL apple

‘Little Wang ate only THREE apples.’

In (13a) numbers of apples lower than three are excluded as alternatives,
while (13b) expresses that numbers of apples higher than three are ex-
cluded.* Such contrasts are discussed by Biq (1984: 80f, 1988: 89) and
Lai (1999: 640f) for Mandarin, parallel phenomena in German and Eng-
lish are reviewed by Jacobs (1983: 224-31) and Kénig (1991a: 101ff)
under the heading of scale reversals. Biq, in one version of her theory

“ A look at the sub-types of cdi-uses in section 2.1.1.B (examples (9) and (10)) ob-
structs the possibility to come up with a descriptive generalization that relates these
two interpretive types to the relative position of cdi with regard to its interacting focus.
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(Biq 1984), and Lai both make explicit mention of the expectation or
refutation of lower scalar values in their analyses of cdi, and that makes
sentences like (13b) problematic for their theories because the only scalar
values that could be argued to be expected or refuted in (13b), are values
higher than ‘three’. While Biq is, in my eyes, on the right track to.ﬁnding
a solution to the problem, Lai makes the curious assumption that in cases
like (13b) an implicit temporal value is in focus. Lower scalar alterna-
tives are excluded, i.e. (13b) refutes the wrong assumption that the three
apples were already eaten up earlier. Apart from the fact that, as argued
in section 4.1.1, no reference to temporal scales in (13b) need be made, I
find Lai’s idea that foci might regularly be covert quite unusual and
probably not very helpful.’ Biq, together with all accounts of only-
semantics that assume an evaluative component in the lexical meaning of
only-words, has the problem that in order to maintain the claim that it is
always lower values that are excluded, she must argue that alternatives to
the focus value such as ‘four’ or ‘five’ in (13b) are somehow lower than
‘three’ and that ‘three’ is somehow a high value. She does so by referring
to the notion of informativeness, but her argument (Biq 1988: 89ff) is
quite lengthy and more pragmatic than necessary.

Note first that I do not assume the evaluational flavour of sentences
with only-words and also with cdi to be directly induced by only-words
or cai. The exclusion of contextually relevant alternatives simply makes
sentences with only-words and cdi apt to be used in contexts in which an
evaluation of a scalar value as particularly high or low is implied. What
none of the above researchers clearly states is the fact that (scalar) en-
tailments are properties of sentences in context, or of situations, but not
of scalar predicates such as five (apples) (cf. Schwarzschild 1999 for a
formalization). Eating five apples entails eating four apples, but five ap-
ples does not entail anything. We often have the impression that five (ap-
ples, for instance) does entail four (apples), but that just follows from the
implicit existential closure that we add to such measure phrases out of
context. l.e., we interpret five apples as There are five apples or Five
apples exist, and these sentences certainly entail that four apples exist.
Once this is admitted, all problems of scale reversals vanish.® A situation

! Apart from this, I get the impression that the reading we ought to expect according to
Lai’s reasoning should really be something like ‘It has taken Little Wang as long as
until now to finish three apples’. This is yet farther away from what the sentence obvi-
ously means, than Lai’s “official” translation.

® A similar way of incorporating these facts is to make use of so-called Horn-scales. I
do not introduce them into the argument because their order is a direct function of the
really underlying propositional entailment patterns.
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in which one eats three apples is also a situation in which one eats twg
apples, 1.¢. it is trivial to add that two apples are eaten if somebody says
that three apples are eaten. Therefore, if we want to meaningfully exclude
alternative propositions (not scalar values, as is often assumed) as assert-
able in a given context, we should not exclude the trivial ones, becausg
that would result in a contradiction. On the other hand, a situation in
which (13a) can be uttered truthfully will under normal circumstances be
one in which Little Wang would also have enough after eating one more
apple. In normal situations in which body functions work regularly it is.
trivial to say that if one has enough after eating three apples one also has
enough after four apples. Again, if we want to exclude alternative propo-
sitions as assertable in the given context, we better exclude non-trivia
ones; and in this case non-trivial alternative propositions are such that
less than three apples are eaten. Therefore, the fact that relatively high
scalar values figure in the assertion of (13a), as opposed to relatively low
ones in (13b), is a one-hundred-percent consequence of propositional
entailment facts.

It is important to see that, from the point of view of the language user
or the involved regularities, there is nothing “pragmatic” to these entail=
ments which would set them apart from other implications. If rescarchers
such as Biq emphasize the pragmatic nature of their entailments, they
invent a distinction that does not matter from the point of view of linguis-
tics. If everything i1s normal, Little Wang must have had enough
cating four apples if he has already had enough after three apples. If th
is not so, the circumstantial conditions between the point in time when
Little Wang had enough after the third apple, and the point in time when
Little Wang does not have enough after eating a fourth apple must have
changed, and the model within which both propositions are interpreted
must be different (Little Wang might, for instance, have made a lo
pause between the third and the fourth apple so that he had time to digest
the first three). All of this already follows from standard formal accounts:
of words such as only which pay attention to their monotonicity behav=
iour. Basically, I think that no more need be said about the so-called sca=’
le-reversals in cdi-sentences. Still, we will have to revisit the issue in the.
next section when temporal scales enter the picture. '

On the descriptive level it will do to modify (11) as in (14): It should
get clear that by exchanging focus values we really contrast interpreta=
tions of sentences with different focus values, and the relevant alternative:
sentences must not be trivial, i.e. entailed by what the sentences without
cai mean.
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(14) a. Cdi is an agreement marker; the verbal background agrees with
a semantically specific focus.

b. Among all possible alternatives to cdi-sentences that only differ
with regard to the focus value, only the pragmatically relevant
set of non-trivial alternatives is considered, and all of them are
entailed to be wrong,

4.1.4 Parametric cai and temporal scales

The classic dilemma concerning the interaction of parametric cdi with
temporal scales is casily stated.

(15) a. Xido Wang  BA-didn cai  lai.
Little Wang  8-CL:o’clock CAI come
‘Little Wang did not come until EIGHT o’clock.’/
‘Little Wang came as late as EIGHT o’clock.’
b. Xianzai cdi  BA-didn zhong.
now CAl 8-CL:o’clock  clock
‘It 1s only EIGHT o’clock now.’

In (15a), cai appears to interact with the temporal scale in such a way
that the scalar value ba-didn “eight o’clock’ is characterized as relatively
high or late, and earlier values are excluded as Little Wang’s time of
arrival; in (15b) we get the impression that cdi characterizes the same
scalar value as relatively low or early, and it is therefore excluded that it
is already later than eight o’clock. In the context of our investigation, a
number of questions arises. A list is given in (16).

(16) 1. Isthe word cdi as in (15a) the same word as in (15b)?
1. Are both cdi’s or one of the two cdi’s in (15) identical to para-
metric cdi as discussed before?
ii. If they are the same, how can uses as in (15) be assimilated to
the other uses?

Question (16i) is answered with a clear ‘yes’ by most researchers. Alle-
ton (1972) is probably an exception, since she assumes a general seman-
tic difference between uses of cdi in which the interacting focus precedes
or follows cdi, respectively. I think uses as in (15) should be covered by a
single analysis of parametric cdi. Seen from a cross-linguistic perspec-
tive, it would be extremely difficult to argue in the other direction, simply
because the same dilemma is statable in so many languages (cf. Konig
1979, or Lobner 1989 for German, and the hint at parallel facts in Fin-
nish, Polish and Serbo-Croatian in Kénig 1991a: 117). The other dis-
tinctness question, namely (16ii), concerns the fact whether our analysis
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should treat pairs as in (15) in accordance with the analysis of our old
examples in (13), repeated here as (17). '

(17) a. Xido Wang chi-le  SAN-ge pinggud cdi  bdo.
Little Wang eat-ASP 3-CL  apple  cAl full
‘Only after Little Wang has eaten THREE apples does he have
enough.’
b. Xido Wang cai  chi-le  SAN-ge pingguo.
Little Wang  CAI eat-ASP 3-CL apple
‘Little Wang ate only THREE apples.”

Recall that in these cases researchers have also claimed that cdi marks
scalar values as relatively high in (17a), and as relatively low in (17b),
This is strikingly similar to the temporal cases in (15). There are differ-
ences, however. While it was easy to apply a focus semantics which in=
volves negated existential quantification over alternatives to the sentences
in (17), the same is not the case in (15). This is so because those alterna-
tive sentences that are trivialized by the implicational nature of the situa-
tions in either of (17a) or (17b) do not seem to be trivial at all in (15).
While saying that Little Wang has only enough after eating three apples
entails that he also has enough after eating five apples, saying that Little
Wang came as late as eight o’clock does not entail his coming at nine
o’clock. Likewise, the fact that Little Wang’s eating of three appl -
tails his eating of two apples remains without parallel if we say that it is
only eight o’clock, because if it is eight o’clock, this does not entail that it
is seven o’clock. If these parallels do not exist, can we still say that there
are any alternatives that are entailed to be wrong? I will try to assimilate
the temporal cases in (15) to those in (17) as called for by (16iii). Befo
doing so, I will review previous proposals that deal with this or related
questions (sub-section A). My own proposal is stated in sub-section B
starting from p. 126.

A. Previous accounts
Paris (1981: 269ff) makes use of the notions of a focus value (her
‘repéré’) and of a contextually given alternative value (‘repére’), which
are ordered on a scale. In cases like (18a) (=(15a)) the focus value 15
situated higher on the scale than the alternative value, and lower in cases
such as (18b).

(18) a. Xido Wang BA-didn cdai  ldi.
Little Wang  8-CL:o’clock CAI come
‘Little Wang did not come until EIGHT o’clock.’/
‘Little Wang came as late as EIGHT o’clock.’

Cai, jiu, dou, y€ and focus semantics 123

b. Xianzai cdai  BA-didn zhong.
now CAI 8-CL:0’clock clock
‘It is only EIGHT o’clock now.’

Both values are assigned truth values, such that the focus value in com-
bination with the rest of the sentence is true, while the alternative value
renders the sentence false. She states that cdi makes a statement about
the scalar portion between the focus value and the alternative value: Until
just before the focus value is reached on the scale, all values between the
focus value and the alternative value yield false sentences. The crucial
point of her analysis is the following: Both in cases in which lower values
are excluded, and in cases in which higher values are excluded, some
relation with an orientation towards the lower value has its origin in the
higher scalar value, i.e. in the focus value in cases like (18a), but in the
alternative value in (18b). It is difficult to judge what the explanatory
consequences of this reasoning are. Whatever they are, Paris has surely
identified the main concepts that must play a role in a successful account.
Partly independently of each other, most other accounts seem to boil
down to very similar basic ideas, and we will see that they all make a
comparable move in order to get to terms with the puzzling situation.

One version goes like this: While (18a) excludes the possibility of Little
Wang coming earlier than eight o’clock, (18b) excludes the possibility of
saying It is eight o 'clock for any time earlier than the time of utterance.
Alternative values in (18a) are earlier points in time on the objective tem-
poral scale as indicated by clocks; in (18b) alternative values are earlier
deictic reference times of which the same objective scalar time value,
namely ‘eight o’clock’, could (falsely) be predicated. In both cases earlier
points in time are excluded, and the puzzle may be claimed to be solved.
Krifka (1993: 595) has introduced the general outline of this solution into
the discussion, and his idea has been adopted by Lai (1995, 1996, 1999).
The problem with this solution is that the general focus interaction of
words like cdi would have to be given up. In (18a) alternatives to the
focus value BA(-didn zhong) ‘EIGHT (o’clock)’ are considered and ex-
cluded, but in (18b) alternatives to the given reference time xianzai
‘now’, which might just as well be dropped without influencing gram-
maticality or felicity, arc considered and excluded. Krifka explicitly
states that German erst obviously does not have to interact with a focus
in these cases. I consider this a very drastic assumption, and if it should




124 Focus and background marking in Mandarin

be made use of it would definitely need independent support and some-
thing which constrains its range of application.’

The other variant is akin to this solution, but it does not centre around
the exclusion of alternatives, but around the relative position of the ex-
pected temporal values. In (18a), the expectation must have been that
Little Wang came earlier, so the expectation was ahead of reality: What
really happens late was assumed to happen early. In (18b), the expecta-
tion must have been that it is already later than eight o’clock, and again
the expectation is ahead of reality: What really happens late, namely that
some temporal value higher than eight o’clock may be predicated of the
time of reference, was assumed to happen earlier, namely ‘now’. As in
Krifka’s analysis, the tie-up between obviously focused constituents and
semantic reasoning 1s given up, because the scalar value which is late
according to this reasoning is the overt focus value in (18a), but a contex-
tually given alternative in (18b). This line of argument forms part of
Konig’s (1979: 157) analysis of German erst ‘not ... until’, but he only
alludes to it because he thinks the real solution should be sought in the
area of the exclusion of alternative values, and not in the area of conven-
tional implicatures relating to expectations. He does not fully develop this
“real” solution, but he seems to have the following in mind: Often certain
results follow from an event. It is true of (18a), for instance, that Little
Wang will be at the place of reference for some time after eight o’clock.
If we assume that German erst or Mandarin cdi somehow interact witha

semantic representation of these resulting states, it would be contradic-

tory to exclude later points in time: If Little Wang came at eight o’clock,

he will in most cases still be there a minute later. In cases like (18b) ‘an

accomplished portion of a process etc. is under consideration” (Konig
1979: 157), and this seems to mean that earlier points in time cannot be
excluded because the same process was already under way at these ear- |
lier points in time. Therefore, only points in time after eight o’clock are
considered. The problem with this line of argumentation is that it cannot
cover all aspectual classes of predicates in the same way: If Little Wang
kicks a ball at eight, no resulting state exists which would render Little
Wang’s kicking of the ball at 8:01 impossible, or even implausible. Still
it is generally possible to use cdi (and German ersr) in sentences which.
denote such situations; cf. (19).

TA possible way of adding plausibility to Krifka’s move would be to say that, in cases
like (18b), xianzai ‘now’ is a C(ontrastive)-topic. C-topics are known to be accessible

.....

(19) a. Xido Wang BA-didn cai  fi-le qiu.
Little Wang  8-CL:o’clock ~ CAI  kick-ASP ball
‘Little Wang did not kick the ball until EIGHT o’clock.’/
‘Little Wang kicked the ball as late as EIGHT o’clock.”

b. German
Hannes schoss den Ball erst um  ACHT Uhr.
Hannes kicked the Ball ERST at 8 o’clock.

‘John did not kick the ball until EIGHT o’clock.’/
‘John kicked the ball as late as EIGHT o’clock.’

If Konig’s analysis were to apply to these cases, one would need some
mechanism which allows us to disregard later points in time the same
way as in (18a), although nothing about the state of the ball after 'it was
kicked at eight o’clock, nor about Little Wang or Hannes, is entailed or
implicated in (19).

All of this is, admittedly, highly confusing, and I believe that we want
something simpler and more intuitive than what has been proposed so far.
A step in this direction is Lobner’s (1989) analysis of Gemm erst.Ina
way, his account is also a variant of those solutions which disconnect the
semantic reasoning from the focus-background structure that we find in
sentences with German erst and also cdi; i.e. in order to keep something
in the analysis of erst constant, Lobner gives up the descriptive generali-
zation that erst interacts with (alternatives to) the focus value. His basic
idea is that what is contrasted in sentences with cdi is not different points
in time, but faster and slower developments of the course of events.
Imagine you start walking home from your office at 5 o’clock in the af-
ternoon, and you take your time. At 5:30 you pass by the baker’s shop. If
you had hurried home you would have been there 15 minutes earlier, 1.¢.
at 5:15. The first scenario is a slow development in Lébner’s sense, the
second one a fast development. Although basically the same things hap-
pen in the same order in both scenarios, the slow development has it that
at each point in time, less has happened in comparison with the fast de-
velopment.

Returning to (18a) we may say that Little Wang is in a slow develop-
ment setting, and this kind of slow development is, according to Laobner,
the common feature of all uses of German erst. If Little Wang had hur-
ried up, i.c. if he had been in a fast development setting, the event of his
coming would have happened earlier. Now turn to (18b). Again we are in
a slow development setting: Time is creeping. But this time the slow
course of events does not result in a late time coordinate for a given
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representation of) time would not have crept so slowly (for the formal
details of Loébner’s account see Lobner 1989: 194ff). Thus, Lobner
achieves the following: Although the focus value is late in (18a), and
carly in (18b), the developments are slow in both cases. Among all the
reviewed proposals, this solution comes closest to our intuition, and it has
the further advantage of being theoretically explicit. What it lacks from
the point of view of our investigation is the tic-up with negated existential
quantification over a domain of alternatives, i.e. it does not give an an-
swer to the question in (16iii). In the remainder of this section I want to
make use of the intuitive advantages of Lobner’s analysis and combine
them with the simple cdi-function as delineated in (14b) above.

B. The solution advocated here

What I would like to propose is an analysis of temporal cdi-uses in which

some properties of Lobner’s developments are reinterpreted as properties
of a certain conception of points in time. Specifically, I will argue that
adverbial temporal cdi-foci invariably have an until-reading.

Let us say that each point in time may be associated with all the even-
tualities that have happened or that have been true up to this point.* This
amounts to saying that all points in time are mapped to sets of eventuali-
ties, and any given set of eventualities of this kind contains all the mem-
bers of the sets of eventualities to which earlier points in time were
mapped. Needless to say, the set of relevant eventualities is constrained
by discourse factors; neither can all eventualities at a given point in time
be considered, nor all points in time prior to the relevant point in time.
Let us call this discourse-constrained collection of eventualities an ‘even-
tuality bag’. At any point in time we may check what is inside the even-
tuality bag, and we find that it always contains everything that has been
the case so far. This eventuality bag has the following obvious property:
At each point in time, it contains everything that earlier eventuality bags
had inside them, and the content of each eventuality bag at a given time is
also part of the contents of all eventuality bags at any later points in time.
In the context of our discussion this is an interesting property because if
we interpret the time coordinates of cdi-sentences as really relating to
eventuality bags, all later points in time are trivial with regard to the
eventualities expressed in the cdi-sentences. This is so since their associ-
ated eventuality bags contain everything which was inside the eventuality
bag relating to the time coordinate of the cdi-sentence. Applied to (18a)
(repeated here as (20)): If it is true that Little Wang has arrived by eight

¥ Independent evidence to support this will be delivered below. Impatient readers may
peep ahead to example (22).
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o'clock, it is trivial to say that Little Wang has arrived by nine o’clock,
although the second statement is, of course, less informative than the

first one if both are true.

(20) AXido Wang BA-dian cai lai
Little Wang  8-CL:o’clock CAlI come
‘Little Wang did not come until EIGHT o’clock.’/
‘Little Wang came as late as EIGHT o’clock.’

This gives us a justification to disregard alternative points in Fime that
are later than the focus value in (20). Now what about the earlier ones?
If we apply the quantificational focus semantics that we have identified
as constraining the interpretation of foci in cdi-sentences, we get the
following: No eventuality bag apart from the one associated w;th_ the
time coordinate of the temporal cdi-sentence (and apart from the disre-
garded ones) contains the eventuality asserted in the cdi-sentence. This
is tantamount to saying that the eventuality under consideration has not
happened before the focused point in time. The interpretgtion of our
example then reads as follows: Little Wang has arrived by eight c?’clock,
and of no other point in time is it true that Little Wang has arrived by
then (unless we consider the trivial, i.e. later, alternatives). This gets u's
(20) out of the way because we have assimilated this temporal use of‘ c.a;‘
to the other uses of parametric cdi which involve the ignoring of trivial
alternatives. and the exclusion of non-trivial alternatives. What about
(18b), though (repeated here as (21) for convenience)?
(21) Xianzai cai  BA-dian zhong.

now cAl 8-cL:o’clock clock

‘It is only EIGHT o’clock now.’

Again we check the eventuality bag at the reference time ‘now’. Among
other things, it contains the eventuality that eight o ‘clock is the correct
temporal predicate of our reference time. Also, the eventuality bag at
eight o’clock must necessarily allow for the possibility of containing the
eventuality that an hour ago it was seven o’clock, and it must generally
allow for any other temporal predicate of other reference times that may
have been relevant before the reference time ‘now’. In other words, if it
is true that it is eight o’clock at the reference time 7, it must have been 8
minus x o’clock at any time 7 minus x, and each relevant instantiation of
these matchings of 7 minus x and 8 minus x o'clock must be inside the
eventuality bag at the reference time ‘now’: Before ‘now’ it had already
been six and seven o’clock. So, earlier temporal predicates are trivial
alternative values, because all the relevant eventualities are inside
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the eventuality bag at the reference time. It does not contain the eventu-
ality that at some future point in time it will be nine o’clock, because
eventuality bags only have past eventualities inside them. In general, it
does not host any matchings of reference times later than ‘now’ with
temporal predicates later/higher than eight o'clock. This makes
(18b)/(21) conform to the focus interpretation which has been identified
as triggering the use of cdi: It is excluded that any temporal predicate
equal to or higher than ‘eight o’clock’ could truthfully have been ap-
plied to any of the reference times that have passed so far. In this model
the exclusion of earlier points in time in (18a)/(20), and the exclusion of
later points in time in (18b)/(21), is a consequence of the different se-
mantic functions of the temporal predicates. In (18a)/(20) ba-dicn zhong
‘eight o’clock’ is a temporal predicate which restricts the temporal do-
main within which it is true to say that Little Wang came; it is a classic
frame adverbial. As such, it is not “inside” the eventuality bag, it rather
defines it. In (18b)/(21) ba-didn zhong ‘eight o’clock’ is the main predi-
cate, and therefore it constitutes part of what is inside the eventuality
bag. The eventuality bag itself is defined by some time coordinate corre-
sponding to the time of utterance ‘now’.

The assumption that what really matters in cdi-sentences are eventual-
ity bags instead of points in time nceds independent support which goes
beyond the fact that by making use of this notion we can derive the de-
sired quantificational focus semantic effects. For one piece of evidence,
consider the following slightly changed version of (18a)/(20).

(22) Xiao Wang (zhidao) BA-dian zhong cdi  lai.
Little Wang until  8-CL:o’clock clock  CAI come
‘Little Wang did not come until EIGHT o’clock.’/
‘Little Wang came as late as EIGHT o’clock.’

(22) has constant truth conditions, no matter whether zhiddo ‘until’ is
used or not. It is generally possible to add this word to focused temporal
adverbials in cdi-sentences without changing the meaning. In the ver-
sion with zhidao the reasoning presented above applies straightfor-
wardly. If Little Wang has arrived by eight o’clock, it is trivial to say
that he has arrived by nine o’clock, but it is not trivial to exclude his
arrival before eight o’clock. Note that I do not claim that time adverbials
in Mandarin always have a by-reading or an until-reading. | just claim
that focused time adverbials in cdi-sentences get a by/until-reading, and
that is the same as saying that focused time adverbials in cdi-sentences
are not interpreted as points in time, but rather as eventuality bags.
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What are the differences and similarities between the analysis favoured
here for the temporal use of parametric cdi and the previous ones re-
viewed above? Apart from the general difference that cdi is only analyzed
as a morphosyntactic reflex here, the differences are the following: Con-
trary to Lai’s and Lobner’s accounts, evaluations of points in time as late
or early, or of developments as fast or slow, are kept out of semantics
proper. Certain alternatives are excluded, and that makes temporal cdi-
sentences apt to occur in contexts in which these alternatives are expected
to be true.

Lobner’s analysis of German erst deals with a word that must relate to
scales; recall that German has a normal only-word (nur) which contrasts
with erst in this respect. Lai’s analysis of cdi “inherits™ this general ref-
erence to scales, but I have shown in section 4.1.1 above that a scalar
interpretation of its interacting focus is not a necessary condition of the
use of cdi. There is, however, a certain similarity between my analysis
and Lobner’s regarding his assumption of slow and fast developments
such that German erst is said to always signal slow developments. Lob-
ner establishes an implicational link between developments: At a given
point in time, everything that has happened in a slow development so far
must also have happened in a corresponding fast development. This is
akin to my notion of eventuality bags at different points in time, because
all contents of earlier eventuality bags are contained in later eventuality
bags. The difference lies in the fact that my eventuality bags are func-
tions of the time adverbials of temporal cdi-sentences: The link between
an observable focus-background structure and interpretation is preserved.
Lobner’s developments are functions of the succession and accumulation
of events through time, but the time adverbials in focus are not related to
the developments in a way which 1s as direct as my mapping from points
in time to eventuality bags.

4.1.5  Parametric cai, subordinate clauses, and “necessary condi-
tions”

This section will deal with some of those uses of parametric cdi that go
along with foci in subordinate clauses preceding cdi. A relevant sentence
1s presented in (23).

(23) NI L4 wo  cdi  qu.
you come I CAl go
‘Only if YOU COME will I go.”
‘I only went because YOU CAME.’
‘I would only have gone if YOU HAD COME."
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‘I only went when YOU CAME.’
‘I will only go when YOU ARE COMING.’

Subordinate clauses such as the focus in (23) are — almost without excep-
tion - treated under the heading of “necessary conditions’ in the literature.
This is done in spite of the indeterminacy of such sentences with regard
to hypotheticality and temporal relations as witnessed by the different
translations given for (23). I will, in the following, abstract away from
this variability in hyotheticality and temporal relations. The claim to be
made carries over to all of these variants, though.

Since the discussion concerning the linguistic expression of necessary
conditions (as opposed to sufficient ones) is a classic topic in general
linguistics and in the philosophy of language, and since in the course of
discussing the Mandarin facts researchers often make reference to this
tradition, I will feel free to mingle the general discussion and the treat-
ment of Mandarin data in my argument.

Almost all studies which deal with the semantics of cdi take the mark-
ing of necessary conditions to be at least one function of parametric cdi
(cf. e.g. Alleton 1972, Biq 1988, Cheng 1983, Eifring 1995, Lai 1995,
1996, 1999, Paris 1981, 1983, 1985). This strong tradition is a reflex of
the fact that many complex cdi-sentences translate as only-if-conditionals
into English (or as nur-wenn/falls-conditionals into German, or as

ne...que-si-conditionals into French, etc.), and only-if~clauses have in the

Western tradition been analyzed as necessary conditions at least since the
Middle Ages. But what exactly is a necessary condition? In terms of a
common notation in logic, necessary conditions are the propositions at
the pointed side of the arrow which is used to express the relation of ma-
terial implication; consider (24).

(24) a. p—ogq
b. g&p

(24a) and (24b) are equivalent, i.c. they have the same truth conditions.
Both relations are false if and only if p is true and g is false. Otherwise,
they are true. Traditionally, this logical relation was equated with condi-
tionals in natural languages. /f~conditionals were taken to express mate-
rial implications with subordinate p’s, while only-if-conditionals were
taken to be natural language realizations of material implications with
subordinate ¢’s. Since in natural language conditional clauses often pre-
cede the matrix clause, the expression in (24a) is used to represent if-
conditionals, while only-if~conditionals are usually represented as (24b).
(25) illustrates this with a classic example.
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(25) a. Ifthis animal is a mammal, it has a spine.
b. This animal is a mammal only if it has a spine./
Only if this animal has a spine is it a mammal.

The tradition has it that (25a) and (25b) should be equivalent (the ‘con-
versehood thesis’). In recent decades several controversies have arisen
with regard to these phenomena. First, people have started to doubt
whether (only-)if-conditionals are really the natural-language devices to
express material implication.” Lewis (1975) and many others after him
who work in the formal model-theoretic semantics framework (Kamp
1981, Heim 1982, Kratzer 1991b) have argued that bare conditional
clauses headed by if only restrict the domain of quantification over which
implicit — usually universal — quantifiers quantify; i.e. if I say (26a), I
really mean (26b). That if~conditionals are not generally tied to universal
quantification is shown by (26¢), a conditional with overt existential ad-
verbial quantification expressed by the word sometimes.

(26) a. Ifitrains Idon't go jogging.
b. Ifit rains I never go jogging./It is always the case that I don't
go jogging if it rains.
c. Ifit rains I sometimes don’t go jogging./It is sometimes the
case that I don't go jogging if it rains.

(26¢) may be true although there may be a situation in which it rains and
I go jogging. Under this analysis if has nothing to do with material impli-
cation; the meanings of sentences with if-conditionals are just often com-
patible with the truth conditions of material implication because universal
adverbial quantification as expressed by always(/never), applied to a
restrictor (the if-clause) and a nuclear scope (the embedding clause),
gives us the truth conditions of material implication: If I never go jogging
if it rains, all situations in which it rains are such that I do not go jogging
in these situations, which means that it is licit to infer from rainy weather
that I do not exercise outside. Nothing is entailed about outside exercise
on other weather conditions, and this amounts to material implication.

? Other approaches do not challenge the general idea of having conditionals boil down
10 notions such as material implication. Instead, it is argued that while if-clauses are
basically sufficient conditions, enly-if-clauses should correctly be analyzed as neces-
Sary and sufficient conditions (van der Auwera 1997: 181). In many respects this
treatment comes close to the analysis proposed here, but it does not make reference to
adverbial quantification or modality, notions which I think are crucial in this context.

painful quest for the correct analysis of natural language conditionals beyond the
fﬂmd Lewis paradigm 1s reflected in Traugott et al. (eds) (1986) or Athanasiadou &
Dirven (eds) (1997).
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For more arguments and discussion, particularly of clear counter-
examples against the claim that the material-implication theory
somehow be maintained, the reader is referred to Kratzer's (1991%
handbook article or von Fintel (1994). I will from now on assume that jf
clauses are not the propositions at the non-pointed left end of the arroy
of material implication, but rather explicitly expressed portions of con.
text specifications within which the matrix propositions are claimed to
true in as many cases as are indicated by (covert) adverbial quantify
such as always, never, sometimes, most of the time etc. and their equiva-
lents in other languages.

Provided that conditional clauses headed by if are merely often
patible with the behaviour of sufficient conditions, conditional
headed by only if will hardly be necessary conditions in any straighti
ward sense if we aim at a compositional semantics of only if. It would
an independent reason be a surprising fact if we found out that onl
boiled down to signalling necessary conditions: only is an element wh
always interacts with a focus-background structure, while the notion ¢
necessary condition is completely void of information-structural co:
nents. In other words: If the function of only if were to head necess
conditions why, then, should it be a necessary condition of its use to
teract with a restrictive focus inside the conditional clause? Note also
any constituent of the only-if~clause may be in focus, but one of them
to be in focus (the same argument can analogously be stated for Chu
cai-sentences in which cdi interacts with a focus in a subordinate cla
that precedes cdi).

(27) a. Onlyif YOU pay me will I go.
b. Only if you PAY me will I go.
c. Only if you pay ME will I go.
d. Only if you PAY ME will I go.
e. Only if YOU PAY ME will I go.

f. Only IF you pay me will I go.

(27) assembles all focusing options that are available within the only-ifs
clause as long as we consider foci that interact with only. One of th
must be selected if the sequence of words in (27) is to be uttered fe
tously. This means that the focus-background partition in (27) is in
pendent of the partition into main clause and subordinate clause as lo
as the only-focus remains restricted to the subordinate clause:
(27a), for instance, has a background which may sloppily be repres
as If someone pays me I will go, (27b)’s background is If you perfo
some action on me I will go, and the background of (27¢) would be 4
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u pay someone I will go. The only case in which the focus-background
ition probably coincides with the relation among the propositional
wholes p and g of the material-implication analysis is (27¢) (On some
condition I will go). 1 conclude that if we want to analyze only if compo-
sitionally we cannot claim that only if straightforwardly signals a logical
potion such as necessary condition, which is theoretically entirely de-
tached from the information-structural meaning format of only."” The
same conclusion is reached by von Fintel (1994), and he tries to derive
the purported meaning equivalence in (25) in a way that combines a
model-theoretic possible-worlds account of conditionals with a standard
meaning of only. But are the sentences in (25), repeated here as (28),

really equivalent?

(28) a. Ifthis animal is a mammal, it has a spine.
b. This animal is a mammal only if it has a spine./
Only if this animal has a spine is it a mammal.

I claim that (28a) does not mean the same thing as the b-sentences. Spe-
cifically, I want to argue that the b-sentences can only be interpreted as
equivalent to the a-sentence if they are taken to be implicitly modalized.
The relevant type of implicit modality is possibility. (Further examples
below will show that possibility must be treated on a par with adverbial
existential quantification, just like necessity and universal adverbial
quantification). (28b”) are the sentences that I claim to be the ones really
understood if the variants in (28b) are interpreted as equivalent to (28a).

(28) b.’ This animal may only be a mammal if it has a spine./Only if
this animal has a spine is it possible that it is a mammal.

The following is a context in which uttering (28a) is fine, but insisting on
(28b) would seem precipitate. On a trip through Australia you suddenly
come across an animal that you have never seen before. It looks very
much like a dog-sized mammal, but what you know about the fauna of
Australia reminds you that this continent is the home of some obscure in-
een creatures like platypuses. In order to find out whether you are
dealing with a mammal, you first test whether it has a spine, because you
W that mammals have spines (this actually does not help you very
Mmuch because all serious competitor classes have spines, too, but you do
B0t seem to be such an expert anyway): If this animal is a mammal, it
S a spine or If this animal is a mammal, it must have a spine are good
Ways of expressing your reasoning; it would also be adequate to use

~—

16
MCCawIey (1974) is an early proponent of a compositional only-if-semantics.




134 Focus and background marking in Mandarin

(28b’): This animal may only be a mammal if it has a spine. By ng
means are you entitled to say: This animal is a mammal only if it has q
spine, because we clearly feel that this would — without implicit modali-
zation — be a stronger claim: Either it (wrongly) presupposes that having
a spine is a necessary and sufficient condition of being a mammal, or it
requires a very special context. The following is such a context. Ima

a hypothetical class of animals called grammals. All kinds of gra _
are furry beings, and some of them are as big as dogs, but they do not
have spines. If you touch a grammal in the dark you may easily think
you are dealing with a mammal. Suppose further that grammals are
quent in Australia, and that this time you are a well-informed hiker.
night a furry creature enters your tent, and you want to know what it is,
You know that furry animals are either mammals or grammals, and in
this setting not just (28a), but also (28b) is a good reasoning. (28b) is
fine here because (not) having a spine is a necessary and sufficient co
tion to tell mammals from grammals in this context. This is so because
there are only two contextually possible categorizations: Either as a
mammal, or as a grammal. Once again, I conclude that, irrespective of
concomitant differences in typical discourse embeddings, (28a) and
(28b) do not have the same interpretation. That amounts to saying that
the two parenthesized expressions in (29a) are not equivalent, but the
ones in (29b) are.

(29) a. (ifp. q)# (only ifq, p)
b. ifp, always q
> onlyifq, is it possible that p
ORonly if q, sometimes p

If this is so, it should be possible to use an explicit modal operator of
possibility or an existential adverbial quantifier in each only-ift
conditional that is claimed to be equivalent to a reversed if~conditior
This is impossible to test. A viable way of supporting my hypoth
would open up if we found a language in which the modality of only-if=
conditionals that are reversed if~conditionals may not be left implicit.
Chinese is such a language. Consider the English example in (302) = 2
sentence in the spirit of von Fintel (1994: 141ff) - and its translation into
Mandarin in (30b). “

(30) a. Ifthe president is at home, the gate of the president s resi-
dence is open.
b. Riguc zongtong zai jia,
if president  be.at home
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z0ngtong-fii-de mén jiu  kai-zhe.
president-residence-ATTR ~ gate JIU  open-ASP

‘If the president is at home, the gate of the president’s resi-
dence is open.’

These sentences say that the set of situations in which the president is at
home is a subset of those situations in which the gate is open. This allows
for the possibility that there are situations in which the gate is open, but
the president is not in; the president himself might be gone, but the presi-
dent’s spouse may be at home, and in these cases, too, the gate is left
open regularly. In other words: The sentences in (30) have truth-
conditions that are compatible with material implication. According to
the plain conversehood thesis, the sentences in (30) should be equivalent
to the ones in (31).

(31) a. Only if the gate of the president’s residence is open is the

president at home.
b. Ruguo zongtong-fii-de

if president-residence-ATTR
zongtong  cdi  zai  jia.
president CAI beat home
‘Only if the gate of the president’s residence is open is the
president at home.”
not: ‘Only if the gate of the president’s residence is open may
the president be at home.’

mén  kai-zhe,
gate open-ASP

I stated above that, in the English case, implicit modalization of the ma-
trix clause must be assumed if equivalence is intended. If (31a) is inter-
preted as ‘Only if the gate of the president’s residence is open is it
possible that the president is at home’, we get what we want: The gate is
open at least in all those cases in which the president is at home. Now
consider (31b). This Mandarin sentence has different truth conditions; it
is false in all situations in which the gate is open and the president is out.
If we want to have a Chinese sentence with a modalized interpretation,
We need an explicit modal operator as in (31b°).

(1) b Rugus zongtong-fii-de

if president-residence-ATTR
zongtong cdi  hui zai  jia
president CAI may beat home
‘Only if the gate of the president’s residence 1s open may the
president be at home.”

mén kai-zhe,
gate open-ASP
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(31b7) is true if the gate is open, the president is gone, but the spouse j
in. It is false if the president is at home and the gate is closed. (31a) wag
false under the same conditions. This seems to me to be good evid
that the equivalence in (29b) is what we are really dealing with in only-jf
converses of if~conditionals, no matter in what language we state them,

By now we know what is needed to change if-conditionals with (ims
plicit) universal adverbial quantification (or equivalents in other lan
guages) into only-if-conditionals (or equivalents in other languages); cf:
G2).

(32) (1) areversal of p and g; ;
(i1)  the deletion of the (implicit) universal adverbial quantifier;
(ii1)  the addition of an (implicit) possibility operator or an exis=
tential adverbial quantifier; _
(iv)  the addition of a wide-scope only-word relating to a focus
ingq; '
What we still do not know is exactly how the equivalence comes ab
given that only-words are of a basically alien kind when compared
words that are used to indicate

Boolean  relationships  among  Figure 4.1: Sets of situations
propositions. corresponding to (30)

To find this missing Iink,blet us e act-of sitions
do a step-by-step calculation in tions in which

diagrams. Recall that material the gate is open

implication as indicated by univer-

; : i the set of situa-
sally quantified if-conditionals “:ninow;lich
amounts to a subset relation of the president is
situations: The set of situations in at home

which the president is at home is a
subset of the set of situations in
which the gate is open (see Fig-
ures 4.1 through 4.4 for each of
the set-theoretically taken steps to
follow).

Now assume the very same
thing for the reversed only-if-
conditional in (3la), but ignore
only and the requirement of mo-
dalization or existential quanfication for the moment: If the gate of the
president’s residence is open, the president is (always) at home. Thi$
flip-flops truth conditions: The set of situations in which the gate is open

Figure 4.2: Reversing p and q

the set of situa-
tions in which
the gate is open

the set of situa-
tions in which
the president is
at home

Cai, jin, dou, y& and focus semantics 137

is a subset of the set of situations in which the president is at home (Fig-
ure 4.2). _ _ ) _
At this point, substitute the possibility marker or existential advetrblal
uantification for the necessity marker or universal adverbial quantifica-
tion: If the gate of the president’s residence is open, r:he Qresia'ent may
be at home/is sometimes at home. Set-theoretically, this gives us an in-
tersection: The set of situations in which the gate is open intersects with
the set of situations in which the
president is in. The extreme case
of an incidental subset relation is
one possibility: If one set happens
to contain only situations that are
also members of the other set,
intersection will result in a subset
relation. Our intermediate sentence
is compatible with both extreme
subset possibilities apart from the
truly intersective ones. It is true if
no regularity can be observed, it is
true if the regularity leads from the
open gate to the president’s being
at home, and if it leads from the
president’s being at home to the
gate being open. The truth-
conditions of this intermediate
sentence are a subset of the truth-
conditions that hold for the sen-
tence with which we started. (Of
course, the intermediate sentence implicates that intersection does not
result in a de-facto subset relation, but logically we are on the safe side.)
Finally, we introduce only: Only if the gate of the president’s resi-
dence is open may the president be at home/is the president sometimes
at home. Only has wide scope, so we get an interpretation of the follow-
ing kind: ‘Apart from the situations in which the gate is open, no other
situations are such that the president may be at home in these situations’.
Thus, only if the gate is open is there a possibility that the president is in:
The set of situations in which the president is at home is a subset of the
situations in which the gate is open. In other words, only picks out the
extreme case mentioned above in which intersection results in a subset
relation, The resulting truth-conditions are identical to the ones of the
sentence we started out from, and now we are where we wanted to get to:

Figure 4.3: Adding possibility/
existential quantification
the set of situa-
tions in which
the gate is open

the set of situa-
tions in which
the president is
at home

Figure 4.4 Adding only
the set of situa-

tions in which
/ the gate is open

the set of situa-

tions in which

the president is
at home
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Only-if-conditionals are equivalent to reversed universally quantified jg
conditionals in which the (implicit) universal quantifier has been replaced
by an existential adverbial quantifier or a modal operator of possibility, "

(33) provides the step-by-step calculation for the observed equivalenge
between (28a) and (28b)."!

(33) a. Ifthis animal is @ mammal, it must have a spine. (true)
truth-condition: The set of mammals is a subset of the set of
animals with spines.

b. reversal of p and g: If this animal has a spine, it must be a
mammal. (false in many contexts)
truth-condition: The set of animals with spines is a subset of
the set of mammals.

c. replacing necessity by possibility: If this animal has a spine, it
may be a mammal. (true, but not very informative)
truth-condition: The set of mammals and the set of animals
with spines intersect. ,

d. adding only: Only if this animal has a spine may it be a mam=~
mal. (true)
truth-condition: Apart from animals that have spines, no other
animals may possibly be mammals. OR: The set of mammals is:
a subset of the set of animals with spines.

The conclusions of this section are as follows. A compositional semantic:
of only-if~<conditionals and equivalents in other languages is possible:
Parametric uses of cdi with foci in subordinate adverbial clauses belong
in this context. Only-if-clauses, just by themselves, do not express ne
sary conditions, but rather frame adverbials or, depending on one’s
retical preferences, restrictors of tripartite quantificational structures. &
only-if-conditionals are interpreted as converses of if~conditionals, the
(implicit) universal adverbial quantification, or the (implicit) modality !
necessity of the if~conditional must have been replaced by (implicit) exis
tential adverbial quantification or by (implicit) possibility. Mandarin 18 &
language in which the modality of such converses may not remain in
plicit. That makes Chinese a good testing ground for the evaluation of the
(dismissed) conversehood thesis.

For conclusions concerning the function of parametric cdi turn to $€€
tion 4.6.

"' This time, without reference to situations. Situations could easily be used here 88
well, but since we are dealing with very general propositions this would only mast
things clumsier.
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42  THE FUNCTION OF PARAMETRIC JIU
421 Previous analyses of the function of parametric jia

The overview of different sub-types of parametric jit in section 2.2 in-
cludes quite a few phenomena that do not seem to lend themseh_rcs toa
simple, over-arching generalization. The challenge posed by this situation
is nicely reflected by the great variety of attempts to respond to it: Every
researcher who has tried to define what the function of parametric jiu
really is seems to have started from square one without relying on the
results of previous researchers to any greater extent. Contrary to the sys-
tematic proceeding in the case of parametric cdi in section 4.1.1, I have,
for this section, chosen a chronological presentation of the major propos-
S.

alAlleton (1972: 148fY) classifies parametric jiu as a marker of sufficient
conditions or causes and of threshold values. This classification reflects
the use of jiu in scalar and non-scalar contexts; cf. (34a) and (34b).

(34) a. NI lai, wo  jin  qu
you come I U go
‘If you come I will go there.’
b. Xido Wang  chi-le  san-ge pinggud jiu  bdo.
Little Wang  eat-ASP 3-CL  apple JiU full
‘After Little Wang had caten three apples he had enough.”’

In both sentences the subordinate clauses instantiate conditions, but while
natural readings of (34a) allow all kinds of other competing conditions,
the most natural reading of (34b) will contrast Little Wang’s eating of
three apples with his eating of less than three apples. In Alleton’s terms,
the addressee’s coming in (34a) is a sufficient condition of the speaker’s
action, while the eating of the third apple was the threshold that had to be
passed before Little Wang had enough. Although it is surely possible to
unify the notions ‘condition’ and ‘threshold’ in a way that would elimi-
nate the disjunctive part from Alleton’s generalization, another problem
remains: The encoding of a sufficient condition or a threshold in a subor-
dinate clause or in some other adverbial is not a sufficient condition of
the use of parametric jin. (35) and (36) deliver the data to prove this.

(35) a. Gongkée  yaoshi la-xia-le, wo b rdo ni
homework if pull-down-ASP I not forgive you
‘If you don’t do your homework properly, I won’t forgive
you.” (Eifring 1995: 22)
b. Nin yaoshi b xiangxin -de hua,
you.POLITE if not believe -if
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nin kéyl  gingjiao rénjia.
you.POLITE can consult other.people
‘If you don’t believe me, you can ask other people.” (rp: 3)
(36) Xiaxi yi-huir, shi-fen zhong hou kai  fan!
rest 1-CL:little.while 10-CL:second clock after start food
‘Relax for a while, and in ten minutes we’ll have dinner.” (rp: 14)

The subordinate clauses in (35) are overtly marked by yaoshi “if’, a word
assumed to be at least compatible with the encoding of sufficient condi-
tions, but still jiz is not used.”® In (36) a scalar threshold is mentioned,
and still jiu i1s not used. The key to the true nature of jiz must thus lie
elsewhere.

The markedness relations that hold among parametric cdi and paramet-
ric jiz are another fact which cannot be made to follow from Alleton’s
discussion. Although Alleton (1972: 157) herself mentions these rela-
tions, and although she states that jiu is unmarked with regard to cdi, this
relationship is not derivable from the meaning she ascribes to these ele-
ments: Sufficient conditions or causes are not the unmarked members in
an opposition with necessary conditions or causes (Alleton’s analysis of
the function of parametric cdi). At least not if one assumes a Jakobsonian
markedness theory which takes the unmarked member of an opposition to
be unspecified for the value for which the marked member is specified
(cf. Jakobson 1936). Alleton clearly has such a markedness notion in
mind, and so there is a clash between her analysis and her theoretical
position in this respect.

Paris’s (1981) account of jiu is partly symmetrical to her cdi-analysis
(see section 4.1.4). She claims that in scalar contexts some oriented rela-
tion may originate in a lower scalar value which relates the lower value to
the higher value. In cases like (34b) the relation originates in the focus
value, and jiu signals that starting from this scalar value, the assertion in
which alternatives to the focus value may be used would have yielded
true sentences. In other cases the relation still originates in the lower
value, but this time the lower value is the (contextually relevant) alterna-
tive value. To demonstrate this kind of asymmetrical case, Paris (1981:
276) provides an example which conforms to a sentence type introduced
in section 2.2.1.C. above.

'2 Note in passing that I do not believe that (only-)if-clauses and their translational
equivalents in other languages encode necessary or sufficient conditions by virtue of
the mere use of (only) if; they are merely often compatible with the truth-conditions of
these logical relations. See sections 4.1.5 and 4.2.3 for discussion.
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@37 N YIC Jit  mdi  YIBAI-JIN da  bdicai|...]?
you 1-CL:itimeJIU buy 100-CL:pound big cabbage
‘On A SINGLE OCCASION you are buying as much as A HUNDRED
POUNDS of cabbage, |...]?" (cf. hx: 346)

Paris assumes that in such cases jiu interacts with yibdi-jin “a hundred
pounds’, ie. the information-structurally distinguished category which
follows jir. Alternative values such as wiishi-jin ‘fifty pounds’ rank
lower, and according to Paris the relation originates in the lower value,
although in this example it is not the focus value, but the alternative
value. Just as with her cai-solution, I feel unsure to say what conclusions
this theory allows us to draw. Morcover, I will argue below that what
really interacts with jiu in cases such as (37) is not the focus value which
follows jiiut, but rather the focus preceding it.

Paris distinguishes a further case which must be set apart from the two
other ones. Pertinent examples of this type do not imply a scalar distance
between contextually salient scalar values and the asserted value; cf.
sentence (38).

(38) Xido Wang qi-dian zhong  jiu lai e
Little Wang  7-CL:o’clockclock  JITU  come PRT
‘Little Wang came at seven o’clock (already).’

The reading of (38) reflected by the English translation without already
does not relate to a different contextually salient point in time at which
Little Wang might have come. In such cases Paris states a coincidence of
the asserted and the contextually salient value. On the already-reading no
such coincidence exists, and in this case she presupposes a contrast with
a sentence that contains cdi. In spite of the fact that I do not see clearly
how Paris can successfully deal with all of these different readings, we
must keep the different phenomena in mind: Any analysis of parametric
Jitt must be able to respond to the challenges posed by (the different read-
ings of) the sentences in (34) through (38). Just as in the case of cdi,
which Paris claims to be “tied” (‘attaché’; p. 280) to necessary conditions
in complex sentences, she postulates the same kind of “tie” among jiu and
sufficient conditions. However, the nature of the link between the logical
relation of a sufficient condition and certain information-structural facts
= with the latter ones obviously being relevant — remains opaque.

Biq has developed two different proposals to pin down the meaning of
Jite. Her earlier version (Biq 1984) reduces the function of (parametric)
Jitt to mere focus marking: Sentences in which parametric jin is used
contain a “parameter” in focus such as conditional clauses or time adver-
bials. This minimalistic semantics will get the markedness relations right,
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but it only allows us to make predictions that are extremely weak: Most
sentences have foci, so it should be possible to use jiz in practically any
sentence. Even if we only consider cases in which the focus precedes

the predicate, i.e. if the most general syntactic restriction on the use of

parametric jiu is respected, we can easily find sentences that are bad
with parametric jiz. This is shown by (39), an example we will return to
in the next section.

(39) a. #Déng-Ya rén dang zhong,
east-Asia  people among
RIBEN  REN Ji  zhang-zhe heéi  toufa.
Japan  people JIU grow-ASP black hair
‘Among the people from East Asia, THE JAPANESE have black
hair.’

b. Ouzhou rén dang zhong,

Europe people among
IDALI  REN Jit  zhang-zhe héi  toufa.
Italy people JIU  grow-ASP  black hair
‘Among Europeans, ITALIANS have black hair.’

Both examples are identical, with the exception of the name of the peo-
ple, and its geographic location. While it is infelicitous to use ji in the
second clause in (39a) — the sentence is felt to be mildly contradictory or
not to the point —, jiz may be used in the very similar b-sentence. Simple
focusing cannot trigger such an effect. Biq’s second analysis of the
meaning of jii is rendered in (40) (Biq 1988: 86f).

(40) jii (S*)=P(K) & 3Y[P(Y) & Y#K], KeD, YeD
S’ = the ‘sentence’ combined with jii

P = the relevant properties ascribed to the domain of quantifica-

tion

K = the asserted value

Y = any member of the domain of quantification
D = domain of quantification

[n natural language (40) says that the sentence with jiu is true with the
focus value, and it is also true that there is some alternative to the focus
value which is not identical to the focus value and which yields a true
sentence if used instead of the focus value. Lai (1999: 627) correctly

points out that this is what one usually takes to be the meaning of words

like also or too, and it is beyond any doubt that jiz does not mean also
or 100.

The solution favoured by Lai (1995, 1996, 1999) is a mirror image of
the account of cdi (see section 4.1.1): Ji is said to ‘presuppose a change

Cai, jiu, dou, yé and focus semantics 143

of state of the truth value of a proposition, and [...] this change happens
at a different point from where it is expected to happen. [...] [Flor jiu,
the asserted value of change is located “farther down” [on the structure
than the expected value]” (Lai 1999: 625). In other words: Jiz is a foa_xs~
sensitive phase adverb similar to English already or as soon as which
presupposes an unexpectedly carly change of state, or a change of state
that is adverbially anchored in a scalar value that is unexpectedly low.
(41) is Lai’s formalization of this intuition (Lai 1996: 161).

@1) Jitt (@[x)():

e [t A<t A [t]]

a: o[t]
In my eyes, the criticism concerning the unclarified theoretical status of
components of meaning relating to expectedness (the e-line as opposed to
the a[ssertion]-line in (41)) carries over from the discussion of Lai’s cdi-
solution. However, the most serious problem that arises for Lai’s theory
is the fact that it is by far too strong. Many uses of parametric jizz are
completely void of expectations to the effect that the asserted fact be-
comes true earlier than expected. (42) is a slightly adapted example taken
from Lai (1999: 626), and I have embedded it in two different contexts.
The first one triggers a reading which seems to support Lai, but the sec-
ond context reveals that the expectation denial must be entirely due to the
context.

(42) [Context 1: Old Wang always arrives late for work. Sometimes he
doesn’t show up until 11 o’clock. Today was different, ...
Context 2: Old Wang got up at six, took the bus at 6.30, and ...]
1a qi-didn jin zai  bangongshi  le.

(s)he 7-CL:o’clock JIU at  office PRT
Context 1: “...he was in his office as early as seven o’clock.’
Context 2: ©...at seven o’clock he was in his office.”’

If we look at the second context, there is simply no room for an expecta-
tion to the effect that Lisi should have arrived later; in this context, being
in his office at seven o’clock is just a normal thing to be true in an every-
day chain of events. Natural language texts abound with such neutral jizi-
readings. If jiur is substituted for cdi, example (8) of section 4.1.1 can be
used to support the same point. In this case (8) would simply mean ‘As
we all expected, Old Li came at EIGHT o’clock’, with no refuted expecta-
tion to the effect that Old Li should have arrived later. The conclusion
must be that Lai’s analysis cannot be right. The refutation component of
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the first context must be derived differently, and the essence of jig
function must be searched for elsewhere.

In this section, different proposals to account for the function of para.
metric jit have been reviewed. It could be shown that none of the anal;
ses developed so far allow us to generalize in a restrictive way over all
instances of parametric jii. In particular, three problems prevail in -
analyses. Although many researchers note a link between suffici
conditions and jii, none of them is able to say how a logical relation
such as that of sufficient conditionality can be expressed by an elems
whose main function must probably be seen in some special informa-
tion-structural effect. Secondly, it cannot be true that jiu always ex-
presses an expectation denial, or that it refuses a wrong discours
assumption, simply because parametric jix is used in many contexts
which no such denial could reasonably be assumed. The third problem
has to do with markedness relations: Jiiz has repeatedly been argued
be the semantically unmarked member in an opposition in which cd
the marked member. An adequate analysis should make this in
follow.

4.2.2  Parametric jil and the exclusion of at least one alternative:
the straightforward cases

The conclusion of the preceding section has been that neither the ma
ing of sufficient conditions, nor the refutation of wrong discourse z
sumptions, nor simple focusing is the key notion if we aim at an analy.
of jiu’s function. On the other hand, a systematic markedness relation-
ship among parametric cdi and parametric jitz should be reflected by any
analysis of ji#’s meaning. In section 4.1 an analysis of parametric cdi
which regards this element as a reflex of negated existential quantifica-
tion over domains of alternatives has been developed. For jiu, 1 want to
claim that it reflects negated wniversal quantification over domains of
alternatives: Some alternative to the focus value must be excluded.”
Before turning to the complications of this analysis in the following
sections, the present section will be devoted to discussing a suggestive
pair of examples; I will provide a hint at what may be the general com-
municative function of the purported semantics of jiu-foci, an incom=
patibility argument will be presented, and a first version of the
generalization to subsume all usages of parametric jiu will be provided.
The first pair of examples has been used in the preceding sub-section
to establish the point that the use of parametric jiz cannot be said to go
along with simple focusing. Examples (39a/b) are repeated here as (43).

3 For minimal pairs contrasting jitt and ¢di, cf. section 4.4.
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(43) a Ouzhou rén dang zhong,
Europe people among
IDALI  REN jitt  zhang-zhe héi  toufa.
Italy people JIU  grow-ASP  black hair

‘Among Europeans, ITALIANS have black hair.’

b. #Déong-Ya rén dang zhong,
east-Asia  people among
RIBEN  REN jin  zhang-zhe héi  téufa.
Japan  people JIU  grow-AsP black hair
‘ Among the people from East Asia, THE JAPANESE have black
hair.’

While (43a) is a normal thing to say, (43b) is a strange utterance pro-
vided the speaker and the hearer know that, typically, all people in East
Asia have dark hair. If we check this contrast against the background of
our assumption concerning the type of focus going along with paramet-
ric jitr, the results are encouraging. (43b) is bad because the dome_un
from which alternatives to the focus value are chosen only contains
black-haired people: All alternatives are the same as the focus value
with regard to the assertion made by the sentence. In (43a) things are
different. World knowledge tells us that, apart from Italians, there are
other peoples in Europe that are known to be constituted by people who
have fair hair, or that are at least not as commonly dark-haired as the
ltalians. We thus quantify over a set of alternatives (i.e. other European
peoples, or, more accurately, alternative sentences with other European
peoples as focus values), and at least one alternative is false. One such
alternative is, for instance, the following sentence rendered in English:
Among Europeans, Finns have black hair.

There is an objection that is likely to be raised against this reasoning.
This objection might be phrased as follows: (43b) may be infelicitous,
but if jiu is dropped, (43b) is still objectionable. Therefore, it cannot be
the use of jiu that renders (43b) deviant, but rather some other property
distinguishing it from (43a). My answer to this is that while (43b) re-
mains deviant no matter how we change the context, (43b) without jii
(= (44)) is impeccable if it is embedded in a supporting context.

(44) Dang-Ya rén dang zhong,
east-Asia  people among
RIBEN  REN zhdang-zhe héi  toufa, ...
Japan  people grow-ASP  black hair
‘Among the people from East Asia, THE JAPANESE have black
57 1] A
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Such a context might be an enumeration. Imagine a teacher talking
about the way people look in East Asia. He might start by uttering (44),
and he might continue as in (45).

(45) ... ZHONGGUO REN zhang-zhe héi  toufa,
Chinese people grow-ASP  black hair
CHAOXIAN REN zhang-zhe héi  toufa,
Korean people grow-ASP  black hair
Dong-Ya  rén DOU zhang-zhe héi  toufa.
east-Asia people all grow-Asp black hair

‘..., THE CHINESE have black hair, THE KOREANS have black hair,
ALL East Asians have black hair.’

The sequence of (44) and (45) gets bad if parametric jiu is added any-
where. These examples show us that it is not a general property of fo-
cusing to imply that some alternative is false. Under most
circumstances, this will be understood, but it is not stricly speaking part
of the meaning of a sentence with a simple focus; otherwise, (44)/(45)
ought to be impossible. However, if parametric jii is used, it is signalled
that the focus value comes from a domain that matters: At least for one
other value from the contextually restricted domain of focus alterna-
tives, the whole assertion would become false, that is what the use of
parametric jiu reflects.

The second argument draws its plausibility from a result that will only
be arrived at in section 4.3.2. Still, I will present it here because it is SO
simple, and compelling at the same time. Imagine a kind of focus mark-
ing signalling that all alternatives to the focus value, if used instead of
the focus value, will lead to a true assertion. According to our present
guess concerning the function of parametric jin, such a focus marker
should under no circumstances be able to combine with ji, simply be-
cause negated universal quantification over focus alternatives on the one
hand, and universal quantification over focus alternatives on the other
constitute a plainly contradictory pair. If now we assume that /idn ‘even’
is a focus marker quantifying universally over alternatives (more on this
in section 4.3), the well-known unconditional incompatibility of /idn
and parametric jiu follows. This is to say that /idn ‘even’ never com-
bines with ji because what lidn presupposes is excluded by the type of
focus relating to jiw: universal quantification over alternatives.

A preliminary statement of the function of parametric ji which fol-
lows the pattern of the descriptive generalization given for cdi in sec-
tions 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 might look as in (46). This first version of
generalizations concludes the present sub-section.
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(46) a. Jii: is an agreement marker; the verbal background agrees with
a semantically specific focus. (to be revised)

b. Among all the possible alternatives to jiu-sentences that only
differ with regard to the focus value, the pragmatically relevant
set of alternatives is considered, and it is presupposed that at
least one of these alternatives is wrong. (to be revised)

423 Parametric jia and “sufficient conditions ”

The idea that the function of parametric Jjite can at least partially be re-
duced to signalling suffient conditions is widespread. Alleton (1972), Biq
(1988), Eifring (1995), Lai (1995, 1996, 1999), or Paris (1981, 1983,
1985) are proponents of such a jiu-function.

As in the case of parametric cdi and its alleged tic-up with necessary
conditions (see section 4.1.5), this descriptive tradition is a consequence
of a translational fact: Many complex sentences with parametric jiu may
be translated as if-conditionals into English. If-conditionals and their
translational equivalents in other European languages have a long tradi-
tion of being analyzed as natural language realizations of the logical rela-
tion of material implication, and antecedents in material implications are
sufficient conditions. (47) is a typical example which belongs in this con-
text.

(47) Riguo xinggitian tiangi  hdo, w0 jiu qu pa  shan.
if Sunday  weather good I JIU go climb mountain
‘If the weather is fine on Sundays I go mountain-climbing.’

In cases of good weather the speaker of (47) will go mountain-climbing,
and although it is not very likely that the speaker will go mountain-
climbing if the weather is bad, we cannot logically conclude this from
(47). The two propositions of (47) thus conform to the truth-conditional
behaviour of material implication. Portions of section 4.1.5 have been
devoted to showing that it is better not to derive this effect from the
meaning of clements such as ruguo ‘if” or cdiljiu, but rather from the
interaction of implicit quantification/modalization and domain restriction
(cf., again, the theories of conditionality in the tradition of Lewis 1975,
Kamp 1981, Heim 1982, or Kratzer 1991b). The general idca is that the
good weather in (47) is no longer a sufficient condition of the speaker’s
hiking trip if the (implicit) universality of the conditional sentence is
toned down by an expression like kénéng ‘maybe’ or youde shihou
‘sometimes’ as in (477) or (477).

(47°) Rigus xinggitian

if Sunday

tiangi  hdo,
weather good
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wo  jJiu  kénéng qu pa shan.
| JIU maybe go climb mountain
‘If the weather is fine on Sundays, I may go mountain-climbing *

(47) Ruguo  xinggitian tiangi  hdo,
if Sunday weather good
wd  youde shihou jit  qu pa shan.
I sometimes JIU go climb mountain
‘If the weather is fine on Sundays, I sometimes go mountain-
climbing.’

(47°) and (47°") unmistakably show that the use of jiz and of riguo ‘if* i
not confined to cases in which it is possible to conclude from goo
weather that the speaker will go hiking, and that cases of mere situati
overlap are also covered by these expressive means: In some situations
which the weather is good the speaker of (47”) and (47°) goes hiking,
others he does not, and with respect to the bad weather cases we
be entirely sure. The conclusion must thus be that jiiz may appear
complex sentences in which the logical relationship of material impli
tion holds among the two propositions, but that this is not to be taken as
a one-hundred-percent match.

Having demonstrated the inadequacy of the sufficient-condition pro-
posal, let us return to the idea that the function of jiu lies in the realm of
information-structure. Specifically, we ought to show how negated
versal quantification over domains of alternatives, 1.e. the
quantificational type assumed here to determine the interpretaton of
that interact with ji#, can be reconciled with jit’s frequent use
apodoses of complex conditional sentences. The reasoning is similar i
the one applied to complex cdi-sentences in section 4.1.5, but a
shorter than that. First, think of the relationship among we
conditions on Sundays on the one hand, and the speaker’s moun
climbing activities in (47) on the other hand as of a subset relation: Tk
set of situations in which the weather is fine is a subset of the set O
situations in which our mountain climber practises his hobby.
allows for the possibility that he also goes mountain-climbing
situations characterized by weather conditions that are less pleas
(proper subset relation), or that he only goes if the weather is f
However, under the strict reading with implicit universal quantificati
those cases in which the weather is fine, but he stays in the plain, are
allowed. In other words, the subordinate rigud/if-restrictor in (47)
delineates a portion of situations in which the main predication is tru€
without exception. As a next step assume that the predicate of the
subordinate clause is in focus. This is represented in (48).
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(48) Riiguo xingqitian tianqi ~ HAO, wo jiu qu pa shan.
if Sunday weather good I JIU go climbmountain
‘If the weather is FINE on Sundays, I go mountain-climbing’

48) could be the answer to a question like Tell me,what should the
weather be like for you to go mountain climbing on Sundays? According
to my proposal for the analysis of parametric jiu (see (46)) the following
conditions would have to be met: Jii must be preceded by a focus (okay);
alternatives to the focus value are considered, i.e. other possible weather
conditions are taken into account (seems correct); it is presupposed that
there is at least one type of weather that will keep the speaker from
mountain-climbing, let us say, snowstorms, and probably also hail
(equally plausible). This seems to be a good explication of what (48)
means, but note that this meaning is not equal to the meaning of its Eng-
lish translation: While it may be reasonable to assume that an English
speaking mountain climber will not risk his life in a snowstorm, the Eng-
lish translation in (48) does not explicitly exclude this. If used within the
contextual embedding chosen here, the Mandarin version (48) does ex-
clude it. If jiz: is not used in (48), no specific quantificational type needs
to be assigned to the domain of alternatives. This sentence would have
the same truth conditions as the English translation that was given for it,
at least with respect to the components of meaning that we are interested
in here (cf. also the discussion of examples (43) through (45) in the pre-
ceding sub-section).

The contextual embedding that I have chosen to illustrate my reasoning
may not be the one which comes to mind first when confronted with the
sentence in (47). It is more common to use a sentence like this in a pair-
list context as instantiated by the English example On Sundays, if the
weather is bad I stay at home and take care of my stamp collection; but
if the weather is fine I go mountain-climbing. This kind of context is
more complex from the point of view of information-structure, and it is
these complexities that I will turn to in the next sub-section.

Before doing so, I will readdress an issue from ch. 3. Among the sub-
ordinators that are listed if the expression of “sufficient conditions” in
Mandarin is treated, one usually finds the word zhlydo. (49) is a pertinent
Cxample.

(49) Zhiyao ni  YONGGONG, ni  jii  hui
only-need you hard-working you JIU  will
‘If you WORK HARD, you will make it.”/

“You only have to WORK HARD to make it.’

chénggong.
succeed
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The problem with zhiyao has two sides to it. One of them concerns 5
potential mismatch between syntax and semantics: Although zhiyao jg
invariably taken to subordinate its clause syntactically, the necessity:
operator forming part of it clearly has matrix scope, otherwise the sep-
tence in (49) should come out as If you only have to work hard you will
make it in English. The second translation of (49) allows a true rendering
of the meaningful parts of zhlydo, but only at the price of reversing
embedding relationship between the two clauses in English. In ch. 5,
side of the zhlyao-problem will be studied in its systematic context.
other side of the zhlyao-problem has to do with zhiydo’s meanin
parts: Why is it that an only-word in a subordinator does not trigger
use of cdi in the embedding clause, given the fact that cdi is a reflex of
preceding only-foci (see sections 3.1.1 and 4.1.2)? (50) is a variant of
(49) in which the old regularity holds.

(50) Zhiyou nI  YONGGONG, ni  cdi hui
only.if you hard-working you CAI will
*Only if you WORK HARD will you make it.’

chénggong.
succeed

This sentence conforms to our old generalization stated in (14b): It ex=
cludes the possibility that anything apart from hard work will do. This
not the case in (49); this sentence may be true in a situation in which
work will achieve the desired result, but mere luck is not excluded as
alternative. The presence of an only-marker preceding the structural p
tion of cdi/jit is thus not a sufficient condition of the use of cdi. The
thing that matters is the interpretation of the focus, i.e. its specific kind
quantification over domains of alternatives, and not the presence or
sence of a focus marker like zhl. By saying Only p is necessary to q wi
only scoping above necessity — the case of (49) — nothing is entail
about alternatives to p which might also make g possible. It is just €
cluded that more than p or anything else but p is necessary. In (50) thinj
are different: Only if p will q follow or Only p is such that q follows €
cludes the existence of sufficient alternatives to p. 1
The last thing to be mentioned here is the effect of negated universal.
quantification that must, according to the generalization in (46b), be d
monstratable for each occurrence of parametric jiz. This demonstration
almost trivial in the case of (49): The —V-requirement says that thei
must be one alternative condition which is such that the addressee
not make it on this condition. This is necessarily the case, since otherwise:
the use of the necessity operator -ydo would not be justified: If soi
behaviour is necessary, there must be some other kind of behaviour that
will not do, e.g. playing computer games all day or going out every night.
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Let us now turn to the information-structurally complex kinds of con-
ditional sentences: Those involving foci and C(ontrastive)-topics.

4.2.4  Parametric jiu and C-topics

The matter to deal with in this section has already been alluded to in the
context of (47)/(48) above (repeated here as (51)); it is further illustrated
by (52).

(51) Ruguo xingqitian tiangi  [HAO]c.opicsW0 jitt QUPA  SHAN.
if Sunday weather good I JIU go climb mountain
‘If the weather is [FINE]c.iopic On Sundays, I GO MOUNTAIN-
CLIMBING.’

(52) Yinwéi [CHUANGHU
because window
fangjian jiu AN e
room  JIU dark PRT
‘Since [THERE IS A FOOD STALL OUTSIDE THE WINDOW ]c.(opic, the
room is DARK.’ (hx: 346)

WAIMIAN YOU-GE CHUFANG]C-topics
outside exist-CL kitchen

A question to which (51) could be part of an answer would be the Man-
darin equivalent of What do you usually do on Sundays? 1f (51) is used
to answer this question, we feel that the question has only partly been
answered, and the speaker should also tell us what he does if the
weather is bad. (52) in reply to What's bad about the room? evokes the
feeling that this room has more shortcomings, and that those shortcom-
ings are due to reasons different from the one mentioned in the sentence.
The problem with these examples is that jiu clearly does not interact
with the foci which follow it, but rather with a special information-
structural category termed C(ontrastive)-topic, here in the tradition of
Biiring (1997, to appear).'* So far, we have only analyzed examples in
which jiu interacted with a focus (cf., however, the C-topic examples in
section 2.2.1), and therefore we should be able to demonstrate the fol-
lowing:

(53) i. Generally, ‘C-topic’ should be a notion that is sufficiently
similar to the focus notion to warrant effects of quantification

over domains of alternatives;

—

!4 The same phenomenon is covered by Lambrecht’s (1994) contrastive topic notion or
Liu & Xu’s (1998) topic foci (Biiring’s 1997 term for it was S(entence)-topic). Liu &
Xu assume the feature combination [+contrastive], [-prominent] for topic foci. | have
Nothing to say about the phonological or phonetic difference between the prosodically
Prominent part of foci as opposed to the prosodically prominent part of C-topics in
andarin.
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ii. Specifically, the focus quantificational effect assumed here g
be reflected by jiu should be compatible with C-topics.

Concerning the first question I will begin by giving a brief and very jn
formal survey of some of Biiring’s (1997, to appear) findings. This o
view, just by itself, will emphasize the parallels between foci and €
topics. _

Biiring assumes a hierarchical information-structural partition of seq
tences which minimally yields a focus and a background. The b
ground itself may further contain a C-topic. C-topics induce a kind
stacked or recursive consideration of altermatives. To sece what
means, let us start with a variant of (51) which only has a focus, but
C-topic.

(54) Ruguo xinggitian tiangi  hdo, wd QU PA  SHAN.
if Sunday weather good go climb mountain
‘If the weather is fine on Sundays I GO MOUNTAIN-CLIMBING.”

This sentence would be appropriate as an answer to a question like Wha
do you usually do on Sundays if the weather is fine? It relates to altern:
tive sentences which only vary with respect to the focus value git pd sha
‘go mountain-climbing’ such as Mandarin equivalents of If the weatheri
fine on Sundays I go fishing/I go bird-watching/I stay at home and reai
range my stamp collection/I stay at home and clean my basement. Tk
contextually relevant alternative sentences may be regarded as member
of a set, and this set of alternative sentences, which also has the iden
alternative to the asserted sentence as a member, is taken to be the focu
meaning of a sentence (cf. Rooth 1985)." Note that the set of con ext
ally salient alternatives need not exclusively have plausible members.
is, for instance, not very likely that the speaker of (54) habitually
his basement on Sundays if the weather is fine, but still this is a pos
alternative sentence which forms part of a possible relevant focus mx
ing of (54) in context. Just think of a context in which (54) is used 1€
express one’s disapproval of a friend’s suggestion to clean the basemen
this weekend: What are you thinking? The weather is so beautifu
I'm supposed to clean the basement? If the weather is fine on Sunda
go mountain-climbing. Given this context, the focus meaning of the

tence must contain something like If the weather is fine on Sunda

'* This view of alternative set formation could, if necessary, be implemented into 1
present proposal. For ease of exposition, I assume the asserted proposition not to®
part of the set of alternatives over which focus quantification operates,
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clean the basement, because that is what is rejected by (54) under these
condi[iOﬂS.

When C-topics come into play, the same mechanism that applies to the
original sentence to yield the focus meaning now applies to the focus
meaning of a sentence (cf. (55)).

(55) Rugud xingqitian tianqi [HAO]c 1opic,WO Jitt QUPA  SHAN.
if Sunday  weather good I JU go climb mountain
‘If the weather is [FINE]c.opc On Sundays, I GO MOUNTAIN-
CLIMBING.’

Qur focus meaning {If the weather is fine on Sundays I go mountain-
climbing, If the weather is fine on Sundays I go fishing, If the weather is
fine on Sundays I go bird-watching, If the weather is fine on Sundays 1
stay at home and rearrange my stamp collection, If the weather is fine
on Sundays 1 stay at home and clean the basement, If the weather is fine
on Sundays I play the flute, ...} will thus be inflated to become a set of
focus meanings, i.c. a set of sets of alternative sentences, because the
mechanism of relating sentences with C-topics to relevant alternatives
takes focus meanings as inputs. A possible two-member set of such focus
meanings of (55) is given in (56).

(56) {{If the weather is fine on Sundays I go mountain-climbing, If the

weather is fine on Sundays I go fishing, If the weather is fine on
Sundays I go bird-watching, If the weather is fine on Sundays I
stay at home and rearrange my stamp collection, If the weather is
fine on Sundays I stay at home and clean the basement, If the
weather is fine on Sundays I play the flute, ... },
{1f the weather is bad on Sundays I go mountain-climbing, If the
weather is bad on Sundays I go fishing, If the weather is bad on
Sundays I go bird-watching, If the weather is bad on Sundays I
stay at home and rearrange my stamp collection, If the weather is
bad on Sundays I stay at home and clean the basement, If the
weather is bad on Sundays I play the flute, ... }}

The two sets that are the members of the superset only vary with respect
to the value in the position of the C-topic of the assertion: The first set
Includes all alternative sentences of the focus meaning, the second set
Contains identical sentences, but this time with a different C-topic,
naﬂfely bad instead of fine. Another way of sloppily rendering this infor-
Mation-structural dimension of meaning would be to say that (56) repre-
Sents something like If there is x-weather on Sundays, 1 do y. Biiring (to
ppear) integrates this analysis into the wider frame of a complex model




154 Focus and background marking in Mandarin

of discourse: Each sentence in a discourse is taken to answer a(n implicig)
question, Biiring’s Q(uestion)U(nder)D(iscussion). Sentences without C. '.
topics answer QUD’s in a complete way, whereas sentences with C-top""' .
always relate to a sub-question of a more general QUD. Consider (57) (cf
Biiring 1997, to appear). h

(57) Q:  What did the pop stars wear?
A:  The pop stars wore GLITTER COSTUMES.
A’: The |[FEMALE)c.opic pop stars wore CAFTANS.

(57A) conforms nicely to the conventional wisdom about question-answe;
pairs: The answer to the preceding question contains a focus with the new
information in (roughly) the same syntactic function as the question
in (57Q). Now turn to (57A’). If this sentence is used to answer (57Q)
Biiring would say that what the speaker really does is not answer (57Q),
but rather an implicit sub-question, namely (57°SQ), th
I{mmediate)QUD:

(57°) SQ: What did the female pop stars wear?

That is tantamount to saying that the use of a C-topic in (57A”) is §
strategy to signal that the sentence in which it is used does not answer
some complete QUD, but only part of it. Other dicourse configurations
allow speakers to make conversational moves of diverse kinds, be:
speakers need not restrict themselves to straightforwardly 2 ing
questions or sub-questions, they may, for instance, also insinuate new
super-questions. (58) is a pertinent example from Biiring (to appear).

(58) Q: Where were you at the time of the murder?
A: Ulcaopic was AT HOME.

If (58A) had been uttered without the C-topic prosody it would have
answered (58Q) without any residues. But (58A) is different, it is some=
how an excessive answer, because it is really a partial answer to an im=
plicit overarching QUD as in (587). '

(58°) Q: Who was where at the time of the murder?

By bringing a second variable into play, the speaker of (58A) insi
that somebody else may not have as watertight an alibi as the spea
himself. .

‘Along such lines of argumentation, Biiring develops a typology of pos=
sible implicit moves, but this typology is not immediately relevant to ouf
concern here. The interested reader is referred to Biiring’s original ork
for the explicit theory of discourse structure, question-answer congruenceé
and other related matters. What the preceding discussion has shown with®
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out any doubt is that C-topics are similar enough to foci to be of some
relevance in a discussion of information-structural effects and quantifi-
cation over domains of alternatives; the potential obstacle mentioned in
(53i) above has consequently been cleared.

What about (53ii) now, namely the plugging-in of negated universal
quamif'lcation over domains of alternatives? If jiu always signals the
presence of an information-structurally distinguished element which has
a reading of the —V-type, we will have to show in what way this is com-
patible with C-topics and their Biiring-style analysis.

Let us start by looking at (59) (=(51)) again.

(59) Rigud xinggitian tiangi  [HAO]c.opic; WO Jitt QUPA  SHAN.
if Sunday weather good I JIU go climb mountain
‘If the weather is [FINE]c.igpic ON Sundays, I GO MOUNTAIN-
CLIMBING.’

Intuitively, negated universal quantification over the domain of alterna-
tives should yield a focus-semantic meaning like the following: ‘If the
weather is fine on Sundays I go mountain-climbing, and it is not true of
all other weather conditions on Sundays that I go mountain-climbing on
these conditions’; an equivalent statement would be ‘If the weather is
fine on Sundays I go mountain-climbing, and there is at least one kind
of weather condition on which I will not go mountain-climbing on Sun-
days’. Intuitively clear as it is, this spell-out is not easily stated in terms
of our C-topic account. This is so because the alternatives being consid-
ered with regard to C-topics are not sentences, but sets of sentences (cf.
(56)). Therefore, if we want to follow our intuition and aim at picking
out minimally one alternative sentence, namely the first sentence of the
second set in (56), and say that it is presupposed to be wrong, we have
not excluded one set from the domain of alternative sets, but only one
member of a set of alternative sentences.

I am not entirely sure what to do about this problem, and how much of
Biiring’s theory would have to be changed to accomodate the data that
we are interested in. But at least I can point out a formal operation that
will serve as a remedy for our present problem. If we take Biiring’s set-
of-sets representation for focus meanings of sentences with a focus and
a C-topic, and form the generalized union over this set of sets, things are
the way we need them. The generalized union over the set of sets will be
a single set without any subsets, and its members will be all alternative
propositions considered, no matter whether they differ with respect to
the value of the C-topic, or the focus value, or both. This flat set of al-
ternatives is given in (60).
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(60) {If the weather is fine on Sundays I go mountain-climbing, If the
weather is fine on Sundays 1 go fishing, If the weather is fine on
Sundays I go bird-watching, If the weather is fine on Sundays I
stay at home and rearrange my stamp collection, If the weather is
fine on Sundays I stay at home and clean the basement, If the
weather is fine on Sundays I play the flute, If the weather is bad
on Sundays I go mountain-climbing, If the weather is bad on
Sundays I go fishing, If the weather is bad on Sundays I go bird-
watching, If the weather is bad on Sundays I stay at home and
rearrange my stamp collection, If the weather is bad on Sundays
I stay at home and clean the basement, If the weather is bad on
Sundays 1 play the flute, ... }

This representation allows us to apply our by now familiar quantifica-
tional procedure: Not all of the alternatives are true, and among the false
alternatives we find the sentence If the weather is bad on Sundays, I go
mountain-climbing. 1 will not enter any further into the technicalities of
this problem here but rather restrict myself to saying that requirement
(53i1) has not fully been catered for in the present proposal.

A whole new problem comes into play when we consider (52) again,
repeated here as (61).

(61) Yinwéi [CHUANGHU
because window
fangjian jitt AN e
room JU dark PRT
‘Since [THERE IS A FOOD STALL OUTSIDE THE WINDOW ] c.1opic, the
room is DARK.” (hx: 346)

WAIMIAN YOU-GE CHUFANG]c.topic,
outside exist-CL kitchen

This sentence is good in a context in which the pros and cons of renting a
specific room are discussed. The general Q(uestion)U(nder)D(is-cussion)
is something like What's bad about the room?; the — probably implicit =
I(mmediate)QUD is What's the bad consequence of there being a food
stall outside the window? (61) with jii presupposes that not all alterna-
tive settings in which no food stall is present would result in the room
being dark. This time jiz does not just interact with a C-topic, the:
alternatives are also of a different, counterfactual kind. Alternatives that
are relevant to jiu are not different asserted reasons of different conse-
quences, but counterfactual conditions: If there were no food stall out-
side the window, the room would be dark or If there were a night market.
outside the window the room would be noisy, this is the kind of alterna-
tives that are considered as a consequence of the presence of jiz, and it 1S°
presupposed that at least one of them is wrong (the first one in our case).
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Sure enough, this difference is due to the different kinds of complex
sentences in which jiu is used. While (59) is a conditional sentence in
which quantification over more than one situation (all weekends with
good weather) is involved, (61) is a statement about a single situation (a
shortcoming of a single room). We will return to this phenomenon in the
yé-section 4.3.5, where it plays an important part in the unification of
additive focus semantics with certain examples of non-conditional con-
cessivity. For our descriptive generalizations the revised version of (46)
in (62) follows.

(62) a. Jiu is an agreement marker; the verbal background agrees with
a semantically specific focus or C-topic. (to be revised)

b. Among all the possible alternatives to jin-sentences whose
propositions only differ with regard to the focus or C-topic
value, the pragmatically relevant set of alternatives is consid-
ered, and it is presupposed that at least one of these alternatives
is wrong or would be wrong. One of these alternatives is
wrong in those cases in which the alternatives are not counter-
factual (in habitual if-sentences, for instance); it would be
wrong in those cases in which counterfactual alternatives are
considered. (to be revised)

The main point to be brought home from this section is the empirical
observation that jiu is often used in sentences with complex information-
structural partitions: Foci, backgrounds, and C-topics within the back-
grounds, can be distinguished in such sentences. C-topics, just like foci,
involve the consideration of alternatives. In such complex sentences, Jii
interacts with the C-topic preceding it, and negated universal quantifica-
tion over domains of alternatives may be said to operate over the general-
1zed union of the focus meaning of the sentence which has both a C-topic
and a focus. Apart from sentences in which non-counterfactual alterna-
tives are presupposed as false, ji may also be used to indicate quantifi-
cation over domains of counterfactual alternative sentences.

4.2.5  Implicit C-topics

In the preceding section we have seen that iz may interact with preceding
clements that are probably not foci, but C-topics. Some uncertainties
have remained with respect to the interaction of C-topics with the focus
Semantics assumed here to be relevant for the use of jiz. In this section
the theoretical challenge is enhanced by the fact that i must sometimes
be argued to interact with extra-sentential or implicit C-topics. Example
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(63), an attested sequence from a radio play, has already been quoted in
section 2.2.1.A.

(63) [Wenling considers having a fortune teller remove an allegedly
unlucky mole from her face. Her brother refuses to encourage her.]
Brother:

Sui nl, suini!/ Na shi nl  zigér-de shiging!
as.you.like that be you personal-ATTR matter

‘As you like! That’s your own business!’

Wenling:

Xiangming xiansheng,wdjitt QING NI~ BANG WO DIAN-DIAO.
fortune.teller mister 1 JUask you help I  cut-off
‘Mister Fortune-teller, [[THIS BEING SO]c.iopic] I'm ASKING YOU TO
REMOVE IT FOR ME." (rp: 22)

Intuitively, we want to say that Wenling, by using jiz in (63), somehow
refers back to her brother’s opinion that the decision to have her mole
removed is her own business. This is indicated by the small-font C-topic
in the English translation, a translational hint which should not obscure
the fact that no C-topic is present in Wenling’s utterance. If we spell out
the information-structural impact of the extra-sentential C-topic and the
use of jiu in Wenling’s turn, we would get something like Since it is my
business to decide upon having the mole removed or not, I am asking
you to remove it for me, and at least one different setting is possible —
say, if it had been my brother's business to make the decision — in
which I would have done something else. In other words: Wenling does
not just make a decision about the little surgery (answer to the QUD
Should I ask the fortune-teller to remove my unlucky mole?), she also
ties the decision to the fact that she can decide herself (partial answering.
strategy to the implicit super-question Given that there are different
potential decision makers, should I have the supposedly unlucky mole
removed or not?).

There are at least two awkard aspects about this. The first problem is

that I have argued above that an analysis of parametric cdi which pre-

supposes interaction with an implicit category is probably mistaken (see
section 4.1.3 and in particular the discussion following example (13)).

Now I am claiming that parametric jizz does precisely that: Quantify over
a domain of alternative sentences in (63) that differ with respect to an

implicit element such as this being so (namely that it is Wenling’s busi=

ness to decide) as opposed to some more or less specific version that is
otherwise (if, for instance, her elder brother made the decision). Are both
claims tenable? I think they are, because there is an important difference
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petween alleged covert elements interacting with cdi on the one hand and
implicit C-topics interacting with jix on the other. Recall Lai’s argument
from section 4.1.3, which is based on the assumption that cdi as in (13b),
repeated here as (64), does not interact with SAN(-ge pinggud) ‘“THREE
(apples)’, but rather with an implicit temporal value in focus, and that the
sentence really means ‘Little Wang has only eaten three apples so far’ or
even ‘It has taken Little Wang as long as until now to eat three apples’.

(64) Xido Wang  cai  chi-le  SAN-ge pingguo.
Little Wang  CAl eat-ASP 3-CL.  apple
‘Little Wang ate only THREE apples.”

I have demonstrated above (cf. section 4.1.1) that Lai’s claim concerning
the translation cannot be maintained. What is of interest here is the fact
that (64) contextualizes readily without any further information. Other
readings in which cdi is read emphatically or aspectually may be possible
(cf. sections 2.1.3 and 2.1.4), but they are not preferred. Now see what
happens if we use Wenling’s statement out of context.

(65) Wo jiu qing nI  bang wo  didn-diao.
I JU ask you help I cut-off
‘I’m simply asking you to remove it for me.’
‘I’m only asking you to remove it for me.’

Mandarin speakers who are confronted with (65) out of context will come
up with a translation that conforms to one of the two English translations
of (65), but not with the reading presented in (63) above. The first ver-
sion in (65) is an instance of the emphatic use type of jiu (see section
2.2.4), and the second version conforms to the focusing use type as men-
tioned in 2.2.5. The comparison of these different patterns of contextuali-
zation reveals two important things. First, (64) brings along everything
that is needed to make sense of it, provided we accomodate a context or a
QUD for the overt focus, and even if a reference time is relevant in some
fashion in (64), the reference time must not be a focus in the sense of
providing new information. Second, if we take into account that the pro-
positional content of the C-topic argued here to be implicit in (63) (‘It is
Wenling’s business to decide upon having the mole removed or not’) is
given, the implicit category is, albeit information-structurally distin-
8uished, not new information in (63). What is new in (63) is just the fact
that the propositional content of the C-topic is a restrictor of the predica-
tion in the overt part of the sentence with jiz. In the absence of a compet-
ing focus or C-topic preceding jii in (63), this new fact may indeed be
left implicit, because anything apart from the main predication that is left
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implicit surely acts as a restrictor of the main predication. In short we
may say: Since the content of the C-topic in (63) is given, it may be left
implicit; the fact that it acts as a restrictor of the main predication in spite
of its being implicit is not an unusual fact. In general, the assumption of
implicit C-topics does not seem to pose insurmountable theoretical prob-
lems; on the other hand, I cannot see how foci could be left implicit,
Therefore, it is justified to claim both: The implausibility of Lai’s im-
plicit-focus analysis to account for (64), and the feasibility of the implicit
C-topic analysis to account for examples such as (63).

The second difficulty concerns the very nature of being implicit. Are
we dealing with a phonetically empty element which is nonetheless struc-
turally present as a constituent of (63)? Or is everything pragmatic in the
sense of “not determined by semantics proper’?

With respect to these considerations, I am in an uncomfortable posi-
tion. On the one hand, I tend to be reluctant to assume covert syntactic
elements or to postulate a rich specific syntax in exchange for general
pragmatic or semantic principles. On the other hand, I am forced to do so
in this particular case. If we say that there is a morphosyntactic mecha-
nism at work in cases in which parametric Jiu is used (see section 3.4),
morphosyntactically relevant entities — the agreement trigger in our case
— should be represented in the syntax.

Let us now turn to a second pertinent example introduced in section
2.2.1. It is repeated here as (66).

(66) [Two children are negotiating about what to play. One of them
suggests to play hopscotch.]
Ni bt shi zui  xithuan wdnr tido fangzi ma?
you not be most like play jump house  PRT
‘Don’t you like playing hopscotch most?’
Women jik  7ZAI ~ZHE-GE RENXINGDAO-HONG-ZHUAN
we JU —at  this-CL  pavement-red-brick
SHANGMIAN wanr, hdobuhdéo?
surface play okay
*[[THIS BEING SO]c.iopic] Let’s play ON THE RED SLABS OF THIS
PAVEMENT, okay?’ (rp: 1)

Again, the C-topic interacting with ji# is not an overt part of the sentence
in which jii is used, and the small-font C-topic in the English translation
is just a hint. Out of context, the second sentence of (66) would be trans-
lated as ‘Let’s simply play on the red slabs of this pavement, okay?’
(emphatic use of jiz), or as ‘Let’s only play on the red slabs of this pave-
ment, okay?” (focusing use of jiz). The extraction of the content of the C-
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topic is less straightforward this time, because it is formally ne.stedh ina
question: The Mandarin equivalent of the :‘econsm‘lcted. ‘fasse!:uon. You
like playing hopscotch most’ is NI zui xihuan wanr tiao fa:rg:;. The
explicit second sentence of (66) would then come out as in (66°).

(66°) Yinweéini zui xihuan wanr [T140 FANGZI]C.ropic; WOMIER Jiti ZAI
since you most like  play jump house we JIU at
ZHE-GE RENXINGDAO HONGZHUAN SHANGMIAN wanr, hdobuhdo?
this-CL pavement red brick surface play okay
‘Since your favourite game is [HOPSCOTCH]c.iopic, let’s play ON
THE RED SLABS OF THIS PAVEMENT, okay?’

The QUD which can be reconstructed here is not just Where should we
play?; it is something like Depending on what your favouri:re game is,
where should we play? (66°) or (66) are partial answers to this question,
and alternative partial answers could be If your favourite game were
soccer, we should play on the soccer field near the school or If your
favourite game were hide-and-seek, we should play in the park. The use
of jiu excludes the possibility that all alternative games could be played
on the red pavement slabs, and this is surely true.

Two more attested examples which can be analyzed along the same
lines are provided in (67) and (68).'° The reader is invited to apply t’hc
above reasoning to these sentences. Note in passing that (67) is an in-
stance of a hypothetical conditional and that such conditionals, just like
hypothetical or counterfactual conditionals with cdi, need not be specifi-
cally marked as such.

(67) [A married couple, adoptive parents of their daughter, are disc.u§s-
ing whether they should tell their daughter about her true origin.
The mother does not want to tell the truth to her daughter:]
Ta yaoshi zhidao tade shénshi, [...]
she if gettoknow  her origin
G  jin gén tade qinfumu  zou la!
she JIU with her real.parents leave PRT

Wémen zhé  yi-shéng-de XIn-xué
we this  whole-CL:life-ATTR  heart-blood
bt jiu  bai-féi-le ma?

not JIU in.vain-spend-PRF PRT .
‘If she gets to know her origin, she will go away with her true
parents! [[IFSHEDIDTHAT]c.iopic] Wouldn’t the painstaking effort of our

e There are two instances of parametric jiiz in (67). The second occurrence is the one
we are interested in here.
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whole life have been wasted? (rp: 16)

(68) [An active citizen has seen the traffic passing by his house grow
over the years. He is concerned about the increasing number of
traffic accidents. ]

Yigian ne, yi-tian nandé  kanjian yi-bu kdché,  késhi
before PRT  1-CL:day seldom  see I-CL truck  but
xianzai butong le, daochu  shi da  chézi,  jidotong
now different PRT everywhere be  big vehicle traffic
zhixu  y&  luan. Wo jiu ba zifI sud

develop also chaotic 1 JU BA self PRT
Jiandao-de, xié-le  yi-zhang baogao song-dao xian
see-ATTR  write-ASP 1-CL report send-to county
zhéngfii qu.

government there

‘We rarely used to see more than a single truck in a whole day
here, but now things have changed, there are big vehicles every-
where, and the traffic has become chaotic. [[THIS BEING $0]ctopic] 1
have written a report to the county government to tell them about
what I have noticed.” (rp: 36)

(69) incorporates the findings of this section into the descriptive generali-
zations which cover the function of parametric jii: C-topics may be im-
plicit and still trigger the use of parametric jiz.

(69) a. Jit 1s an agreement marker; the verbal background agrees with
a semantically specific focus or an (implicit) C-topic.

b. Among all the possible alternatives to jiu-sentences whose
propositions only differ with regard to the focus or the (im-
plicit) C-topic value, the pragmatically relevant set of alterna-
tives is considered, and it is presupposed that at least one of
these alternatives is wrong, or would be wrong. One of these al-
ternatives is wrong in those cases in which the alternatives are
not counterfactual; it would be wrong in those cases in which
counterfactual alternatives are considered.

4.2.6  Parametric jiu, temporality, scales, and evaluation

The preceding extensive discussion of Jiu-sentences that are, in one way
or another, conditional or causal is likely to have evoked the impression
that parametric jiu is mainly used in such contexts. This is not the case,
and the present section will give an overview of the large diversity of
scalar contexts in which jiz may just as well appear. The general idea
will be to provide a descriptive frame first in order to assign each of the
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discussed (types of) examples to one or several of these descriptive cate-
gories. It will be shown for cach of these categories how the specific fo-
cus semantics relating to jix interacts with the specific contextual types to
yicld rather diverse sentence readings. The diversity of these readings has
often given rise to over-determining the function of jix. I will argue in
each case that jin’s function should remain as economical as it is now,
and that it is the context which should be held responsible for the inter-
pretational surplus.

The examples in sections 4.2.2 through 4.2.5 display no scalar phe-
nomena. Apart from the fact that the excluded alternative sentences
should, of course, not be entailments of the asserted sentences, implica-
tional relationships among alternatives have not mattered so far. The
examples in this section invariably involve scalar alternatives. The sub-
parameters under discussion are the following:

(i)  the scalar value may be evaluated as relatively low, or no evalua-
tion may be involved;

(1)  the scalar value may be temporal or non-temporal;

(i) the focus value may coincide with the parametric value at which
some change of state happens, or it may diverge from the paramet-
ric value at which some change of state happens.

The reader is sure to have noticed that none of these three dimensions

really restricts the use of parametric jiiz: Within each of the three dimen-

sions, jiu is compatible with some value, and with its complement.

Nevertheless, large portions of the literature on jit centre around such

matters, and that is one reason why special attention is paid to them here.

Another reason is that the discussion of these matters is an opportunity to

see how far our simple jiu-function takes us, and how much we may con-

fidently leave to the context.

A. Evaluation and (non-)temporal contexts

I have argued in section 4.2 above that evaluational components are not
invariably present in sentences with parametric jiz. The illustrative ex-
ample (70) (=(42), but enriched with information-structural details intro-
duced in sub-section 4.2.4) with its two contexts demonstrates this.

(70) [Context 1: Old Wang got up at six, took the bus at 6.30, and ...
Context 2: Old Wang always arrives late for work. Sometimes he
doesn’t show up until 11 o’clock. Today was different, ...]
1a (DOI(Jc-10pic)-didin jin zai  bangongshi  le.
(s)he 7 -CL:o’clock U at office PRT
Context 1: *...at [SEVEN]c.cpic o’clock he WAS IN HIS OFFICE.”
Context 2: *.._he was in his office at SEVEN o’clock already.’
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Context A gives us an evaluational interpretation of the focus value: Qlg
/ Wang was late for work. Context 2 is entirely neutral with regard to Qld
Wang’s being late or not. A non-temporal example which serves to s p-
port the same point is (71) (cf. Biq 1988 or Lai 1999).

(71) [Context 1: Often Little Wang feels a bit hungry by eleven o’clock
in the morning. In this case. ..
Context 2: Little Wang is not a big eater. After not eating for a
day, he still does not eat very much. ...]
.. t@a chi yi-ge pinggud jiu  bdo.
(s)he eat 1-CL apple JU full
Context 1: “... he has enough after eating an apple.”
Context 2: *... after eating as little as one apple he already has

enough.’

While context 2 may give the impression that the evaluational component
is due to the use of jiu, the first context clearly contradicts this: Havi
an apple as a snack between two meals is neither a lot nor little, it is
about average. The examples in (70) and (71) thus show that the eval
tional component of the first readings cannot be the result of a lexical
property of jizz, no matter whether temporal or other scales are involved.

This being so, in what fashion is negated universal quantification over
domains of alternatives, i.e. the focus semantics that I assume to tri
the use of jiu, compatible with the observed readings? Take (70)
While zai ‘be at’ is a stative predicate, the use of sentence-final /e sig
a prior change of state which has effected the asserted resultant state
the semantics of sentence final /e, cf. Li et al. 1982, Shi 1990 or L
1999). An English version of the first reading of (70) which, at the co
of clumsiness, makes this meaning surface would be ‘As early as sever
o’clock, the resultant state of his being in his office had been effected’.
The use of jiu is triggered by the fact that there was at least one point in’
time different from the focus value ‘seven o’clock’ at which the resultant.
state did not yet hold. Even though we do not know exactly at what ti
Old Wang arrived in his office on that moming, the use of jiz presup= ?
poses that he has not been there all night. That is exactly the reading that.
we want for (70). "

stands it does not merely detach evaluation from the function of jii; 1
runs outright in the oppositc direction. —V-quantification excludes at
least one carlier point in time, but context 2 says that Old Wang came
carly, and not at a later point in time. According to everything I have
assumed so far, I must take the first ingredient to be a presupposed part
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of the meaning of sentence (70). The evaluational component should on
the other hand be an implicature. That is tantamount to saying that in
ecach possible context of (70), some earlier point in time must be ex-
cluded, while the evaluation of the point in time ‘seven o’clock’ as early
may be lost. The second reading of (70) confirms precisely this. Here, we o
are dealing with a C-topic structure as discussed in previous sections:
Qi(-dian) ‘seven (o’clock)’ is the C-topic triggering the use of jiu, and
the predicate following ji# is in focus. A rough spell-out of the informa-
tion-structural effect of this is ‘At seven o’clock he was in his office, and
there is another point in time at which he had not yet been in his office,
but somewﬂ'lcre else’. That 1s exactly what we need to match context 1,
negated universal quantification over a domain of alternatives is easily
traceable, and no evaluational component whatsoever is present.

Let us quickly demonstrate the same for (71). This sentence, by pre-
supposition, excludes the possibility that Little Wang already has enough
after some smaller portion, let us say, half an apple.'” This is the impact
of the special reading of the focus or C-topic interacting with jiz, and this
impact can be demonstrated in both contexts. The sentence may, more-
over, be used in contexts in which the focus value is independently con-
sidered little, and that makes it apt to appear in context 2.

The preceding discussion has helped to establish an important point: It
is not just the case that no evaluational component need be present in the
interpretation of focus values in ji-sentences; even if evaluational read-
ings are induced contextually, the “direction” of evaluation is independent
of the “direction” of excluding alternative sentences: Old Wang in context
2 of (70) is not as late as usual, but some earlier point in time is excluded
by presupposition; Little Wang does not eat as much as one might expect
in a situation like the one depicted by context ¥ of (71), but some smaller /2
amount of food is excluded as being enough to make him have enough.

There is an interesting group of examples which belong in this context.
The more voluminous dictionaries never fail to mention it, but apart from
Paris (1981: 276) and Biq (1984: 91), researchers in Western Chinese
linguistics tend to neglect it; cf. the two examples in (72) and (73) ((72)
has already been presented in section 2.2.1).

(72) Nr yici Jit  mdi  YIBAIJIN da  bdicai..].
you I-CL:time JIU buy 100-CL:pound big cabbage

‘On A SINGLE OCCASION you are buying as much as A HUNDRED
POUNDS of cabbage, [...]" (cf. hx: 346)

————

17 ...
Higher values are trivial, and thus not considered: If one has enough afler one apple,
One will also have enough after eating two apples in a row.
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(73) Ta mai YI-PI HUO, jiti zhéng-hui SANQIAN-KUAL
(s)he sell 1-CL:batch goods JIU earn-return 3,000-CL:MU
By selling ONE BATCH OF GOODS (s)he has made (as much as)
THREE THOUSAND KUAL’ (hx: 346; slightly adapted)

If sentences as in (72) and (73) are treated at all, the discussion concen
trates on the focus value which follows jiz. If considered that way, tt
use of jiu is truly enigmatic; recall that there is a use type of i in
the focus must follow jiu, it may be translated as only, and with this
type the focus value is always lower or smaller than some alte
tive value (cf. the presentation of the focusing use type in section 2.2
Here, a focus follows jiu, but its value is higher than conte:
relevant alternative values. How can hearers tell the difference betw
sentences in which they are supposed to exclude higher values (fo
use type) from those sentences in which they are supposed to ca
lower assumptions? The answer is simple: Jiw in (72) and (73) does
relate to the foci following jin, but rather to the focus values (or C
topics) preceding it. This can be tested: If one drops yi-ci ‘on one o
sion” and mai yi-pi huo ‘sell one batch of goods” in (72) and (73), we
the only-readings of the focusing use type, and nothing else (unless
context is rich enough to allow for implicit C-topics as discussed in sul
section 4.2.5 above): ‘you are only buying a hundred pounds of cabbag
and ‘(s)he has only made 3,000 Kuai’, respectively. In this case n
parametric, focusing jiu really interacts with the foci following it.
We can now tell jiiz as in (72) or (73) apart from the focusing use
of jiu, but how do the sentence meanings of (72) and (73) relate to
function of parametric jiu, i.e. reflecting negated universal quantifica
over domains of alternatives? Intuitively, what jix in both cases is
volved in is expressing that so much is done or achieved with so little
Can quantification and intuition be matched here? -
For a start, it is important to see that what makes sentences such as
(72) and (73) so special is the fact that the relevant focus values are ins
herently or contextually minimal: yi-ci ‘a single occasion’ as in (72) an
Yi-pt ‘one batch’ as in (73) are the smallest possible values that are e1
logically possible or contextually relevant. If we substitute higher values
for the extreme values, we get well-behaved sentences which do not re=
quire any special scrutiny; cf. (72”) and (73°).
(72°) Nr  ERSHI-CI  jiu  mdi-le  YIBAI-JIN da  bdicai .
you 20-CL:time JIU  buy-PRF 100-CL:pound big cabbage
‘On TWENTY OCCASIONS you bought A HUNDRED POUNDS of
cabbage (altogether).”
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(73") Ta  mai  SHI-PI HUO, jitt zhéng-hui SANQIAN-KUAL
(s)he sell I-CL:batch goods JIU eam-return 3,000-CL:MU
By selling TEN BATCHES OF GOODS (s)he has made THREE THOU-
SAND KUAL’

Contrary to the real-world situations covered by (72) and (73), (72°) and
(73’) are not special: Buying five pounds of cabbage each time you go to
the grocer’s shop is not very much if you cook for a big family; likewise,
if earning 3,000 Kuai with a single batch of goods is a lot, camning the
same with ten batches will be an average result, or even below average.
The focus-semantics we assume to be the trigger of the use of jitz now
says: On twenty occassions the addressee of (727) bought an accumulated
hundred pounds, and it is not true of all alternative numbers of occasions
that the addressee bought an accumulated hundred pounds of cabbage on
these occasions. Probably, the excluded alternatives are all occasions
starting from the first to the 19th, and only on the 20th occasion has our
cabbage friend reached the 100-pounds limit. This need not be the case,
though. In some not too realistic world in which the grocer calculates
people’s accumulated cabbage purchases every fifth time they buy cab-
bage, the limit may well have been passed on the 16th or 17th occasion,
and (72’) would still be a good sentence (I will return to this kind of inde-
terminacy in sub-section B. below). The same applies to (73°): Probably
the 3,000-Kuai limit was reached in the course of selling the tenth batch,
but it may also have been reached in the course of selling the eighth or
ninth batch. So at least one alternative sentence with a number of batches
lower than ten is false, and our focus-semantic requirements are met.

We are now in a position to understand in what respect sentences like
(72’) and (73’) differ from sentences like (72) and (73). In (72) and (73)
the lowest possible scalar values, which are in focus (or may alternatively
be C-topics), relate to very high scalar values in the predicate. Minimal
inputs (i.c. the narrowest possible restrictions of the predications) still
yield results that are extraordinarily high. In these extreme cases the do-
main of quantification does not have any members which are not entailed
by the asserted sentence, and which are true at the same time: “You are
buying (as much as) a hundred pounds of cabbage on zero occasions’ is
the only possible alternative, it is surely untrue, and the requirements for
using jiu are thus met. The application of this reasoning to (73) is analo-
8ous: The only relevant alternative sentence would be something like the
Mandarin counterpart of By selling zero batches of goods (s)he has
Made 3,000 Kuai. Again, this is untrue, and the —V-component of the
focus meaning is attested. I believe that no more discussion is needed to
account for cases like (72) and (73) which, at the beginning, appeared to




168 Focus and background marking in Mandarin

be so puzzling. A maximum restriction that still warrants a big effect jg
just a special case of restrictions that warrant some effect.

B. Change of state
By now, examples with temporal and non-temporal foci or C-topicg
have been discussed, and we have contrasted sentences in which ap
evaluational component is implied with other sentences that are evalua:
tionally neutral. Points (i) and (ii) have thus been covered, and 1
been able to demonstrate that the semantic core of jiu-interpretat
assumed here, namely negated universal quantification over domain
alternatives, is compatible with all of these cases. Item (iii) has
been alluded to in the preceding discussion: What is the relationshig
among the use of jiu and phase quantification? '
Sentences denoting a change of state in the course of time are wides
spread. Although jii is not an obligatory element in such sentences, it i
still very frequent. Consider (74a) and (74b).
(74) a. Jigjie liké Jin-le chifang.
elder.sister immediately enter-PRF  kitchen
‘My elder sister entered the kitchen immediately.’
b. Jigjié LIKE Jiu  jin-le chufang.
elder.sister immediately JIU enter-PRF  kitchen
‘My elder sister entered the kitchen IMMEDIATELY.’

Both sentences basically mean the same thing, and the particular in
mation-structure with /iké ‘immediately’ in focus indicated in (74b)
also possible in the a-sentence. Still, jii is not obligatory in (74a).
then, is the impact of jiu in (74b)? By now, the answer is easy (0 giv
reflects quantification over a domain of alternative sentences and,
presupposition, excludes at least one alternative sentence as false.
lish versions of alternative sentences are My elder sister entered
kitchen after five minutes or My elder sister entered the kitchen after
hours. At least one of these sentences must be false; in (74b) all of t
are false, because /ikeé ‘immediately’ signals that the elder sister
entered the kitchen after the shortest possible or contextually relevant
stretch of time. Note that this is still compatible with negated universal
quantification over domains of alternatives: If no alternative sentence IS
true, not all alternative sentences are true. a

But how can we tell the two kinds of quantification apart then? Would
it not just as well be possible to say that jiir signals negated existentid
quantification? That we really need the less restrictive kind of quantifi=
cation can be seen by studying stative lexical predicates. Sentence (75)
is a good illustration of this necessity. '
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(75) |WU-FEN  ZHONG YIHOU ¢ topics
5-CL:minute clock after
jigjié jitt ~ ZAI CHUFANG le.
elder.sister JIU at kitchen PRT
[FIVE MINUTES LATER]c.1opic, my elder sister was IN THE
KITCHEN.’

The time adverbial wii-fén zhong ythou ‘five minutes later’ in (75) may
well refer to a point in time at which the speaker’s elder sister has already
been in the kitchen for one or two minutes, so the point in time at which
the change of state happened (viz. the elder sister’s entering the kitchen),
and the point in time identified by the time adverbial do not coincide. We
may thus not exclude all (contextually relevant) alternative points in time
as being points in time at which the elder sister was not in the kitchen,
but just some. If this is so, why, then, is the parlance of ji# as a marker
of threshold values (Alleton 1972) or as a phase adverb (Lai 1999) so
widespread? A motivation for this descriptive bias is easily found: While
many sentences with jii are indeterminate with respect to the coincidence
of the reference time, and the time at which some change of state hap-
pens, the lexical or constructional devices assembled in (76) are among
the elements to ensure interpretations of which it is true that the change
of state invariably happens at a point in time that is characterized unam-
biguously.

(76) a. (zi)jcong ... (yildi)
b. yi+ clause/VP

‘since ...’
‘as soon as/once ...~ (lit. “one’)

c. yi+ (eventy) classifier ~ ‘with/after a single x-type event’

d gang ‘(after) only just’

e. cdi (= aspectual cdi) *(after) only just’

f. deéng .. ‘when, after’ (future ref.) (lit. “wait’)
g. yi-huir ‘(in) a moment’

h. mdshang, liké, hén kuai ‘immediately’, ‘immediately’, “very

fast’

(77) provides sentences which illustrate the use of each of these elements.
They have been underlined for convenience.

(77) a. Cong ta  shéngxialdi,

since (s)he was.born

wo  jiu xinxinkitki-de ydng-le ta  érshi-dué  nian.
I JIU painful-ADV  raise-ASP (s)he 20-more  year
‘Since she was born, I have raised her with great effort for
more than twenty years.” (rp: 17)
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a’ Zicong tamen jin cunzi  yildi,
since  they enter village ever.since
Jie  méi yi-tian shi  rén anning  guo.
JIU notexist 1-CL:day let people peaceful spend
‘Ever since they entered the village, they haven'’t left the .
population in peace for a single day.” (ad. Alleton 1972: 153)
b. Ta yi  kai chuang, jiu faxian tiangi léng-qgilai le,
(s)he once open window JIU realize weather cold-INCH PRT
‘As soon as he opened the window, he realized that the
weather had become colder.” (Alleton 1972: 141)

c. Nin Yyi-yan Jiw  xudn-zhong-le
you.POLITE 1-CL:glimpse JIU select-hit-ASP
women zul  gui-de zuanshi  jiézhi.
our most expensive-ATTRdiamond ring

“‘With a single glimpse you have picked out our most expen-
sive diamond ring.” (cf. rp: 3)

d. Gang shang louti,  jiu  tingdao
only just goup  stairs JIU  hear
yi-zhén hagaohudi-de zhéngchdo-shéng.
1-CL:wave now.high.now low-ATTR  fight-sound i
‘He had only just gone up the stairs when he heard the sound
of fighting, now high, now low.’ (hx: 345)

¢. Dongxi cdai mdi-de, jiw  po-le.
thing  onlyjust  buy-ATTR JIU  break-PRT
‘I've only just bought this thing, and now it’s already broken.’

f. Déng (diibo Jigi} zhuang-hdo  la,
wait gambling  machine install-ready  PRT
wo  jiu  zuo-zai zhér shou gian!
| JIU sit-at  here receive money -
“After [the gambling machines] have been installed, I will sit
here and collect the money!” (rp: 47)

g Ma yi-huir jin  hui-lai le.
mum |-CL:moment JIU return-come  PRT
‘Mummy will return in a moment.” (rp: 1)

h. Wo  mashang/liké/hén kuai Jie  qu.
| immediately/immediately/very fast  JIU  go
‘I'll go there immediately.’

The list in (76) is by no means complete. It merely gives an idea of he
diversity of temporal elements and constructions which make reference t0

a point in time at which some change of state happens. I have not indi=
cated where the foci or C-topics in the above sentences are located, but it
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should have become clear by now that the use of ji presupposes some
preceding element that is distinguished from the point of view of informa-
tion-structure.

To conclude this long section, we may summarize as follows: In spite
of descriptive traditions which stress evaluational, temporal, or phase
aspects of jiu-sentences, it can be shown that all of these aspects only
enter the picture by way of an interaction of jiut’s focus semantic function
with specific contextual embeddings.

4.2.7 Markedness relations

In the course of determining the phenomena which each analysis of pa-
rametric jiiz should cover, it was noted in section 4.2.1 that jiz is com-
monly analyzed as or felt to be the unmarked member in an opposition
with cdi. The proposal defended here can easily accomodate this fact. If
parametric cdi reflects negated existential quantification over domains of
alternatives, and if parametric jiu reflects negated universal quantifica-
tion over domains of alternatives, then all else being equal, sentences with
cai should entail their counterparts with jii.

To see this, let us first study the purported entailment relation in the
context of normal quantification with no focus semantics involved.

(78) a. No friend talks to me.
b. Not all friends talk to me.

(78a) entails (78b). Of course, in a situation in which no friend talks to
me I will usually abide by the Maxim of Quantity and use the more
restrictive sentence (78a) to state unequivocally that there is not even a
single friend who wants to communicate with me, but this situation is
also covered by what (78b) means: —7x ¢/x/ entails — vk ¢/x].

Now consider an example in which the entailment relation concerns a
situation which is of the by now familiar focus-semantic kind.

(79) a. MEUUN LAl-de shihou, wo cdi kaishi  shao fan.
Meijun come-when | CAl begin  cook rice
‘I did not start cooking until MEIJUN CAME."/
‘I only started cooking when MEIJUN CAME.’
b. MEUUUN LAl-de shihou, wo  jiu  kaishi  shao fan.
Meijun come-when I JIU begin  cook rice
‘I started cooking when MEIJUN CAME.

No doubt: (79a) entails (79b), and this is due to the fact that the informa-
tion-structurally distinguished categories preceding cdi and jiu, viz. the
time adverbials, quantify over domains of alternatives in ways that
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cial case of the focus semantic type relating to jii.

4. 2A8 ‘The jil‘z of!wr'n variables’

) struction. This construction is under scrutmy in the present SCCTJOH and
. we will check whether our account of jiz’s function there, too."® _
Sentences in which the it of twin variables’ as in (80) and (81) is

used have the characteristics in (82).

(80) NI xidng gén shéijian mian, jii — gén
you want  with who meet
‘Meet who you want to meet.’

(81) Zhé-ge zI zididn-shang

shéi  jian mian.
MU with who meet :

zénme  Xxié,

this-CL  character  dictionary-in  how write
nl jiu zénme  xié!
you JU  how write

‘Write the character as in the dictionary.’

(82) 1. In a complex jit-sentence made up of a subordinate clause
a following superordinate clause, two occurrences of the sa
wh-word/indefinite pronominal are distributed over the
clauses.

1. The wh-words/indefinite pronominals are interpreted as
ables that are bound by a (covert) universal quantifier.

iii. If a value assignment yields a true subordinate clause, the su ]
perordinate clause with the respective value of the variable wi
also be true.

'¥ I am not aware of any previous treatments of these constructions in the literature on
Jjiu. Paris (1981: 286fT) cites examples of what is called the iu of twin variables” here,
but she does not analyze them. Both Cheng & Huang (1996) and Lin (1996: ch. 5)
discuss the semantic interpretation of so-called ‘donkey anaphora’ in Chinese sen-
tences of the twin-variable type, but apart from a short consideration in Lin (1996
208), they take no interest in the function of jii. The terms ‘donkey anaphora’ and
‘donkey sentences’ make reference to the kind of examples that were first discussed in

the literature to analyze such sentences: If a farmer owns a donkey, he beats it is th
best-known example (for a selection of the considerable number of relevant referen
cf. the literature cited in Cheng & Huang 1996 or Lin 1996; the origin of the wholé
discussion dates back to Heim 1982 and Kamp 1981, with their work, in turn, relating
back to Lewis 1975),
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iv. The values of the bound variables are shared referents of the
situations denoted by the superordinate and the subordinate
predications.

v. Translational equivalents in English are usually sentences with
indirect or free relative clauses, i.e. relative clauses that have no
(overt) constituents in the embedding clauses from which the
relative clauses are dependent.

(82i) is sufficiently illustrated by the underlined wh-words/indefinite pro-
nominal expressions shéi ‘who/someone’ and zénme ‘how/in some way’
in (80) and (81).% (82ii-iv) state that (80) and (81) are read as (80°) and
(81°) (this amounts to Cheng & Huang’s 1996 analysis).

(80°) Vx [you want to meet xgum| [meet Xiun/]
i.e. ‘Meet all those people that are such that you want to meet
them.’

(81°) Yy [this character is written in an Xyan-manner in the dictionary)
[write this character in an Xyan-manner!|
i.e. “Write this character in accordance with all those manner
specifications that are such that they are used in the dictionary.’

Apart from introducing the variable, our wh-words/indefinite pronomi-
nals pre-select a type of value: The variable introduced by shéi only
ranges over human beings, and zénme-variables only have manner speci-
fications in their domain. This is captured by the subscripts in (80°) and
(81°). The variables are bound by the unselective universal quantifier ¥,
the second element in the tripartite quantificational structures is the re-
strictor, and what amounts to the main clauses in (80) and (81), is the
second argument of the quantifier structure in (807) and (81°), viz. the
nuclear scope.

** Cheng & Huang (1996: 158-160) argue against the idea of subsuming the construc-
tion under discussion here under the heading of correlative constructions, with a cor-
relative construction being a kind of ‘free relative clause’. Their arguments certainly
show that the construction itself does not have the typical properties of relative clause
constructions. It seems safe to say, however, that the quantificational properties of free
relatives/correlatives are sufficiently similar to those of the Mandarin sentences dis-
cussed here to conclude that a comparable function nests in different structural envi-
ronments.

I will not discuss the true categorial nature of words like shéi or zénme here. Despite
the fact that they are used as question words in most contexts it is probably more ade-
qQuate to classify them as indefinite expressions. For a generative treatment of this
Chinese class of words in terms of polarity items cf. Cheng (1997: ch. 4); Haspelmath
1997 delivers the typology-based discussion of problems of polysemy that crop up with
regard to such expressions.
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If the analyses in (80°) and (81") are correct, and if it is, consequently,
universal quantification that plays a major role in sentences characterized
by the ‘ji of twin variables’, why, then, should jiz be used, and even
obligatorily so, in (80) and (81)?*' Recall that my main claim concerning
the interpretation of jiu predicts negated universal quantification over a
domain of alternatives, i.¢. -~V instead of V.

To deal with this seemingly paradoxical situation, consider (81°") next,
The only difference with regard to (81) above is that in (817") informa-
tion-structural information is added: The focus preceding jii is marked
explicitly. (

(81°°) Zhe-ge  zr ZIDIAN-shang zénme  xié, '
this-CL character  dictionary-in  how write \
nf  jiu zénme xié! '
you JIU how write

“Write the character as in the DICTIONARY.’ |

This sentence may be uttered in the context of an argument about the
correct way of writing a specific Chinese character. The addressee, per=
haps a foreign student, has written a character in a faulty way, and he
tries to argue that he once saw it written this way in a letter from a friend.
The speaker of (81”°) is sick of arguing any further, and resorts to the
authority of a dictionary. In this context, the complete situational mean-
ing of (81°") can be spelled out as “Write this character as in the diction-
ary, and there may be other places apart from the dictionary which are
such that there, too, the character is written in a way in which you should
write it, but there is at least one place, namely your friend’s letter, in.
which the character is written in a way in which you should not write it".
This amounts to negated universal quantification over focus alternatives:
Not all alternative sentences are true. This reasoning implies that the use
of jir in such sentences is not tied to the twin variables in any direct way.
But why, then, is the use of ji# absolutely mandatory in sentences such as.
(80) or (81)? Recall that ordinary jiti-conditionals that have no explicit
conditional markers like rigud ‘if’ or yaoshi ‘if* still yield acceptable
Jjuxtapositions in many cases; cf. (83).

?! There are “twin-variable’ examples in which jii is not used. Those sentences all
seem to be of the same kind as (i) in that they have xian ‘first’ or some other quantify-
ing adverb in preverbal position. This is heavily reminiscent of the generalization
stated in section 3.2.1.B.
(1) Shéi  xian lai,  shéi xian chi. (Cheng & Huang 1996: 127)
who first come who first eat
‘Who comes first will eat first.’
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(83) a. M lai, wo  jiu  qu.
you come I Iu go
“If you come I will go.”
b. NI ldi, wo g
you come | g0

“You come, I go.’

(83b) is fine as a juxtaposition of two main clauses, althougl_l jit has been
dropped. The same is impossible with the “jite of twin variables’. Well,
not quite. We do get readings if jitt is dropped in (80) and (81):
(80") NI xidng gén shéi jian mian? Gén shéi jian mian?

you want with who meet with who meet

“Who do you want to meet? Meet who?’
(817") Zhé-ge  zI zidicin-shang ~ zénme xi¢? NI zénme xié?

this-CL  character dictionary-in  how  write you how write

‘How is this character written in the dictionary? How do you

write it?’
As expected, subordination is lost; simultancously the twin-variable read-
ing disappears, as well, and we are left with two questions in which each
wh-word/indefinite pronominal gets bound separately by a question op-
erator. The answer to the question why ji is necessary is thus evident:
Unless we can construe the first clause as embedded, there is no way of
having both variables bound by the same unselective quantifier, because
its scope should be limited to a single main clause. Jiz, by way of requir-
ing a preceding focus or C-topic in the same sentence, ensures precisely
this embedding, and that makes it obligatory if we want to preserve the
twin-variable reading.

Now that the function of parametric jii in this kind of Mandarin “don-
key”-sentences has been clarified, let us bricfly apply these findings to the
other examples from section 2.2.1.D. The respective survey is given in
(84) through (88). The b-portions provide the semi-formal tripartite
structure notations along the lines of Cheng & Huang (1996) and Lin
(1996). In (84b) through (86b) I use indices to show what kinds of things
X is restricted to range over depending on the wh-word/indefinite pro-
nominal used in cach case. In the last two examples complex wh-
words/indefinite pronominals are used which have one of the above vari-
able-words as a part. In these cases the indices refer to the nature of the
complex expressions (e.g., although shénme shihou ‘what time, when’ as
in (87) contains the word shénme, which has a THING-index in (87), its
variables range over points in time, therefore the variables in (87) have a
TIME-index). The c-sentences, finally, spell out the presuppositions tied
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to each sentence as a jiu-sentence, all of them relating to some obviously
possible context. While going through this list for themselves, readers
should keep in mind that the focus-background configurations chosen
here are not the only ones possible, but, hopefully, natural ones that
contextualize smoothly.

(84) a. Ta Al  madi shénme, jiu  MAl shénme.
(s)he like buy what JIU buy what
‘She will BUY what she WANTS to buy.’ (cf. hx: 346)

b. V, [she likes to buy Xtuing] [she buys Xtung)

c. She will buy what she likes to buy, and there may be other
things that she will buy although she doesn’t like to buy them,
for instance because she has to buy them, but there is at least
one thing she won’t buy because she doesn’t like to buy it, for.
instance a silver tea pot.

(85) a. Ta XUOYAOji-ge/dudshao Jitt NA  ji-ge/dudshao.
(s)he need  howmany-Cl/howmuch JIU take how.many-C/howmuch
‘(S)he takes as many/as much as (s)he needs.’
b. V. [(S)he needs xnumamount (pieces) (of something)]
[(S)he takes xnumamount (pieces) (of this thing))

c. (S)he takes as many/much as (s)he needs, and it may be the
case that (s)he even takes more than what (s)he needs, or that
(s)he simply takes what (s)he wants, but there is at least one
class of amounts which is such that (s)he wouldn’t take them,
viz. is all those amounts that are less than what (s)he needs.

(86) a. Women DINGHAO-le nd-tian, wo jiu  nd-tian QU.
we decide-ASP which-day [ JIU which-day go
‘I"ll GO on the day that we have DECIDED upon.’

b. Vy [We have decided in favour of Xsorr-day] [I will go on
XsorT-day)

¢. I'll go on the day that we have decided upon, and there may be
days which are such that we have not made any decision con-
cerning these days, and I might go on some of these days, as
well, but there is at least one day, namely the day that we have
decided against, which is such that [ will not go on this day.

(87) a. NI XIANG shénme shihou zou,  jiu shénme shihou zou.
you want what time go.away JIU what time go.away
‘(You should) Leave when you want to leave.’

b. V. [you want to leave at xtie] [you should leave at Xtinme]

c. You should leave when you want to leave, and there may be
points in times which are such that you do not want to leave at
these points in time, but you should leave at these points in
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time; there is however, at least one point in time which is such
that you should not leave at this point in time, namely the point
in time when you don’t feel like leaving,

(88) a. Ta Al  shang nd-Ii jitt  SHANG  nd-Ii.
(s)he like go.up which-place TUgo.up  which-place
‘(S)he climbs up where (s)he wants to climb up to.” (hx: 346)

b. Yy [she wants to climb xp acs| [she climbs Xppack]

c. She climbs up to all those places that she wants to climb up to,
and there may be places which are such that she will climb up
to them without having a special preference for them, but she
will not climb up to a place that she hates to climb up to.

For conclusions concerning the function of parametric jiz, turn to section
4.6.

4.3 THE FUNCTIONS OF PARAMETRIC DOU AND YE

The functions of parametric dou and parametric y¢ will be dicussed in a
single section. The reason for this is analogous to the related decision
taken in ch. 3: Contexts in which parametric dou or y¢ are used overlap
heavily, and this way of presentation will save us a lot of redundancy. At
the same time, we obtain better insights into the systematic make-up of
the investigated area.

This section has the following parts. Section 4.3.1 will review the lit-
erature on parametric dou and yé. In section 4.3.2 I will state my own
general view of the facts; the first area of application will be lidn/even-
sentences. Section 4.3.3 will be devoted to the incorporation of the effects
of negative polarity observed in many sentences with dou or y&. Section
434 will deal with the most intricate task: The strings of wh-
words/indefinite pronominals and dowu/y¢ which serve to express a certain
kind of universal quantification (free choice), and which are not open to
an analysis in terms of negative polarity, are to be assimilated to the
overall function of parametric dou and y¢. How concessivity comes into
play, and why this makes certain adjustments in the semantic account
necessary, will be the topic of section 4.3.5. Section 4.3.5.B will point
out an interesting fact about the use of dou and y¢ in interaction with jiz.
This fact will deliver strong supporting evidence both for the analysis of
parametric dou and yé to be proposed, and for the proposal made for
parametric jii.
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The first three arguments against a uniform treatment of paramet‘ric
dou and distributive dou are taken from Zhang’s (1997) work; the thl.rd
argument is already implicit in Alleton’s (1972) stufdy. Arguments (iv)
and (v) have been taken from the established descriptive trad@op; Zhang
(1997) cites them from Sybesma’s (1996) work. Argument (vi) is, to tl§e
pest of my knowledge, Sybesma’s genuine finding. Argument (vii) is

ine.

m(i) Parametric dou is not restricted to a distributive reading (Zhang
1997): It is commonly agreed upon that distributive dou (roughly: “(ad-
verbial) all/each’), i.e. the dou which Lin (1996), or Huang (1996) con-
sider basic, forces a distributive reading upon the relevant plural
argument (cf. (89)). This is not true of parametric dou as in (90) (both
examples are from Zhang 1997: 261).

(89) Tamen dou mdi-le neéi-bén shii.
they all  buy-ASP that-CL book
“They all bought that book.” (i.e. the number of events of buying
equalled the number of people)
(90) Lian TAMEN dou mdi-le  néi-bén shi.
even they DOU buy-ASP that-CL book
‘Even THEY bought that book.” (collectively or distributively)

(1) Méi ‘every’ and dabufen ‘most’ do not license the use of parametric
dou (Zhang 1997): Nominals quantified by méi ‘every’, or dabifen
‘most” are taken to be prototypical triggers of the use of distributive dou
(example (91)). With parametric dou as in (92), they must not be used
within the focused nominal (cf. Zhang 1997: 262).

(91) Meéi-yi-ge/Dabiufen  rén dou mdi-le néi-bén shi.
every-1-CL/most person all  buy-ASP that-CL book
‘Everybody has/Most people have bought that book.”

(92) *Lidn MEI-YI-GE/DABUFEN REN  dou mdi-le néi-bén shil.
even every-1-CL/most  person DOU buy-ASP that-CL.  book
intended: ??*Even EVERYONE has/MOST PEOPLE have bought that
book.’

(i1i) No plurality requirement for the focus interacting with parametric
dou (Zhang 1997): Distributive dou must quantify over some at least
inherently plural entity. Foci interacting with parametric dou need not
¢ven be inherently plural (cf. Zhang 1997: 262f).

(93) *7a dou mdi-le néi-bén shii.
(s)he all  buy-ASP that-CL book

4.3.1  Previous analyses of the function of parametric dou and y&

Since the classification and the behaviour of ddu is a traditional topic n
Chinese linguistics, the amount of literature dealing with it is vast, For
this reason, I will mainly concentrate on the more recent publications_
and the interested reader is referred to the more complete references in
these works. The situation with y¢ is the reverse: Few publications
with it in great detail, and y¢ is usually only randomly noted as a vari
of dou in the lidn...dou-construction or in the wh-word/inde 4
nominal...dou-construction which expresses a certain kind of universal.
quantification. I will first look at the main lines of argumentation deali
with dou, and then turn to ye.

For the discussion dealing with dou, we have to step back for a me :
ment. The average treatment of déu in the literature will centre around
the question whether several dou’s must be distinguished, or whether all
dou’s can, in the end, be related to a single core meaning. By introducing
three use types of dou in ch. 2, I have already taken a stance in this mat-
ter. The same general conclusion, namely that what I call the parametrie
use of dou must be considered an independent linguistic sign, is also ar-
rived at by Alleton (1972), Sybesma (1996), Zhang N. (1997), or Zhang
R. (2000). The opposite view is advocated by Shyu (1995), Lin (1996),
Huang (1996), or Mok & Rose (1997). Those approaches dismissing a
uniform treatment of all dou’s agree upon the point that parametric dou
is focus-sensitive. From this position, it is but a small step to equate
dou’s meaning with that of English even. Alleton (1972), or Zhang R.
(2000) claim precisely this. On the side of those researchers who propose
a univocal meaning of all dou’s, Mok & Rose (1997) defend the view
that dou’s basic meaning is that of English even, and that the other
types are derivative. Huang (1996) relates all uses of dou to a
operator function, while Lin (1996) establishes a theory interpreting all
occurrences of dou as a distributivity operator (but Lin does not discuss
even-sentences). I think it has become obvious from this minimal survey
of the more recent proposals that in this area there is little hope of a con=
sensus in the near future. What I can do here is the following: I will first
collect the major arguments showing that it is probably misguided to try
and unify everything. I will then move on to recapitulate why the mean=
ing of even cannot be the meaning of parametric dou (pace Mok & Rose
1997, or Zhang R. 2000), and why Lin’s (1996) distributivity operator or
Huang’s (1996) sum operator will probably not do, either. .

Zlam doing this in addition to the discussion in section 2.5.
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only possible reading (with heavy stress on /a *(s)he’):
‘Even (S)HE has bought that book.”
(94) Lian TA dou mai-le nei-bén shi.
even (s)he DOU buy-ASP that-CL book
*Even (S)HE has bought that book.’

(iv) Differing stress patterns (Alleton 1972, Sybesma 1996, Zhang
1997): While distributive dou is often stressed, parametric dou must not
be stressed (stressed syllables are underlined in (95) and (96)). ;

(95) Tamen dou lai le.
they all come PRT
“They have ALL come.’

(96) Lidn TAMEN dow/*dow ldai  le.
even they DOU come PRT
‘Even THEY have come.’

(v) Parametric dou and y¢ sometimes interchange freely; distributive
dou and yé never do (Alleton 1972, Sybesma 1996, Zhang 1997): Pe
nent examples are given in (97) and (98). Note that while the use of
instead of dou is possible in (97), the sentence meaning clearly cha
This is a result of y¢ in (97b) being the focus particle yé (cf.
2.4.3), and not parametric yé.

(97) a. Tamen dou lai le.
they all  come PRT
“They have all come.’
b. Tamen yé lai le.
they also come PRT
“They, too, have come.’
(98) Lidn TA  y&dou lai le.
even (s)he YE/DOU come PRT
‘Even (S)HE has come.’

(vi) Preposed objects in focus must immediately precede parame
dou (Sybesma 1996, Zhang 1997): There is no requirement for distri
tive dou to be used adjacent to the plural term that is distributed over
(99)). Preposed foci in sentences with parametric dox must, on the o
hand, be adjacent to dou (if otherwise, a quantificational express

would intervene between parametric dou and its interacting focus™) (cfi

the examples in (100)).

*3 Zhang does not restrict her generalization this way. However, lidn-foci may well be:

separated from y¢ by non-quantificational words; cf. ().
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(99) a Ta néi-xie huashéng dou yljing  chi-wan le.
(s)he that-CL:some peanut all  already eat-finish PRT
‘(S)he’s already eaten all those peanuts.”
b. Ta néi-xié huashéng yljing dou chi-wan le.
(s)he that-CL:some peanut already all  eat-finish PRT
‘(S)he’s already caten all those peanuts.”’
(100) a. Ta lidn NEI-XIE HUASHENG dou yijing chi-wan le.
(s)he even that-CL:some peanut ~ DOU already eat-finish PRT
‘(S)he already even ate THOSE PEANUTS.”
b. *Ta lian NEI-XIE HUASHENG yljing dou chi-wan le.
(s)he even that-CL:some peanut already DOU eat-finish PRT
intended: ‘(S)he already even ate THOSE PEANUTS.’

(vi1) Singular resumptive pronouns in wu/un-sentences: The inherently
plural entities distributed over by distributive dou are pronominalized by
plural terms (if they allow for pronominalization at all) (cf. the under-
lined pronouns in (101)). This contrasts with wulizn/no-matter-sentences,
(see section 2.3.1.E). In these sentences, resumptive main clause pro-
nouns corresponding to the wh-words/indefinite pronominals of the sub-
ordinate clauses must be singular (cf. the underlined pronouns in (102)).
If the dou in wilun-sentences is a parametric dou — and I assume this to
be the case — this is not a surprise. If it were distributive dou, this fact
would be in need of an explanation, because the denotation of the entity
triggering the use of distributive dou should be (inherently) plural.

(101) Qudn ban dou shéng bing le, tamen*ta doula duzi le.
whole class all fall il  PRT they/(s)he all pull belly PRT
“The whole class has fallen ill, they all have diarrhea.’

(102) Wulin nl  yaoging nd-yi-ge  rén,
no.matter you invite  which-1-CL person
wo  dou huanying  ta/*tamen.
I DOU welcome  (s)he/they
‘No matter which person you will invite, I will welcome him.’

I hope that even if not every reader subscribes to each argument, most
readers are convinced now that a parametric dou-word and a distributive
dou-word should be distinguished. This does not tell us anything positive
about the function of parametric dou yet. Let us thus turn to the propos-
() Lidn nuisuine ta@  yé  bu  chi

even peanut (s)he YE not  buy

*(S)he does not even eat PEANUTS.’

ith this in mind, Zhang’s sixth point relates to the phenomenon already discussed in
Section 3.1.2.B. I will return to quantificational interveners in section 5.4.
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als concerning the basic meaning or function of dou. Alleton (1972),
Mok & Rose (1997), Zhang R. (2000), and probably also Sybem
(1996) opt to analyze dou as a word meaning “even’. In the discussion
concerned with the overall category assignment and function of paramet-
ric cdi, jiu, dou and y¢ in section 3.4 I have shown that this is not an
attractive solution. Mandarin has good even-words behaving the way we
expect a focus particle to behave; these words are lidn and shénzhi(yi),
Since, if Jidn is used, either dou or yé must cooccur, the even-semantics
is already encoded by lidn.**

Huang (1996) proposes to treat all dou’s as sum operators on events,
This is to say that dou signals a plurality of events of a single type.
Huang’s analysis of Mandarin even-sentences attempts to apply the sum
operation to the set of entailed propositions. Consider (103) taken from
Huang (1996, section 3.3.1).

(103) Lidn ZHANGSAN dou juan-le yigian-kuai  gian.
even Zhangsan DOU donate-ASP 1,000-CL:MU  money
‘Even ZHANGSAN donated one thousand dollars.’

Huang points out that (103) entails that somebody else has donated
money.” She goes on to argue that the sum operation applies to thé
events of donating that are relevant in the context in which (103) is ut
tered. Although I sympathize with the idea that the use of dou has some-:
thing to do with the plurality of events that are implied by (103), I see no
way to apply Huang’s sum operation smoothly. The obstacle is the ﬁ:l*
lowing: Huang does not pay any attention to the fact that the plurality
events that she has in mind is only given on the information-structural
level. This level is, by itself, not part of the ordinary meaning of sen-
tences (recall that researchers such as Rooth 1985 or Biiring 1997 as-
sume focus interpretations that are calculated alongside the ordinary
interpretations of sentences). In other words: The plurality Huang refers
to is not part of the denotation of Zhangsan, or the whole of (103). This
contrasts with the usual distributive cases as, for instance, in (99) or
(101) where the denotations of néi-xié huashéng ‘those peanuts’ and
quan cun ‘the whole village’ are (inherently) plural. Huang does not seem
to explain exactly how, and on what level of interpretation, the sum op-

|

“1 am not seriously considering presenting an analysis in terms of a discontinuous
morpheme here. If such an attempt were made we would, among other things, give up
the option to treat the dou in sequences of wh-words/indefinite pronominals and déu on
a par with the dou in the lidn...déu-construction,

% Most researchers would say that (103) presupposes that somebody else has donated
money. At the moment, this does not matter.
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erator applies. I have to admit, though, that Huang’s proposal is, among

all other proposals, closest to the idea that I will elaborate on in the sub-

sequent sections.

It has been mentioned before that parametric yé has received far less
attention in the literature. Apart from Alleton’s (1972) study, I know of
no other discussion of comparable length. Her French translations of
parametric y¢ are ‘méme, pourtant’ (‘even, nevertheless’). This choice is
both clear-sighted and evasive. Its clear-sightedness lies in the fact that
these translational options cover the distinct ranges of even-semantics
and of concessivity. What this choice of words evades is to take a posi-
tion with regard to the category question: Méme is a focus particle, and
pourtant is a main clause adverb relating to concessive antecedents. We
have seen in section 3.4 that both of these categorizations are probably
on the wrong track. What we have to keep in mind, though, is the fact
that an account of the function of parametric y¢ must be liberal enough to
accomodate both concessive semantics and even-semantics, including the
semantics of even-if-sentences. A respect in which Alleton’s results coin-
cide with my findings is that it is justified and necessary to separate the
ordinary ‘also’-uses of y¢ from yé’s parametric uses (see the dicussion in
section 2.4.3).

Huang’s (1996) sum operator function for yé¢ faces the same problem
as her dou-proposal because it is not clear to me on what level of inter-
pretation the sum operation she assumes to be characteristic of all ye-
uses really applies. Furthermore she does not attempt to restrict her ac-
count in any way which would allow one to predict which kinds of sum
operations are the most extreme ones that can still be performed by yé.

If we summarize the problems discussed in this section, and the ones
familiar to us from ch. 2 and section 3.3, our agenda for the elucidation
of dou’s and y&’s functions in their parametric uses should include at
least the following points:

(1) It should be demonstrated how déu and y¢ come to be used in
lian/even-sentences; their interchangeability should follow from
the account.

(i) It should be demonstrated how dou and y¢ come to be used in sen-
tences involving negative polarity items in focus; their inter-
changeability should be derivable.

(i) The encoding of a special kind of universal quantification by using
strings of wh-words/indefinite pronominals and déu or yé should
be explained; again, the observed interchangeability in many con-
texts should be taken care of.
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(tv)  The use of dou and y¢ in sentences with elements translating as ng
matter should be explained. ,

(v)  Y&s ability to occur both in even(-if)-contexts, and in concessiye
contexts should be derived, the fact that dou is barred from con.
cessive contexts should likewise follow from its analysis.

(vi) We ought to say something about the fact that dow, as opposed tg
yé, is barred from sentences in which a focusing jit-subordina
(see section 2.2.6) is used.

In the following sections I will work on these issues one by one.

4.3.2  Parametric dou/yé and universal/existential quantification over
domains of alternatives: the case of lian/even-sentences

In lidn-sentences as in (104) dou and y¢ interchange freely.

(104) a. Women liagn FAN douyé bi  chi
we even rice DOU/YE not eat
‘We don’t even eat RICE.’
b. Liagn BUZHANG dow/yé hui ldi.
even minister DOU/YE will come
‘Even THE MINISTER will come.’

In order to account for the occurrence of dou and y¢ in (104), we v
have to say something about the meaning of /idn “even’. The semantics
even is a popular — albeit thorny — issue. Recent relevant publications i
theoretical linguistics include Kay (1990), Barker (1991), Lycan (19
2001), or Krifka (1995). For Mandarin, Tsao (1989), Paris (19
1995), Huang (1996), Liu & Xu (1998) and Zhang R. (2000) have,
among others, contributed to the discussion over the past 15 years.
In theoretical linguistics a consensus is emerging which combines th
classical insights of Horn’s (1969) and Fauconnier’s (1975) papers w
those of Kay (1990) and Krifka (1995). In Chinese linguistics Ka
work has also received attention, and most recent analyses are, in oné
way or another, designed in his terms.
It would be futile to review all of the theoretical and the Chinese dis=
cussion here. What I will do instead is concentrate on three points. Firs
I will discuss the information-structural status of /idn-phrases in Mandas
rin; second, I will present the gist of Krifka’s analysis which will then b
put to use for our Mandarin case; third, I will discuss the theoretica
value of scales of likelihood in the discussion of the semantics
even/lian. After this more general discussion, I will turn to dou and
and show why they must be used in lidn-sentences. The section will
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clude with a first version of the descriptive generalizations concerning the
function of parametric déu and yé.

Lidn-phrases in Mandarin have been claimed to be foci (e.g. Paris
1994), topics (Tsao 1989, Liu & Xu 1998), or neither (Zhang R. 2000).
The problem with these terms is that, within Chinese linguistics, there is
no received view of how these different notions should be defined. To
simply say pre-theoretically that topics encode “old information™,
whereas foci encode “new information™ does not lead anywhere. This can
casily be demonstrated with the help of an English every-day example as
in (105).

(105) The shocking news had been reported to the government, but in
the first couple of minutes even the Prime Minister couldn’t say a
word.

In (105) the Prime Minister has been introduced into the discourse by
way of mentioning the government in the preceding main clause. Still,
Prime Minister 1s preceded by even, and most linguists would say that
Prime Minister is a focus in (105), even though it is an established dis-
course referent. The terms “old” and “new” information, if understood
non-relationally, are simply too imprecise to be of any use. What really
matters for a semantic focus notion as, for instance, Gundel (1999) char-
acterizes it, is not whether a discourse referent is newly introduced in the
discourse, but rather whether the combination of the focus with its back-
ground constitutes new information. Thus, in (105) In the first couple of
minutes X couldn’t say a word is the background, and it is non-given
information that inserting the Prime Minister for x yields a true sentence.
This fact is entirely independent of the fact that in the discourse context
in which it is embedded in (105), couldn’t say a word is probably like-
wise non-given information. In a dynamic semantics/pragmatics this sim-
ply means that the calculation of the impact of even in sentence (105)
cannot be successful until x couldn’t say a word has been added to the
common ground.

With this understanding of the term ‘focus’, the nominals following
lian may safely be said to belong to this category. Therefore, I fully sub-
scribe to Paris’ conclusion, namely that /idn-phrases do not encode topi-
cal or backgrounded information.”®

x Again, contrastive topics as treated in more detail in section 4.2.4, may likewise be
800d categories marked by lidn. Zhang R. (2000) follows Liu & Xu’s (1998) refutation
of a focus analysis of lidn-nominals. His arguments are not convincing, though. The
first argument takes the incoherence of the following question-answer pair as evidence
demonstrating that lian-phrases are bad as interrogative foci. Consider (i):
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In the following discussion of Krifka’s (1995) theory, I will not put any
emphasis on the formal representation of his work. This amounts to g
gross simplification, because Krifka’s theory itself is formally explicit,
The natural-language version is, however, sufficient for our purposes.

Krifka assumes that, apart from normal assertions and scalar assertiong
(to be treated in section 4.3.3), natural languages also have a third king
of assertion, viz. emphatic assertions. Emphatic assertions are defined in
such a way that their assertion is semantically stronger than the 2 ion
of any contextually relevant alternative assertion. More spec1ﬁcally, °m-
phatic assertions are both stronger than each of the alternative assertions,
and also stronger than all of the alternative assertions taken together. For
illustration, let us have a closer look at one of Krifka’s sentences (p.
227f), an instance of what Fauconnier (1975) has called ‘quantificational
superlatives’. -

(106) John would distrust ALBERT SCHWEITZER!

Krifka claims that the emphatic assertion in (106) means the following
things: ‘(1) John would distrust Albert Schweitzer, (ii) he would dist

cach of those persons who are less trustworthy than Albert Schwei
and (iii) he would distrust all of the less trustworthy people taken to-
gether’. While the first assertion is truth-conditionally relevant, the other
two assertions must be maintained by the speaker in order for the em=

(i) Q: Nt lian  XrioLw dou  bu rénshi?

you even LittleLiu pou mnot  know

“You don’t even know LiTTLE Liu?’

A: MBu, wé  lian XidioWine  dou b rénshi.
no | even LittleWang opou not  know

?‘No, I don’t even know LITTLE WaANG.”
This question-answer pair is indeed not very good, but not for the reason that Xido
Wang is not a focus in (iA). Zhang takes the deviance of (iA) as evidence against the
focal status of hdﬂ—phrascs Foci should be good in answers to questions, and the al-
leged focus is not good in the answer under discussion, therefore lian-phrases cannot
generally be claimed to be foci, this is how the argument goes. However, (i) is a bﬁ
testing configuration, because interrogative foci are usually tested with wh-questions,
and not with yes/no-questions, especially not with yes/no-questions that are heavily
biased towards an affirmative answer, as (iQ) is. The focus of an answer to a direct
yes/no-question is its truth-value, and therefore the infelicity of the indirect answer it
(1A) does not serve any purpose in an argument against the focal status of lidn-phr
The second argument states that hdn-phrases are bad as fragment answers; *lidn Xido
Liu “even Little Liu’, for instance, is not a grammatical utterance. This argument is not
sufficient either: Fragment answers in Mandarin are generally subject to heavy restric-
tions, and the infelicity of fragment answers of this kind may well be attributed to 8
syntactic property of /idn ‘even’, and not to the information-structural status of the
nominals following lidn.

.....

phatic assertion in (106) to be uttered felicitously, i.e. they are felicity
conditions.”” Albert Schweitzer is taken here to mark an extreme value on
the scale of trustworthiness. (106) could thus be paraphrased as John
would distrust the most trustworthy person!, and this emphatic assertion
allows hearers to draw the conclusion that John would distrust anybody,
because Albert Schweitzer/the most trustworthy person is semantically
extremely strong: If Albert Schweitzer is distrusted, Winston Churchill
will be distrusted, too. Note that while semantic strength may reflect
relations of analytic entailments, it need not do so. Thus, while the sen-
tence I am eating carrots analytically entails that / am eating a kind of
vegetable, the sentence / distrust Albert Schweitzer does not analytically
entail that 7 distrust Winston Churchill, but it will probably be semanti-
cally stronger in most situations. Semantic strength is a notion that must
be valid within a common ground, but once speakers have, for instance,
(tacitly) agreed upon the fact that Albert Schweitzer is the most trustwor-
thy person in the world, the difference between logical and discourse
entailments does not count anymore from the point of view of linguis-
tics.” Krifka (p. 227) states that the semantic/pragmatic effect of em-
phatic assertions may be made more explicit by using the word even.
(106) would therefore still mean the same if even were inserted to yield
John would even distrust ALBERT SCHWEITZER! If we relate these facts to
the Mandarin case, we find that this is precisely what we need. Take
(107) for illustration (cf. 3.3.1).

(107) a. Xido Wang lidn JI-ROU y&/dou b chil

Little Wang even chicken-meat YE/DOU not eat
‘Little Wang doesn’t even eat CHICKEN!

b. Xido Wang JI-ROU y&/dou bu  chi!
Little Wang chicken-meat YE/DOU not eat
‘Little Wang doesn’t even eat CHICKEN!’

c. Xido Wang yé/*dou bu  cht  (*lidn)
Little Wang also/DOUnot  eat even
‘Little Wang does not eat CHICKEN, either.”

(107a) demonstrates how an emphatic assertion and /idn are both used to
express the fact that Little Wang does not eat chicken meat and, most

JI-ROU.
chicken-meat

* Krifka demonstrates the loglcal independence of the second and the third proposi-
llon This fact is not important in our context.

% The difference between the two examples is, of course, derivative of the fact, that
the lexical entry of carrot will necessarily include the information that carrots are
vegetables, while the lexical entry of Albert Schweitzer (if he has any) may only in-
clude his trustworthiness as an accidental property.
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probably, no other kind of meat, either. In the emphatic assertion (107
the preposed object alone can express exactly the same thing, provideg
Jirou “chicken meat’ receives an accent that is strong enough. In boy
sentences parametric y¢ or dou are used. The really interesting case §
(107¢). This sentence is a non-emphatic assertion, and the focus has
mained in situ. It is not just the case that /idn ‘even’ must not be se
(this is due to the post-verbal position of the focus), parametric dou may
likewise not be used, and y& may be used, but only in its use as a focys
particle meaning ‘also’.” We can conclude that the use of parametric don
and y¢ is confined to emphatic assertions, while the absence of lids
‘even’ is not necessarily a hint at a non-emphatic assertion (cf. (10
Krifka’s assumption, namely that even just serves to make some
explicit that is really given by the fact that even is used in emphatic as
sertions, is therefore supported by the Mandarin data.

We now have an idea of the impact emphatic assertions and everm
words have on propositions. What we have not clarified vet is the
tion of dou and yé. In view of the preceding discussion, and keepin
mind that the distributive use of dou as illustrated in section 2.3.2
longs in the wider domain of universal quantification, the solution I was
to propose for parametric dou is probably not a great surprise anym
think dou should be analyzed as a particle indicating that a certain
of focus precedes it; the kind of focus in this case is a lidn/even-foc
an emphatic assertion; since (/idn/even-foci in) emphatic assertions 2
us to conclude that all the contextually relevant alternative sentences
by virtue of their relative semantic weakness, likewise held to be true
arc dealing with universal quantification over the domain of alternati
In accordance with the discussion in section 3.4 we are not allowed to
that dou marks or induces the focus readings, it only reflects them.
descriptive generalization may thus be stated as in (108).

(108) a. Dou is an agreement marker; the verbal background agrees
with a semantically specific focus.

b. Among all the possible alternatives to dou-sentences that
differ with regard to the focus value, the pragmatically rele :

set of alternatives is considered, and it is presupposed or e

tailed that all of these alternatives are true *°

* See section 2.4.3 for discussion. !
* The majority of researchers would say that in even-sentences, the truth of alternas

lives is presupposed, and not entailed, because the implicational facts remain stable
protases of conditional clauses. Further down, we will see that in other contexts €
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If we direct our attention to y¢, there are two obvioug candidates fgr an
analysis of its function. We might either say that, since yé may inter-
change freely with dou in emphatic assertions of the kind discussed
above, y&’s function is identical to dou’s function. Or we might say t%xat

*s function as a parametric agreement particle resembles the function
of the focus particle y¢ “also’ in all the relevant respects. Ye ‘also” as a
focus particle forces a specific interpretation onto foci such that among
the domain of contextually relevant alternatives to the asserted sentence
at least one alternative is presupposed to be true: If I say Fred also had A
BISCUIT 1 am presupposing that he has caten something else, as well.

Which analysis is correct? From the point of view of language cha_nge
the second option should be given precedence. It is not an unplausible
assumption to say that the parametric use of y¢ has developed out pf the
focusing use of y&. If we adopted this option, only a re-categorization of
y&'s function from a focus marker to a focus-agreement marker would
have been required while the focus interpretations could have remained
unaltered. From the point of view of the identical distribution of dou and
y¢ in the lidn... dou/yé-construction, we would probably opt for the first
type of analysis which assimilates the function of parametric y¢ to that of
parametric dou. -

Here is a way to have the cake and eat it: Universal quantification over
the (non-empty) domain of alternatives entails existential quantification
over the domain of alternatives, i.c. y&’s inherited focus semantics Fs
trivially true in all those contexts in which parametric dou may be used in
emphatic assertions with lidn-foci. Consider the example in (109).

(109) Lao Lt  lign XINGQITIAN dou/yé gongzuo!
OldLi even Sunday DOU/YE work
‘Old Li works even on SUNDAYS!”

(109) asserts that Old Li works on Sundays, and /ién and the emphatic
assertion type allow us to conclude that Old Li works on all other dgys (_)f
the week (under consideration), too. The descriptive generalization in
(108) thus covers the use of dou in this sentence. It is true at the same
time, though, that /idn and the emphatic assertion type of (109) allow us
to conclude that Old Li also works on at least one day other than Sunday.
This is the quantification type going along with y&’s inherited focus se-
mantics. That is, although the inherited quantificational type of paramet-
ric y¢ is semantically weaker than that of parametric dou, it is never
Contradictory to exchange y¢ for dou in an emphatic assertion with an

tailment is the correct notion. I will assume that entailments and presuppositions can,
on some level of analysis, be treated alike.
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even-focus. I think this can account for the observed interchangeability of
dou and y¢ without fully assimilating y¢ to dou, and further support for
this solution will be gained from cases discussed below in which thig
interchangeability does not exist (cf. section 4.3.5.B). '
The first version of yé’s descriptive generalization is stated in (110).

(110) a. Y¢ is an agreement marker; the verbal background agrees
a semantically specific focus. ,
b. Among all the possible alternatives to yé-sentences that only

set of alternatives is considered, and it is presupposed or -Q,;
tailed that at least one of these alternatives is true. (to be re-
vised)®'

Before including sentences with negative polarity items into our ana
in the next section, I shall insert a short digression on the relations
between semantic strength and likelihood or probability. 4

It is common to find the following argument in the literature on even or
equivalent words in other languages: An even-focus marks its focus &
the most unlikely or surprising candidate to combine with the backgro
and yield a true assertion. It is thus argued that the sentence Even J
came to the party says that John was the least likely or most surprisi
person to come to the party. From the fact that the most surprising, or th
least likely assertion from among all contextually relevant alternati
sentences Is asserted, one may conclude, the argument goes, that the
ternative sentences are true as well: If even John has come, Bob, the
regular party-goer, is sure to have joined the party as well ** I believe
this argument involves an outright fallacy, and it can easily be shown to.
be inadequate. Neither is the assertion of even-sentences restricted to
unlikely situations, nor is it licit to conclude from probabilities what sin-
gle cases should be like. To see that improbability is not a necessary
condition of the use of even consider (111). )

(L11) With our teacher being so friendly it was not a surprise that even
JOHN passed the exam. :

This sentence states explicitly that the embedded even-clause does not
denote a surprising situation, and still it does not have a contradictory
flavour to it. As with the parallel argument concerning cdi in section

3! See footnote 30.

*2 Huang (1996, section 3.3.1) presents a version of this argument in her study on dou.
Here is a short quote: ‘...the event...is the most surprising event, which entails that
less surprising events of the sort have taken place’.
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4.1.1, 1 see no theoretically defensible way of maintaining the improb-
ability claim in view of such examples.

Provided there was a way to maintain the claim, the argument would
still have to be rejected because probabilities do not usually warrant the
statement of entailments. Recall that the argument says that if t!_lc‘most
unlikely case is true, then the less likely ones will also be true. This is not e
cogent, to say the least. Suppose the weather forecast says that the sun
will probably shine tomorrow and that it is extremely unlikely that there
will be thunderstorms. In the end it turns out there are thunderstorms. Am
I allowed now to conclude that the sun is shining during the thunder-
storm, or before it, or after it? Of course not. Likewise, if even John has
come to my party, and I know that John really hates parties, can I be sure
then, without checking by myself, that Bob is already around? Surely not,
because Bob may be sick, or he may have gone to a different party.
Probabilities can only be stated with regard to large numbers of events,
and real-world probabilities are only stated because if only a single case
is considered, the underlying regularity cannot be discovered. It is only
with the extreme case of probabilities, namely probabilities amounting to
1 (ie. 100% of all cases are alike), that (quasi-)entailments concerning
single cases can be stated. Because of these two arguments, the direct
link often claimed to hold between even-semantics and assumptions of
probability must be discarded.”

In this section the interpretation of l/idn/even-foci has been tied to the
interpretation of emphatic assertions as defined by Krifka (1995). Com-
pared with the set of contextually relevant alternative assertions that only
differ with regard to the focus value, emphatic assertions are semantically
stronger, both with regard to each of the alternatives, and with regard to
all of the alternatives taken together. This amounts to the possibility of
concluding, within a given common ground, from the truth of the asserted
sentence to the truth of all of the alternative sentences. This type of quan-
tification over the domain of alternatives — universal quantification — 1s
reflected within the verbal complex by the use of parametric dou. Dou
may freely interchange with y¢ since the quantificational type reflected by
& — existential quantification over the domain of alternatives — is entailed
by the quantificational type related to dou. The widespread attempt to

* This is not to say that there is no link at all between likelihood and even-semantics.
Krifka (1995: 228) points out the following: If two propositions p and ¢ can be com-
pared in terms of semantic strength, and if p is less likely than g, then p is semanticall_y
stronger than g. Stated differently: If we know already that one proposition is_ semanti-
cally stronger than the other, knowing which one is more likely means knowing which
one is semantically stronger.
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directly relate the notion of semantic strength to the notion of probability
is futile, at least if done in a straightforward way with a probability cline
entailing an entailment between the ordered propositions in the domain of
alternatives.

4.3.3  Parametric dou/y¢ and negative polarity items

Negative polarity is a highly controversial issue in theoretical linguistics.
The question how the occurrence and the licensing of expressions like /ift
a finger, any or at all as in My friend didn't lift a finger to help me or I
haven't got any time at all is to be accounted for has given rise to de~
bates ever since the 1960’s. I have no genuine ideas of my own to con-
tribute to the discussion, and I will follow Krifka’s (1995) semantic
analysis in most points. Before turning to the Mandarin case, [ will givea
very concise overview of the research tradition which is likewise mainly
based on Krifka (1995). Readers whose main interest relates to the Man-
darin data might like to skip the subsequent paragraphs. Mandarin data
will be discussed in sub-sections A and B.

The problem with negative polarity items is that they may not be used
in just any context, and the debate centres around the question what it is
that licenses their use. For instance, /iff a finger may not be used in the
sentence My friend lified a finger to help me, at least not if the same
contribution of meaning is intended as in the negated sentence above. In
the same vein, I have a lot of time at all is clearly a deviant sentence.
The main dividing line between researchers dealing with the issue may be
seen between the syntactic and the semantic faction. The syntax faction
argues in favour of an analysis which derives the licensing of polarity
items from some semantically void syntactic mechanism. Progovac’s
(1993, 1994) work belongs in this category because she treats the licens-
ing of polarity items as a special case of binding. For Mandarin, Cheng
(1997) clearly has a syntactic analysis in mind. The original account by
Klima (1964) is probably open to both kinds of arguments, but it is pre-
sented as a syntactic account: He argues that it is, non-surprisingly, nega-
tion that licenses negative polarity items. Ladusaw (1979) shows that this
analysis is not satisfactory and proposes that downward-entailing con-
texts license negative polarity items. The semantic notion of a downward-
entailing context is characterizable as a context in which the substitution
of some element by a semantically weaker element yields a semantically
stronger overall expression. If you take the sentence Every first-year
student is lazy, and use the semantically weaker expression student in-
stead of first-year student, you get a semantically stronger overall ex-
pression: Every student is lazy. You have exchanged a word that is more
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specific by a word that is less specific, but after _thc exchange, the whole
sentence is true in fewer contexts than the original sentence. (U;_:ward-
entailing contexts have the opposite property: If you use student mst'ead
of first-year student in Some first-year students are lazy, you obtain a
sentence that is less specific and therefore entailed: Some sruc_a'enrs are
Jazy). This solution was likewise shown to be insufficient (Lmebar_ger
1980, 1987) because some contexts license negative polarity items with-
out being clearly downward entailing. Heim (1987) defends the down-
ward-entailment approach by making it more precise and by restricting
its applicability to specific common grounds, thereby reinterpreting
downward-entailing contexts as dependent on specific common grounds.
Kadmon & Landman (1993) as well as Zwarts (1986, 1995) have devel-
oped two more instances of semantics-based accounts that I will not deal
with here because Kadmon & Landman only deal with English any, and
Zwarts’s important insights seem to have been integrated into Krifka’s

theory.

A. Weak negative polarity items

The gist of Krifka’s theory is to define three types of assertions, and the
differing pragmatics tied to these kinds of assertions are not compatible
with just any type of lexical element used to express part of these asser-
tions. The incompatibility arises by way of systematic contradictions
between what Krifka calls BFA-structures on the one side, and the prag-
matics of the relevant type of assertion, on the other. Those lexemes
whose BFA-structures are systematically incompatible with certain types
of assertions are considered by Krifka to define the set of polarity items.
Take the sentence in (112) as an example (cf. Krifka 1995: 224f).

(112) *Mary saw anything.™

Anything is a negative polarity item, and Krifka assigns BFA-structures to
all polarity items. BFA-structures are triples of backgrounds, foregrounds
and sets of alternatives to foregrounds. (113) is Krifka’s BFA-triple of
anything (p. 219).

(113) anything: (B, thing, {P| PC thing})

In natural language this comes out roughly as follows: Anything is a
lexical item with a lexical meaning (the centre part of the BFA-structure),
it relates to alternative expressions of a specific type (the right-hand
part), and it combines with a background to yield a proposition (the left-

* The grammaticality judgement only concerns the reading that requires anything to be
interpreted parallel to something.
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hand part); B is a function of the syntactic position in which anything
occurs or, from a different perspective, a place-holder for specific syntac.
tic backgrounds; thing is the most general property a nominal referent
must have in a given context, i.e. all the things in a context must at least
allow for the ascription of the property thing; the right-hand part of the
triple says that all alternatives to the property thing must be such that
they are semantically stronger than thing, i.e. it must be true of all alter-
native properties that they have the property thing as part of their mean-
ings.

Now we know what the BFA-structure of a polarity item is, but we do
not know yet why (112) is bad. Before we can state the reason, we have
to look at Krifka's treatment of the relevant type of assertion. He as-
sumes (112) to be an instance of a scalar assertion because anyrhing is a
lexeme that is interpreted with respect to a scale of semantically stronger
properties. Scalar assertions such as Mary earns 82,000 usually impli‘

sertions it is excluded that semantically stronger cxpressions can be us
without a change in the truth value of the sentence. We can now move
to show how the deviance of (112) comes about On the one hand

the centre clement of the BFA-structure), but on the other hand,
Scal.Assert excludes the possibility that Mary saw anything which hasa
property that is semantically stronger than thing. The problem is that
what Mary saw is necessarily definable in semantically stronger terms =
no thing is merely a thing whose only property is thing —, and all alterna-
tive properties are still properties of things (the right- ha.nd element of thg.
triple), but Scal.Assert says that Mary did not see anything with a se=
mantically stronger property. This is a contradiction. No such problem
arises with (114).

(114) Mary didn't see anything.

(114) says that it was not the case that Mary saw an item with the prop=
erty thing, and Scal.Assert excludes the possibility that Mary saw any=
thing more specific which is still a thing. No contradiction arises in this
case, and that is why (114) is good.

An obvious line of attack against this account would be the followmsf'
Why do we end up with bad sentences if it is just an implicature that is i
the way? Krifka gives no final answer to this criticism, but one should
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keep in mind that the deviance of sentences such as (112) is clearly ofa
different kind than that of sentences such as / sent a letter her. In the
case of (112) one might simply say that “a wrong word™ is used, and this
intuitive judgement can be made precise with the help of Krifka’s solu-
tion. In sum, I think it is possible to fully defend Krifka’s approach
against this kind of criticism.

The two examples in (112) and (113) have illustrated the general strat-
egy of Krifka’s account, namely to demonstrate that the lexical meaning
of polarity items, their prefigurate set of alternatives, and the seman-
tics/pragmatics of assertions must converge in a way which does not lead
to contradictions. Let us now discuss Krifka’s treatment of those negative
polarity items that are relevant in the context of this study.

Krifka, just like other researchers who have dealt with the issue, distin-
guishes weak and strong polarity items; the strong ones must bear a focal
accent. That is why he uses the cover term ‘foreground’ to subsume both
kinds of polarity items: Weak polarity items need not bear focal stress,
and sometimes they are not even in focus. For none of the Mandarin
cases will we have to make use of the option that allows for non-focal
polarity items; we can therefore use the term ‘focus’ instead of ‘fore-
ground’, but we should keep in mind that Knifka’s BFA-triples are de-
signed to cover more cases.

B. Strong negative polarity items
(115) is a sentence with a strong negative polarity item (Krifka 1995:
228).

(115) Mary didn’t get ANYTHING (AT ALL).

Krifka claims that strong polarity items under stress such as ANYTHING
(AT ALL) have a BFA-structure that is systematically different from the
BFA-structure of weak polarity items. Here is Krifka’s pre-final proposal
for ANYTHING.

(116) ANYTHING (AT ALL): (B, thing, {P| P  thing A —min(P)})

The BFA-triple in (116) says that there must be a syntactic background B
for ANYTHING (AT ALL) to combine with; what ANYTHING (AT ALL) denotes
must have the property thing; the set of alternative properties to thing
must be semantically stronger than thing and non-minor. The predicate
‘min(or)’ is the preliminary part of this BFA-structure, but just like
Krifka, I will make use of it here to introduce the main idea. Krifka states
that with regard to specific contexts and common grounds, minor entitics
can be distinguished, i.e. entities which are formally semantically
Stronger than things, but nonetheless are not considered real representa-
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tives of the class of things under discussion. Krifka’s example is a piece
of chewing gum as a birthday present which, although something that hag

the property thing, would not be considered a realistic representative of

all things that can be given as birthday presents.

To derive the meaning of strong polarity items in context, we will,
moreover, have to make use of a different, though familiar type of asser-
tion, viz. emphatic assertion. Recall that Krifkas’s notion of emphatic
assertions has already been introduced in the preceding section. The as-
sertion operator Emph.Assert is important here because Krifka restricts
the occurrence of strong polarity items to emphatic assertions. They are
defined in such a way that they are both stronger than each of the alterna-
tive assertions, and also stronger than all of the alternative assertions
taken together. Now what is the yield of combining a BFA-structure as in
(116) with Emph.Assert to spell out the meaning of (115)? Let us check
the argument for both conditions of Emph.Assert separately. The first
condition is that each alternative must be semantically weaker than the
asserted proposition. This is indeed the case: The proposition Mary
didn't get a thing is stronger than any alternative proposition because
any non-minor alternative to thing would still entail the property thing
(cf. the right-hand part of the BFA-triple of ANYTHING (AT ALL)). The sec-
ond condition states that emphatic assertions must also be stronger than
all of the alternatives taken together. Again, this is so. Mary didn't get a
thing excludes the possibility that Mary even got the tiniest minor thing,
and if this is so, this is semantically stronger than all of the alternatives

taken together: All alternatives are non-minor things, and even if you say

that it is true of all kinds of non-minor things at the same time that Mary
did not get them, it will still be stronger to say that Mary did not even get
a thing. This is different in (117).

(117) *Mary got ANYTHING (AT ALL).

Here, a contradiction arises in an emphatic assertion: If Mary got a
thing, then this is not stronger than any of the alternatives, because all
alternatives are non-minor things, and getting a thing does not mean
getting a non-minor thing. Therefore, we get a systematic contradiction
in such sentences.

Now we have everything we need to return to the Mandarin case. But
before that let me try to tackle some possible objections that one may
want to raise against Krifka’s theory.

First, one might ask, what independent evidence is there to assume
those non-minor properties? So far, we have only seen that we need them
to derive a contradiction in the interpretation of sentences like (117).
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Below, we will find that there are good reasons to include something of
the kind of non-minor properties into an adequate analysis.

A second objection might point out that anything (i.c. a weak-polarity
item) and ANYTHING (AT ALL) (i.e. a strong polarity item) are assigned
different BFA-structures. Should an elegant theory not aim at treating
both cases alike, and only derive the differences from the interaction of a
single lexeme with different information-structures and/or types of asser-
tions? In order to discuss this point from the right perspective, it is im-
portant to see that BFA-structures are not lexical entries. The lexical entry
of anything is the same as that of ANYTHING; both entries centre around
the predicate thing (which is, of course, itself in need of a definition). As
I understand Krifka, BFA-structures are just handy ways of representing
pseudo-constant properties of lexical entries in specific linguistic contexts
(i.e. in assertions with specific intonation contours). It is not claimed that
BFA-structures are units that must be stated as such in any part of the
grammar of a language. They are more like a collection of properties that
polarity items and some focused constituents must have as a consequence
of the very nature of the way they are used. Therefore, it is licit to include
in the BFA-structures of polarity items properties that are really derivative
of their contexts. Moreover, Krifka’s final solution for the difference
among weak and strong polarity items will derive the difference composi-
tionally, anyway.

C. Negative polarity items in Mandarin Chinese, and the use of para-
metric dou and y€

I will now treat the different kinds of negative polarity items interacting
with dou or y¢, and I will show what triggers the use of these particles.
For this purpose, I will rearrange Krifka’s typology of polarity items in a
way that fits the Mandarin data best.

The first large class of polarity items are expressions that refer to mini-
mal amounts such as yi-d7 ‘a drop’ (sub-section D). I will call this class
‘negative polarity items of quantity’. Some members of this class relax
the criteria of applicability of properties, and it is in this context where
the preliminary analysis of minor predicates will be restated in more
satisfactory terms. A generic example is yi-didn ‘a bit” if used to modify
stative verbs.

The second class of negative polarity items is constituted by expres-
sions of a general nature (sub-section E). These expressions will be
dubbed ‘negative polarity items of quality’. I will note that a sub-class of
those sentences with occurrences of a wh-word/indefinite pronominal and
doulyé belong in this context, and I will develop a sketchy analysis of
how their overall meaning can be accounted for in a compositional way.




D. Negative polarity items of quantity

The prototypical instances of this kind of polarity item are object nomj.
nals denoting minimal amounts. Cf. the examples in (118) (some of the
following examples are old examples from chs 2 and 3).

(118) a. Ta (lian) YI-JU HUA dow/yé shuébuchiilai.
(s)he even 1-CL:speechunit speech DOU/YE not.be.able.to.speak
‘(S)he couldn’t even say A WORD.’
b. Ta (lian) YI-DI Jiti  douyé méi he.
(s)he even 1-CL:drop wine DOU/YE not.have drink
‘(S)he hasn’t (even) had a DROP of wine.”/
“(S)he hasn’t had ANY wine AT ALL.” (Paris 1994: 249)

Not much theory is needed to analyze these examples, at least not if we
restrict ourselves to making plausible the obligatory use of dou or ye.
The negative polarity items yi-ji: (hua) ‘one speech unit’ and YVi-di (jiii)
‘one drop (of wine)” are the smallest possible quantities within their re-
spective domains, i.e. amounts of speech and amounts of alcoholic bever-
ages consumed. It is easy to see, then, that if not even the smallest
quantities were involved, no larger quantities were involved either. It is
true of all relevant alternative sentences in (118) that the respective
amounts of speech have not been uttered (the case of (1 18a)), or that the
respective amounts of wine have not been drunk (the case of (1 18b)).
Making use of Krifka’s BFA-structures, we would say that the A-parts of
the BFA-structures would contain only semantically stronger non-minor
predicates. This is precisely the condition triggering the use of dou: dou
is preceded by a focus, and the interpretation of the focus has it that all
alternative sentences are true as well (cf. the generalization in (108)). It is
likewise true that, if all alternatives are true, at least one alternative will
be true. This licenses (and triggers) the use of y¢ in (1 18) in accordance
with generalization (110). The same argument applies to the comple-
ments of frequency and duration in (119) and (120) as introduced in chs
2 and 3.

(119) Ta  (lian)  vi-ci douw/yé  méi ldi-guo.
(s)he even I-CL:time DOU/YE not.have come-ASP
*(S)he hasn’t even come ONCE!’

(120) 7a  (lian)  YI-HUIR dow/yé zudbuzhi.

(s)he even I-CL:moment DOU/YE unable.to.sit.still
‘(S)he can’t sit still for even A SECOND!’

If someone has not even come once as in (119), she is sure not to have
come twice or any other number of times, either. If someone cannot sit
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ill for the shortest possible time interval yi-huir ‘one moment’ as in
n{(120), he will likewise not be able to sit still for any longer stretch of
ime. Dou and yé are both triggered exactly the same way as above.

~ Two examples involving verbal measures specific of certain types of
‘actions are given in (121). Semantically, we are dealing with markers of
a momentaneous semelfactive aktionsart encoded by cognate objects,
‘and not with true object nominals in focus.

(121) a. Biérén dou shué zhao-de hao,
the.people all say photograph-CSC  good
1a YI-YAN vé/dou bu  kan.
(s)he 1-CL:glimpse YE/DOU not look
‘The people all said the photograph was good, but (s)he didn’t
even GLIMPSE at it.” (hx: 620)
b. Biérén dou zhi le,
the.people all  continuously laugh
1a Yl-xido yé/dou bit  xiao.
(s)he 1-CL:smile YE/DOU not smile
‘All the others kept on laughing, but (s)he didn’t even have
the THE FAINTEST SMILE on her face.” (hx: 620)

The facts of semantic strength relevant for the interpretation of both
sentences are again straightforward. If the person talked about in (121a)
did not pay the smallest amount of visual attention to the photograph, it
18 entailed that he did not pay any larger amounts of attention to it: All
contextually relevant alternatives, and thereby also some alternatives,
are true such that the licensing conditions of using parametric dou or yé
are fulfilled. Along the same lines, (121b) entails that no stronger or
more numerous signs of joy were uttered than are excluded by the asser-
tion.

The negative polarity item of quantity yi-dian(r) ‘one bit’, if used to
modify gradable properties in negative polarity contexts, belongs to
Krifka’s class of polarity items that relax the criteria of applicability.
Consider (122).

(122) a. Ta  YI-DI4N doulyé bu  léi.
(s)he 1-CL:bit DOU/YE not tired
‘(S)he is not tired AT ALL.’

b. Ta bu Iéi
(s)he not tired
‘(S)he’s not tired.’

Krifka’s argument concerning the interpretation of sentences as in (122a)
runs as follows. There is a contrast among sentences as in (122a) and
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simple negated sentences as in (122b). Somchow, the a-sentence ig
stricter than the b-sentence, and (122b) might be considered true in a
situation in which the utterance of (122a) would be false (for instance
with reference to a person who has worked for a couple of hours). T,
derive this difference in meaning, Krifka analyzes expressions like ar qy
as elements that relax the criteria of applicability of a predicate: If some.-
body feels just a little bit exhausted, we might refuse to call this person
tired, but the predicate tired ar all might be appropriate to encode this
minimal degree. At all is thus something like a marker of a negative de-
gree of comparison. If we negate this minimal degree of being tired we
arrive at a negation that is semantically stronger than the negation of the
plain predicate: If one is not even tired to a minimal degree, one can
surely not be called tired. Therefore, both all alternatives and the con-
Junction of all alternatives are semantically weaker than the asserted sen-
tence in the translation of (122a), and the conditions restricting the use of
a strong polarity item in an emphatic assertion are fulfilled. The same
argument fits for yi-dian ‘a bit’ in (122a), and the obligatory use of dou
or y¢ can be explained along the by now familiar lines: Since all alterna-
tives are entailed, dou may be used; y¢ may likewise be used because
universal quantification entails existential quantification.

The widening of the standard of precision assumed by Krifka to be the
essence of a all’s contribution to predicate meanings remains the same in
the derivation of the effect observed above when the meaning of anyrhing
as opposed to ANYTHING AT ALL was under discussion. Krifka’s prelimi-
nary solution was to say that the domain of alternatives to ANYTHING AT
ALL 1s restricted to non-minor things. Nor get anything at all as a birth-
day present was therefore said to be semantically stronger than not get
anything as a birthday present. The first version would even exclude
receiving a piece of chewing gum as a present, whereas the same would
not make the use of the second version impossible. We can now be more
precise: It is ar all that widens the precision standard or relaxes the crite-
ria of applicability of the predicate birthday present in such a way that
now even a chewing gum is contained in the class of things to which this
property birthday present can be attributed. We shall see in sub-section
E that this argument will play a major role in the explanation of certain
facts involving negative polarity items of quality in Mandarin.

Another element frequently used as a negative polarity item is zai ‘once
more’. It, too, belongs in the context of differing standards of precision or
criteria of applicabilty. For an overview of zai’s uses, cf. Alleton (1972
99-115), or Liu (1999). What I will do here is show in what kind of con-
text zai is interpreted as a strong negative polarity item in Mandarin, and
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1 will sketch what the general line of an analysis of the overall meaning of
such utterances might look like. To see how zai behaves as a weak and as
a strong polarity item, contrast (123a) with (123b) (for uses of zai as a
non-core member of the set of parametric particles, cf. section 4.5).

(123) a. Wo bu  zai qu le.
1 not oncemore go  PRT
‘I won’t go there anymore.”
b. Wo zAl ye b qu le
I oncemore YE not go  PRT

‘T’ll NEVER EVER go there again.’/
‘Not even ONCE will I go there again.” (hx: 716)

(123a) is a sentence in which zai is used as a weak negative polarity item,
an analysis that receives some support from the fact that the sentence
would be bad without the negation marker bu. (123b) is the stronger
version of this sentence. (123a) would be fine in a context in which the
speaker talks about a projected change in habits: He used to go to a gam-
bling-house on a regular basis, and now he has decided that he must stop

‘gambling. Two weceks later, it turns out he has gone one more time, but

just for five minutes. The speaker may argue that five minutes do not
count and that his old statement still holds: / won 't go there anymore, i.c.
on a regular basis or for a whole night. If two weeks ago the speaker had
said (123b), his behaviour would contradict his asseveration: (123b) does
not even allow for the shortest possible visit at the gambling-house, be-

cause zai as a strong negative polarity item relaxes the criteria of appli-

cability of what counts as one instance of doing something. A five-minute
visit already counts as ‘going to the gambling-house’.

Note that yi-dian(r) ‘one bit” as in (122a) is a segment that can be iden-
tified with the function of relaxing criteria of applicability. In (123b) we
have no such segmental counterpart relating to the changed interpreta-
tion. I will readdress this issue below (sub-section E).

The use of yé is easily accounted for in (123b). Y¢ is preceded by a
focalized expression, and since all alternative sentences are such that they
are true, there is also at least one true alternative sentence. This licenses
and triggers the use of yé. Dou, however, may not be used in zai-
sentences. I have not investigated this fact any further.

Having shed some light on the use of dou and y¢ with negative polarity
items of quantity in Mandarin, we shall now focus on negative polarity
items of quality.
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E. Negative polarity items of quality

The investigation of Mandarin polarity items of quality will give us the
opportunity to make more explicit use of Krifka’s findings as presented
at the beginning of this section, and in connection with yi-didnr ‘a bit’
But before turning to the more intricate cases, let us see how the simple
ones can be treated. Take the sentence in (124), an old example intro-
duced in ch. 2.

(124) Ni ' méi  you shang chudn,
you not have goup  boat
lian chudn-de  YINGZI ~dow/vé méi kandao.
even boat-ATTR shadow DOU/YE not.have see
“You’ve never been aboard, you haven’t even seen THE SHADOW
of the/a boat yet.” (ad. rp: 52)

A paraphrase of the sentence would say that the addressee of (124) does
not have any experience relating to boats; (kandao chudn-de) yingzi “(see
the) shadow (of a/the boat)’ is here used as a negative polarity item de-
noting the most superficial experience one may have relating to some-
thing. All possible alternatives to the meaning of this (only slightly)
conventionalized negative polarity item (such as travel on a boat or live
on a boar) are such that they are semantically stronger than the negative
polarity item because they entail having more than just some minimal
experience in this domain. The context coming along with sentence (124),
viz. the first clause, displays a natural instance of an element belonging
to the set of alternatives of the polarity item: shang chudn ‘embark’ is an
experience relating to boats that is semantically stronger than having the
most superficial experience possible.
An example of a similar kind is given in (125).

(125) Dédao name-ge hdo ~ chaishi, yi-SHENG  ye/dou bu kéng,
get  such-CL good position 1-CL:sound YE/DOU not utter
nl dao chéndezhu gi.
you really know.how.to.stay.calm
“You have managed to get such a good position and you don’t
give a SOUND, you're really good at keeping a check on your
temper.” (hx: 165)

Note first that even though the sentence involves a measure construction
(the negative polarity item itself is the measure word/classifier), we are
not dealing with a polarity item of quantity: The conventionalized set of
alternatives is not made up of larger numbers of speech sounds, but
rather of representatives of the general class of more articulate stretches

.....

of speech than just single sounds. The negative polarity argument devel-
oped for (124) fully carries over.

Another type of sentence which may be treated here is illustrated in
(126).

(126) a. Ldo Song DONG  yé&/dou bu  dong.
Old Song move  YE/DOU not move
‘Old Song doesn’t even MOVE.’
b. 7a CHU oi y&/dou chitbushanglai.
(s)he go.out breath YE/DOU not. manage.to.breathe
‘(S)he didn’t even manage to BREATHE.’

We have briefly touched upon these sentences in sections 2.3.1.D,
2.4.1.D and 3.3.1, and it was noted there that only activity verbs, and no
stative verbs can enter into this verb-copying structure. One might argue
that sentences as in (126) should be dealt with in the context of normal
even-sentences as discussed in the previous sections. However, [ think it
is defensible to insert them here, i.e. in the context of negative polarity
items of quality, and not among those of quantity. First, we know already
that even-sentences and sentences involving negative polarity items be-
long closely together anyway. Second, this verb-copying structure is lim-
ited to negated contexts, i.e. Mandarin equivalents of sentences like She
can even fly! would not be encoded in a comparable construction, but
with the help of the focusing adverb shénzhiyi ‘even’ (see section 1.1).
Third, and this is the most important reason, the verbs used in this con-
struction are often conventionalized in such a way that it is hard to decide
whether Old Song in (126a), for example, really did not move at all, or
whether dong ‘move’ is just used to say that Old Song did not do any-
thing that would be significant in the context in which the sentence is
uttered. The same argument applies to (126b).

Yé or dou must be used in these sentences for the same reason as identi-
fied above: Not moving or not breathing is seen as entailing that one does
not do anything else. Therefore, all alternatives (and trivially some alter-
natives) to the asserted sentence are true, and dou and y¢ fulfill their
known agreement function as stated in (108) and (110).

F. Negative polarity and wh-words

The more complicated instances of negative polarity items of quality are
wh-words/indefinite pronominals. The complications come in through
several doors. First, there is no consensus in Chinese linguistics on how
the different uses of wh-words/indefinite pronominals in Mandarin should
be classified. Second, even if researchers could agree upon analyzing a
subset or all of Mandarin wh-words/indefinite pronominals as polarity
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items, the differences between syntactic and semantic approaches remain.
Cheng (1997), for instance, claims that all Mandarin wh-words/indefinite
pronominals are polarity items, but she states this from a purely syntactic
angle. What I can do here is the following;: I will show why an analysis of
many wh-words/indefinite pronominals in terms of negative polarity can
probably not be evaded, I will present a sketch of a semantic account
along Krifka’s (1995) lines, and I will demonstrate why the use of wh-
words/indefinite pronominals as negative polarity items of quality goes
along with the obligatory use of dou or yé. Towards the end of the sub-
section, I will note other uses of wh-words/indefinite pronominals which
are not open to an analysis as polarity items, despite the obligatory use of
dou. Their treatment will be deferred until we get to the following sec-
tion.
Let us begin with the contrasts in (127).

(127) a. Ldo LT méi mdi  shénme.
Old Li nothave buy what
*Old Li hasn’t bought anything special.’
b. Ldo LT SHENME dou/yé méi mdi.
OldLi  what DOU/YE not.have buy
‘Old Li hasn’t bought ANYTHING AT ALL.’
c. Lao Ll mdi-le shénme*(?)
Old Li  buy-ASP what
*¢0Old Li bought something.’/
‘What did Old Li buy?’

Cheng (1997) translates sentences as in (127a) without the qualifying
word special. This is not fully correct because (127a) is true in a situa-
tion in which Old Li has bought something, but nothing peculiar. Note
that this interpretation is not the result of prolonged linguistic introspec-
tion; it is a widely known fact which has made its way into the average
Mandarin textbook for foreigners. What counts here is the interpretive
difference among (127a) and (127b) ((127¢) just serves to demonstrate
the question-word use of shénme ‘what’ in a context that does not license
the use of polarity items as we have defined them here). This difference is
highly reminiscent of the contrast between Mary didn’t get anything and
Mary didn’t get ANYTHING AT ALL as discussed at the beginning of this
section when Krifka’s reasoning was introduced. The robust intuitions
concerning the Mandarin sentences have been stated entirely independ-
ently of Krifka’s or anybody else’s theories of negative polarity. This
seems to me to be good supporting evidence for Krifka’s (and other peo-
ple’s) distinction of strong and weak polarity items, and it also shows the
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cross-linguistic relevance of the interpretive differences first shown here
to be relevant for English.

Recall how Krifka (1995) derives the overall meaning of sentences with
strong polarity items as in (127b). Shénme, the wh-word/indefinite pro-
nominal, would be interpreted as a nominal denoting the property thing,
which is true of each thing. The fact that a preposed strong polarity item
in focus is used has the consequence that the criteria of applying the
predicate thing are relaxed: Things that would not count in (127a) are
suddenly considered something. Suppose Old Li goes shopping to buy a
big present for his wife, perhaps a diamond ring, or a fur coat. He comes
home with nothing but a pair of socks. In this situation the socks would
count as something in the interpretation of (127b) because the criteria of
applicability of the predicate thing have been relaxed; therefore, this
situation cannot be rendered by (127b) because even a pair of socks
counts as something. Not so in (127a). If we know Old Li originally
wanted to buy a big present for his wife, and only brings her socks in the
end, (127a) can truthfully be uttered because the predicate thing, which
is only applicable to costly presents in our context, does not apply to
socks, and Old Li can, under the weak interpretation in (127a), be said to
have bought nothing for his wife, even if he bought socks for her. (127b)
is the sentence which is of interest here because dou or yé must be used.
Two things conspire to make their use mandatory: On the syntactic side,
the focalized polarity item 1s preposed, and thereby precedes the struc-
tural position of dou and yé; on the semantic side, the negative context
ensures that any alternative predicate semantically stronger than thing
would yield an informationally weaker sentence: If somebody has not
bought anything at all, he has not bought a fur coat, either.

That much is clear and plausible, but one problem remains: Krifka’s
final account derives the relaxation of the criteria of applicability that is
necessary to explain the different interpretations of anything and ANY-
THING (AT ALL) in a compositional way: anything and ANYTHING are in-
terpreted alike, and the difference comes in through the (implicit) use of
at all and the semantics/pragmatics of scalar vs. emphatic assertions. In
the case of (127b) I know of no extra word which could be added, and
which might be claimed to equal at all in its function. Therefore, we are
left with a slightly unsatisfactory situation: Predicates denoting gradable
properties as in (122) have a word of their own to relax the criteria of
applicability, viz. yididn(r) ‘a bit’, but for non-gradable properties such
as thing, such a word does not seem to exist in Mandarin. Either we try
to maintain Krifka’s compositionality throughout and postulate a covert
expression of the required kind in (127b), or we stick to the surface. If
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the latter option is chosen, two ways are open: Either we accomodate the
lexical entry of shénme ‘what/anything’ in a way which allows us to
derive two different standards of precision from the entry alone, or we

load the duty of distinguishing the two readings onto the differing seman-

tics/pragmatics of assertion in (127a) vs. (127b). In this case a scalar
assertion would somehow yield the reading which allows for the purchase
of socks, whereas an emphatic assertion would exclude this. I will not try
to solve the problem in this study.

Sentences that can be analyzed in the same fashion have been presented
in section 2.4.1.F. I will not discuss them in detail here since the general
design of the argument should be clear by now.*> What I will do instead
is repeat the examples, add more examples to cover most wh-
words/indefinite pronominals of Mandarin at least once, and provide
natural language paraphrases of more formal representations for each
sentence. Examples (128c) and (128d) are virtually synonymous, the
difference among them being the way of encoding temporal frame-
settings: In (128c) the negative polarity item shénme ‘what/some’ modi-
fies the noun shihou ‘time’, thereby relating to a very liberal system of
specification of points in time. In (128d) the points in time are encoded

according to the conventionalized 12-hour system, or the 24-hour system.

As regards examples (128f-h), I am not fully confident whether they
really belong here or whether they are instances of no-matter-uses of wh-
words to be treated in the section to follow.

(128) a. SHEI yé  bu  hui guai ni.
who YE not will blame you
‘NO-ONE will blame you.’/
‘It is not the case that an entitity which is a person will blame
you. All alternatives to entities that could blame you would still
be persons, so no-one will blame you.’

B Depending on one’s analysis, ydngyudn ‘ever’ as a negative polarity item in (i) (i.e.
with scope below negation) may either be analyzed as ‘at any point in time’, or it may
be considered an existential binder of the time parameter of an eventuality (the latter
option amounts to Krifka’s 1995: 235ff choice for English ever).
(1) Jiut shéhui-de kii,

old  society-aTTR  hardship

wd YONGYUAN dou  bu hui  wangji.

I ever pou not  will forget

‘NEVER EVER will [ forget the sufferings in the old society.’
At this point, I lack sufficient data to make a decision how yéngyudn should be ana-
lyzed.
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b. Ta SHENME y&/dou bu  shuo.
(s)he what YE/DOU not say
‘(S)he doesn’t say ANYTHING AT ALL."/
‘It is not the case that (s)he said something which is a thing. All
alternatives to entities (s)he could say would still be (more spe-
cific) things, so (s)he does not say anything.’

c. Ldo Zhang SHENME SHIHOU y&/dou méi you gongfiu.

Old Zhang what time YE/DOU nothave time
‘Old Zhang NEVER EVER has time.’/
‘It is not the case that Old Zhang has time at a point in time
which has the property point in time. All alternatives at which
Old Zhang might have time would still be (more specific)
points in time, so Old Zhang does not have any time at all.’

d. 7a JI-DIAN ye/dou méi  you gongfu.
(s)he how.many-CL:0’clock YE/DOU not have time
‘(S)he NEVER EVER has time.’/

‘(S)he does not have time at ANY POINT IN TIME.”/

It is not the case that (s)he has time at a point in time which has
the property point in time on the conventional time scale. All
alternative times at which (s)he might have time would still be
(more specific) points in time on the conventional time scale,
so (s)he does not have any time at all.

e. [Ta] zhéng-tian zai jia-li, NAR y&/dou bu  qu.
(s)he whole-day at home-in where  YE/DOU notgo
‘(S)he stays at home all day, (s)he doesn’t go ANYWHERE AT
ALL.” (hx: 620)

It is not the case that (s)he goes to a place that is a place. All
alternative places (s)he might go to would still be places, so
(s)he does not go anywhere at all.

f. Néi-xie pixié, NEI-SHUANG  yé  bu  héshi.

that-CL:some shoe which-CL:pair YE not fit
‘Among these shoes, there’s NO PAIR AT ALL that fits.’
It is not the case that, among these shoes, there is a pair which
has the property of being identifiable and which fits. All alter-
natives which might fit would still be identifiable, so there is no
pair at all that fits.

g. Xido songshii pd-de hén  kuai,
little squirrel climb-CSC very fast
yishi ZENME yé  ddibuzhi.
momentarily  how YE not.be.able.to.catch
“The little squirrel was climbing very fast, and for the time be-
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ing there was NO WAY AT ALL to catch it.” (hx: 620)

It is not the case that the squirrel can be caught with an action
that has the property of being a manner of catching. All alter-
natives to ways of catching the squirrel would still be manners,

so the squirrel cannot be caught at all.

h. Zhé-zhang huar ~ DUOSHAO QIAN  y&/dou  mdibudao.
this-CL.  painting how.much money YE/DOU  notbeabletobuy
“You cannot buy this painting at ANY PRICE.”/*No matter for
HOW MUCH MONEY, you cannot buy this painting.’

It is not the case that this painting can be bought at a price
which has the property of being quantifiable. All alternative
amounts of money at which the painting might be bought would
still be quantifiable amounts of money, so the painting cannot
be bought at all.

Before concluding this section, it is time to remember the following: I am .
not claiming that all sentences with wh-words/indefinite pronominals
receiving some kind of universal interpretation are open to an analysis in
this vein. Just consider sentence (129).

(129) SHEI dou/*yé zhidao zhé-jian shi.
who DOU/YE know this-CL. matter
‘EVERYONE knows about this matter.’

There arc at least two factors obviating the integration of this sentence
into the present context: (i) the ungrammaticality of y¢, and (ii) the lack
of a context which is downward-entailing in the sense made use of by
Krifka’s (1995) account of negative polarity.

The first point is not in need of a long comment: According to what we
have seen so far, it should be possible to use y¢ whenever dou may be
used because the quantificational type relating to dou entails the quantifi-
cational type relating to y¢; therefore, it is not clear why y¢ cannot be
used in (129) if we suggest the same kind of analysis as proposed for the
immediately preceding cases.

The second point is not very difficult to see, either. If, for instance, we
wanted to stick to the polarity-item solution in (129), we would have to
say that there is an entity with the property person that knows the matter
at hand. This statement, however, is not stronger than any alternative
statement differing with regard to the subject. The opposite is true: Any
alternative subject that might be used would yield a stronger assertion.
Take, for instance, the alternative subject nominal jigji¢ ‘clder sister’.
The resulting sentence My elder sister knows about this matter is more
specific than Someone knows about this matter, with the latter being the

Cai, jiv, dou, y& and focus semantics 209

plain sentence meaning of (129) if we adopted the polarity-item analysis.
The same is true of any other alternative object nominal. For this analysis
to work, all alternative sentences would, however, have to be less specific
than the plain assertion, i.e. they would have to be (contextually) entailed.
with this argument in mind, the obligatory use of dou in (129) becomes
outright mysterious. This mystery will be the present section’s cliff-
hanger. _

In this section arguments have been developed to understand the obliga-
tory use of dou or yé in sentences with focalized polarity items. Starting
from Krifka’s recent theory of polarity licensing, we have discussed two
major types of polarity items: Negative polarity items of quantity, and
negative polarity items of quality. Mandarin negative polarity itcm§ of
quantity are easily handled (sub-section D): Given the right embeddmg_s
within the quantificational structures of assertions, maximum or mini-
mum values on scales entail all of the alternative values. Déu reflects this
fact within the verbal complex because of its universal quantificational
type. ¥&s quantificational type (existential quantification) is entailed by
that of dou, so y&’s use does not constitute a problem either. An impor-
tant sub-class of negative polarity items of quality (sub-section F) has
been shown to require more of a theoretical apparatus: Some, but not all,
uses of wh-words/indefinite pronominals can be analyzed as denoting
highly non-specific properties of referents, and Krifka's account for
strong polarity items such as ANYTHING (AT ALL) has proved to fit pre-
cisely these cases.

4.3.4 Parametric dou/yé and free-choice interpretations of wh-words/
indefinite pronominals and disjunctions

This section will aim at shedding some light on uses of parametric dou
and y¢ as in (130).

(130) a. (Bulun) chi shénme nanti,

no.matter ask what problem
ta  *(dowye) néng zai jisuanji zhigian xinsuanchuldi.
(s)he DOU/YE can at computer before calculate
“‘No matter how difficult a problem is that you ask him/her [lit.:
‘No matter what difficult question you ask him/her..."], (s)he
can calculate it faster than the computer.” (hx: 618)

b. (Bugudn) chéng yii bt  chéng,
nomatter succed and not succeed
ni  *(dowyé) yao géi wd-ge  huihua.
you DOU/YE must give I-CL reply
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‘No matter whether you’re successful or not, you must give me
areply.’ (hx: 618)

In both sentences we have a no-matter-clause as the first part of the sen-
tence, and in the second clause dou or y& must be used. In (130a) the ﬁrs;
clause contains a wh-word/indefinite pronominal, whereas the first clause
in (130b) has a disjunctive make-up without any wh-word/indefinite pro-
nominal. The discussion of cases like these will proceed as follows. In
sub-section A I will show first why sentences as in (130a) cannot be
treated the same way as the examples in the preceding section. I will theq
turn to Lin’s (1996) proposal and collect arguments against his analysis,
which relies on insights from question semantics. My own proposal wﬁ”
be stated in terms of free-choice items, and I will, as far as possible, as-
similate the use of dou and y¢ as in (130a) to the cases previously dis-
cussed. Sentences as in (130b) with disjunctive no-matter-clauses will be
dealt with in sub-section B. Towards the end of the section, I will men-
tion some problems and blurry cases (sub-section C). :

A. Accounting for the use of dou and y& in walun-clauses with
words/indefinite pronominals
For (130b) it is easy to show that this sentence does not have anything to
do with polarity items. Not a single word in that sentence could be sus
pected to be a (negative) polarity item. (130a) is different. Shénme
‘what/some’ has in the preceding section been demonstrated to have uses
as a negative polarity item. So why not analyze (130a) along the lines of
the argument developed above? The answer is obvious: Shénme is not
used in a context which licenses negative polarity items. If shénme were a
polarity item here, the whole sentence should be just as bad as English
Mary saw anything, or the Mandarin example (127¢) in its (unavailable)
non-question reading.
Lin’s (1996) account of Mandarin no-matter-sentences 1s, from the
pomnt of view of semantics, the most explicit one developed so far. He
starts out from the intuition that sentence (131a) expresses something like
the set of sentences in (131b) (p. 72).

(131) a. Wilun nl  yaoqing shéi, wo dou huanying 1a.
nomatter you invite who I DOU welcome (s)he
‘No matter who you invite, I will welcome him.’

b. If you invite John, I will welcome him.

If you invite Jack, 1 will welcome him.

If you invite Mary, I will welcome her.
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The speaker will welcome whoever is invited by the addressee, and the
list in (131b) results from the different possibilities of assigning a refer-
ent to the person variable encoded by shéi ‘who’, depending on the uni-
verse of discourse. In Lin’s theory the wiulin-clause is analyzed as the
generalized union over a question denotation, and the interplay of the
wilun-clause and the main clause is seen as a conditional relationship: If
there is someone who is such that you invite him, I will welcome him, no
matter who he is.

The simplified details are as follows: Questions are, according to Ham-
blin’s (1973) theory, analyzed as denoting the set of possible answer
propositions to the question. In the situation-semantics framework a la
Kratzer (1989) adopted by Lin, a proposition is identified with the set of
situations in which the proposition is true. Therefore, the denotation of ni
yaoqing shéi “you invite who’ in (13 1a) would be the set of sets of situa-
tions which are such that the addressee invites someone in these situa-
tions, .. {THE SET OF SITUATIONS IN WHICH THE ADDRESSEE INVITES
JOHN, THE SET OF SITUATIONS IN WHICH THE ADDRESSEE INVITES JACK,
..., THE SET OF SITUATIONS IN WHICH THE ADDRESSEE INVITES MARY},
depending, of course, on who is inside the universe of discourse. Wilun
(and likewise bulun, wigudn or bugudn) is said by Lin to form the gen-
eralized union over this set of sets of situations, and the resulting set is
the set of situations in which the addressee invites someone. This, com-
bined with the main clause, gives us / will welcome whoever you invite.

According to Lin, dou’s function in the main clause is the same as in its
distributive use. Consider the old example of this use from section 2.3.2
again:

(132) Tamen dou mdi-le yi-bu chézi.
they all  buy-AsP 1-CL car
“They all bought a car.’

Déu as in (132) distributes over a(n inherently) plural entity in such a
way that the predication is true of each atomic sub-part of the plural
entity. Therefore, (132) does not have a reading in which a single car was
bought collectively. The number of individuals included in the denotation
of tamen ‘they’ in a given context must equal the number of cars pur-
chased. Just as dou in this example distributes over individuals, Lin (p.
77f) claims that dou in (131a) distributes over the set of situations in the
generalized union corresponding to the denotation of the wulun-clause.
Déu’s contribution would thus be to signal that every single situation in
which the addressee invites someone is such that the speaker will wel-
come this person.




212 Focus and background marking in Mandarin

This summary of Lin’s proposal is certainly very short and also v
crude, but I hope it gives readers of the present study an idea of what Lin
is aiming at. I also hope that it is sufficiently detailed to understand the
difficulties that it faces if confronted with certain facts. I have found one
class of facts which obstruct Lin’s way of accounting for the use of no-
matter-expressions, and their interplay with dou. The argument takes ag
a starting point the interchangeability of y¢ and dou, and the nature of the
expressions these words relate to; it then moves on to show that its em-
pirical consequences do not allow us to treat dou in no- marrer-sentencm'
as distributive dou.

The first difficulty arises if we recall that, as witnessed by (130), dou
and y¢ may frecly interchange in many sentences with no-matter-
expressions. I take it for granted that y¢, in all of its focus-sensitive func-
tions, has something to do with quantification over domains of contextu-
ally given alternatives. If this is so, its (partial) variant dou should do tlmf
same thing. Lin’s analysis, however, takes the set of possible answers to
the question-complement of walin as part of the denotation of a wiilin-
sentence. Denotations are something like the semantic content of linguis-
tic expressions irrespective of context, whereas alternatives as related to
by focus semantics always make reference to contextually delimited sets
of propositions which are not part of the denotation (cf. also the discus~
sion on ‘ordinary meanings’ as opposed to ‘focus meanings’ in sectloﬂ
4.2.4). Lin needs a plural denotation of wulin-clauses in order for
dou-explanation to work, because distributive dou relates to plural en
ties within the denotation. Parametric dou as treated in this study relal
to a set of contextually given alternatives. If it can be shown that the
complements of wilin ‘no matter’ do not denote plural entities, but onl
contextually relate to sets of alternatives, we have shown that dou i
wilin-sentences is of the parametric type, and not of the distributive
type.

Crucial evidence is delivered by the sentence in (133).%

(133) Wiulin shéi dou xthuan ta-ziji/*tamen-ziji.
no.matter who DOU like (s)he-self/they-self
‘No matter who(, everybody) likes himself.’

This sentence combines a wilun-expression with reflexivity. Reflexive
pronouns in Mandarin are good diagnostics for testing whether the ante-
cedent of the reflexive is a plural entity or not, because distinct expres=

3 This argument has, with a different kind of example, been used before (sectwﬂ
4.3.1, ex. (102)) in connection with the argument against treating parametric dow it
general as a variant of distributive déu.
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sions for plural or singular (human) antecedents are used. In (123) only
the singular reflexive expression may be used, and this is strong evidence
against Lin’s analysis of denotationally plural wi/in-complements.

What may be a bit irritating in our context is the fact that wa/in “no
matter’ in (133) does not take a clausal complement, but a nominal one.
So far, we have only dealt with complex wulun-sentences. Sentences with
non-clausal wiliin-complements are nothing peculiar though, and I would
opt, together with Lin, for an overarching analysis.*’ The reason why I
have not made use of any sentences with nominal wau/in-complements so
far is simple: Wulun may generally be dropped, but the sentence meaning
may remain the same, 1.e. the sentence in (133) would still mean the same
even if wulun were not used. But then the sentence looks a lot like the
type of sentence discussed in the preceding section, i.e. as a sentence with
negative-polarity shéi. Negative-polarity shéi would, however, not be
licensed in (133) because the sentential context is not of the required
kind. In order to avoid this confusion, I have taken complex wulin-
sentences as the starting point for the dicussion of wulin-sentences.

Now it i1s about time to deal with the relationship among simplex
wulun-sentences, and sentences involving wh-words/indefinite pronomi-
nals used as negative polarity items. In the course of this discussion we
will arrive at a statement of the meaning that I would like to assign to wh-
words/indefinite pronominals in wx/un-sentences. To get a handle on the
problem, consider (134) first.

(134) a. Xido Wang wulun shénme dou/yé bu  chi
Little Wang no.matter ~ what DOU/YE not eat
‘No matter what, Little Wang doesn’t eat it.’
b. Xido Wang  shénme douw/yé bu  chi
Little Wang  what  DOU/YE not ecat
‘Little Wang doesn’t eat anything at all.’
(“No matter what, Little Wang doesn’t eat it.”)

(134a) is a wulun-sentence in which wilun takes only a nominal as its
complement. (134b) is identical to (134a), except for the fact that wilun
1s not used. The first translation of (134b) is in line with what we know
from the preceding section: Shénme is interpreted as a strong negative
polarity item, and the whole sentence says that if Little Wang has eaten

7 Lin proposes to take a set of sets of humans as the denotation of shéi *who/someone’
In simple wilun-sentences. Individuals are treated as singleton sets, so the set of sets of
humans is the set of sets of individuals. The generalized union over the denotation of
shéi then amounts to the set containing all humans within a given universe of dis-
Course.
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anything, at least it was not anything with the property thing, and there-
fore, Little Wang has not eaten anything at all, because all edible itemg
are things. But (134b) has a second translation, and this translation
equals that of (134a) — it has already been mentioned above that wiilin-
words may be dropped. Even though it would be difficult to find a situa-
tion in which the first reading of (134b) is true and the second one false,
or vice versa, I claim that the two readings differ, and the interpretation
of shénme is where they differ crucially: Wh-words in sentences such ag
(134b) may be interpreted as strong polarity items or as free-choice
items. '

As a polarity item, shénme denotes the property thing which is attrib-
uted to some referent and which is true of all things. I claim that as a
free-choice item, shénme is an expression which is open to denote any
freely chosen single nominal value of the appropriate kind, and for the
truth-value of the whole assertion it does not make a difference which
value from the universe of discourse or the common ground is chosen. In
(134a) and in the second reading of (134b) shénme is free to be inter-
preted as fan ‘rice’, or mianbao ‘bread’, or miantido ‘noodles’, or t-
ever may be salient in the relevant discourse. The important thing is that
any value can be chosen, but only a single one. Therefore, the denotation
of the wh-word/indefinite pronominal in wilin-sentences is singular, and
the facts of pronominalization in reflexive sentences such as (133) (or
(102) above) can be derived. On the other hand, the fact that speakers
and hearers are free to assign whichever specific single value or specifi=
cation to the variable with no change in the truth-value amounts to a kind
of indirect universal quantification: If I am free to think of a kind of edi=
ble item, and I can, no matter which one I choose, be sure that this kind is
one which Little Wang does not eat, then I know that Little Wang does
not eat anything.

The important fact about this proposal is the nature of the domain of
quantification. It is not given by way of the denotation of the question
word shénme ‘what’ as in Lin’s proposal, but rather by way of the con=
textual alternatives relating to the one kind of edible item present in the
interpretation of free-choice shénme ‘something’. Stated in terms of the
illustration in (131b), we would say that only one of the sentences, say
the first one, is asserted, whereas the others are entailed to be true, be=
cause the wulin-interpretation makes it clear that the second or any othef
sentence might just as well have been chosen for the assertion.*®

¥ Note that entailment, as opposed to presupposition, is probably the correct nonan
here (cf. footnote 30).
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In this way, the use of parametric dou falls perfectly into place: Quan-
tification over the domain of contextually relevant alternative sentences is
involved, and all alternative sentences are true. Dou does not induce this
interpretation, it only reflects it within the verbal complex. The universal
interpretation is derivative of the fact that the asserted proposition with a
randomly chosen value of shénme ‘what’ is true and that, if another value
had been chosen, the propostion would likewise have been true. I assume
that a formal implementation of this argument is indeed possible, but I
will not attempt it here.

For the sake of completeness, it must be added that, as first noted by
Lin (1996: 89f) for Chinese, wilun-phrases are only good in intensional
constructions. (For English, this generalization dates back to Vendler
1967). Cf. Lin’s bad extensional examples in (135).

(135) a *Shéi  dou zai chang ge.

who DOU ASP sing song
intended: ‘Everyone is singing.’

b. *Shéi dou =zai na-ge  fangjian-IL.
who  DOU beat that-CL room-in

intended: ‘Everyone is in that room.’
c. *Shéi  dou yljing likai-le.

who DOU already leave-ASP

intended: ‘Everyone has left already.’

Lin’s tentative explanation of this behaviour makes reference to the deno-
tational nature of the elements that (implicit) wiliin combines with: Pos-
sible answers in complex wilin-sentences, and possible individuals in
simple wilun-sentences. Since I have decided in favour of a different
semantics for wit/iin-complements (variables in wh-words/indefinite pro-
nominals in wulin-sentences are assigned an individual, albeit freely
chosen, value from the domain of possible values), a slightly different
story would have to be told here. It would lead us too far afield to enter
deep enough into the intricacies of intensional vs. extensional construc-
tions to restate Lin’s generalization in a proper way, so I will leave its
statement to a different occasion. This appears to be licit, since Lin does
not develop an explicit proposal to deal with the problem, either.

Before turning to sentences with disjunctive wilun-complements 1
would, by way of a short digression, like to pay attention to a class of
sentences that Lin makes use of to illustrate an alleged ambiguity in the
interpretation of wilin-sentences with wh-words/indefinite pronominals.
(136) presents two examples put forward by Lin (adapted from pp 81,
88) to make his point.




216 Focus and background marking in Mandarin

(136) a. Wulun nl yao shénme, wodou kéyi gé& nl  mdi
no.matter you want what I DOU can for you buy
‘No matter what you want, I can buy it for you.’

b. [A: Qing ni géi wo yi-tiaGo yu,  hdo ma?

ask you give I 1-CL fish good PRT
“Would you please give me a fish?’

B: NI yao nd-yi-tigo?
you want which-1-CL
‘Which one do you want?’]

A: Wulin nd-yi-tiao
no.matter  which-1-CL
‘Any fish will do.”

Lin claims that (136a) is ambiguous, with one reading having it that it is
required that ten out of ten things that the addressee likes are bought, a
with the other reading allowing for the purchase of only one item out
the ten things the addressee likes. This ambiguity is like the one in A
guest can come in, Lin states, because this sentence may likewise eil
mean that all persons or, in a sufficiently rich context, just one pers
can come in. Lin welcomes the felicity of the question-answer sequence
(136b) as additional evidence for the same claim: A’s last statement d
not say that he wants to buy all the fish present in the situation, but _]llSt_
single one, and this holds true despite the presence of wiulin.

I am convinced that the assumption of such an ambiguity for the
darin sentences is misguided. In a footnote Lin himself (p. 83) no
down the intuition that the modal k&) “can’ as in (136a) seems to play
role in the emergence of the alleged ambiguity, but he does not pay any
closer attention to this impression. I believe that the use of k&yT ‘can
xing ‘okay, be possible’ is the key to an understanding of why both
amples are good in situations in which only single items are bought.
crucial role played by kéyI ‘can’ and xing ‘okay, be possible’ is th
modalizing force: If somebody can buy something for me, no matter wi
it is, she need not buy anything for me, but she might also buy some
or everything. That means that the number of items actually purchased 1
the situation(s) denoted by (136a) does not matter at all. What does mat
ter is the fact that all the things the addressee could possibly want are
among the things that the speaker can buy for the addresssee. Sumlarly--
in (136b). If we paraphrase the sentence as No matter which fish, it is @
possible fish for me to buy, no need exists to buy a single fish, but
purchase of one fish, or even all fish, is possible. Every single one of the
things that the addressee wants is also a thing that the speaker can buy
for him, and dou reflects the fact that all alternative assertions with an=

dou xing.
DOU fine
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other item to be bought are also true. All of this is in the realm of the
virtual, and this is how Lin’s alleged ambiguity comes about. The pur-
ported ambiguity clearly depends on the use of a modal expression. Con-
sider (1367).

(136°) Wilin -~ ni  yao  shénme, wo dou géi nl  mdi.
no.matter you want what I DOU for you buy
‘No matter what you want, I’ll buy it for you.’

Apart from the missing modal, this sentence equals (136a). It is true in
different kinds of situations, depending on how many things the addressee
wants. But one of its truth-conditions is that the speaker must buy at least
as many things as the addressee wants. Since in this sentence items
wanted, and items that are actually bought must coincide due to the lack
of the modal, the truth-conditions of this sentence are more obvious than
the ones of (136a) in which the domain of the possible opposes the do-
main of the actual. I think it is clear by now that none of the sentences in
(136) and (136°) is ambiguous, and that the fecling of ambiguity one may
have if meditating on the meaning of (136) is a one-hundred percent con-
sequence of the reference to (possibly many different) possible worlds
quantified over by the modal.

B. Accounting for the use of dou and y& in wulin-sentences with dis-
Jjunctive embeddings

Apart from wh-words/indefinite pronominals, there is one more class of
expressions typically used in Mandarin questions that have uses in
wulin-sentences, and do not result in utterances with interrogative force.
One of the Mandarin constructions for expressing yes/no-questions may
just as well serve as the complement of wulun (bilin, wigudn, biigudn
etc.). Unless the sentence final particle ma is used, Mandarin yes/no-
questions are formed by using the A-not-A-question construction. Exam-
ples of a particle question, and of a disjunctive A-not-A-question are
given in (137).

(137)a. Nt g ma?
you go  PRT
‘Are you going?’/*You are going?”
b. NI qu bu qi?
you go not go
‘Are you going?’
Particle questions as in (137a) are often biased towards a positive an-

swer, whereas A-not-A-questions as in (137b) are neutral in this respect.
A-not-A-questions are also called ‘disjunctive’ because they have the
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make-up of (juxtaposed) disjunctions: The act of answering a disjunc-
tive question amounts to a choice among the positive and the negative
predicate in the question.

Now consider a pertinent wul/un-example (the bracketing in (138) just
serves to separate the matrix subject from the embedded clause).”

(138) Ta  [buguan xia bu xia yua] douw/yé hul ldi
(s)he no.matter fall not fall rain DOU/YE will come
‘(S)he will come, no matter whether it’s raining (or not).’

(ad. Eifring 1995: 32)

Since the Mandarin structure resembles those in other languages to such
a great extent, the intuitive understanding of this construction does not
constitute much of a problem. In our context we are, however, obliged
to say something about the use of dou and yé. Specifically, does (138),
in the end, not look like a case in which dou/yé reflects facts of quantifi-
cation over a plural entity within the denotation of the sentence? Both
alternatives are encoded in (138), and dou might simply be seen as dis-
tributing over both cases of the inherently plural disjunctive entity,
thereby forcing us to assume that déu is of the distributive, and not of
the parametric kind in this sentence. Recall that all other occurrences of’
parametric dou and yé have so far been analyzed as relating to contextu-
ally given alternatives, but here the alternatives are spelled out overtly.
This argument can easily be discarded. In (138) the disjunctive em-
bedding does not mean that both disjuncts are interpreted alike. It is the
very nature of disjunctions, or of complex propositions in which the
propositions are related by an exclusive OR-operator to be true if one of
the disjuncts is true, but never if both disjuncts are true or both are false.
As with the examples in the preceding sub-section, hearers of sentence
(138) are free to choose either possibility (either a situation in which it
is raining, or a situation in which it is not raining, i.e. only one at a
time), and the truth value of the whole sentence will not depend on this.
Therefore, the alternative related to by dou is only given contextually.
The way the biigudn-clause in (138) interacts with the rest of the sen-
tence is as follows: If the speaker assigns a truth value « to the proposi-
tion It is raining with a ranging over the values true and false, then the
whole sentence gets true, but if the alternative were/had been chosen,
i.e. if the truth value were/had been —a, the sentence would likewise
be/have been true. Again, a free-choice interpretation is involved, but
this time the choice is not from among a set of nominal values as, for

% The fact that biigudn instead of wailin is used in this example is insignificant. For a
survey of wulin-words in Mandarin cf. Eifring (1995: part one, V).
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instance, with skéi ‘who’ in (131); the free choice here is among truth
values.

Since the total number of alternatives is only 1 (unless we count the
chosen value as being also a member of the set of alternatives), the possi-
ble use of y¢ instead of dou in (138) is accounted for most easily. In this
extreme case the results of universal and of existential quantification over
the domain of alternatives coincide: It is both true that some alternative is
true, and that all alternatives are true.

More examples of the same kind have been assembled in (139) ((139a)
= (130b)).

(139) a. Buguadn chéng yi  bu

nomatter succed and not succeed
ni  dowyé yao géi wd-ge huihua.
you DOU/YE must give I-CL reply
‘No matter whether you're successful or not, you must give
me a reply.’ (ad. hx: 618)

b. Bulun baitian wanshang,
no.matter  day-time evening
ta dowyé yao didn-zhe  you-déng.
(s)he DOU/YE want ignite-ASP  oil-lamp
‘No matter whether it is during the day or in the evening, he
always wants to keep the oil lamp burning.” (cf Alleton 1972: 65)

c. Buguan ta qu bu qu ni dowyé hui qu  ma?
no.matter (s)he go not go you DOU/YE will go  PRT
‘Will you go, no matter whether (s)he’s going or not?”
(adapted from Eifring 1995: 44)

d. Rénping  1a gua feng xia i,
no.matter it blow wind fall rain
douwyé zidangbuzhic women qidnjin-de bufa.
DOU/YE unable.to.stop we advance-ATTR pace
“No matter whether the wind blows or the rain falls, it won’t
stop us from forging ahead.” (cf. Eifring 1995: 176)

I sec no obstacles to an application of the above analysis to these sen-
tences.

chéng,

-

C. Remaining issues
Let us now turn briefly to some problems which I have not been able to
solve or which require a more explicit future treatment.

Readers may have noticed that I have remained silent about the infor-
mation-structural status of (the components of) wulin-complements.
There is a reason for this. So far, all categories interacting with paramet-
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ric cdi, jitt, dou or yé could plausibly be shown to be foci, or at least
C(ontrastive)-topics. These notions are not easily integrated into the pre-
sent argument, because the wh-word/indefinite pronominals, and the dis-
junctions in wlin-complements do not straightforwardly denote values
with regard to which alternative values could be considered. The way I
have analyzed them here, these expressions encode a free-choice option,
and only the result of this option may be considered something that re-
lates to alternative values. Consider (140) again (= (131)).

(140) Wulin nl  yaoqing shéi, wo dou huanying  1a.
nomatter you invite who I DOU welcome (s)he
“No matter who you invite, I will welcome him.”

Even though shéi ‘who’ will bear focal stress in most realizations of
(140), we cannot say that alternatives to shéi, or alternatives to the sen-
tence with shéi, are considered. Instead, we want to say that alternatives
to (the sentence with) a freely chosen value assigned to the shéi-variable
are considered, and this value is not encoded in (140). Therefore, (140)
does not have a focus (or C-topic) the way other sentences with paramet-
ric dou do. Nonetheless, we clearly understand the relationship among.
(140), and a specific value assignment that may be contrasted with alter-
native value assignments. Therefore, I see no principled reason not to say
that, in this case as well, parametric dou interacts with a distinguished
information-structural category. A similar argument can be developed for
disjunctive wi/in-complements. Take another look at (141) (= (1 39¢)) to
see this.

(141) Bugudn ta qu bu qu,nl dowyé hui qu  ma?
no.matter (s)he go not go you DOU/YE will go  PRT
“‘Will you go, no matter whether (s)he’s going or not?’

Again, the complement of bigudn ‘no matter’ will contain an eclement
with a focal accent, but it need not be within the disjunctive structure. In
(141) focal stess on fa ‘(s)he’ would yield a good utterance, and the
string gi bu git ‘go not go’ might be entirely deaccented. Still, we want to
say that dou or y¢ interacts with the freely chosen truth value of @ qu

‘(s)he is going’, and this truth value cannot be identified univocally by _

examining the prosody of (141).

The second problem concerns the (non-)interchangeability of dou and
y¢. The mere fact that y& may be used instead of dou is not a problenllr
dou reflects the fact that, if any of the competing values from the domain
had been chosen, the sentence would likewise have been true; yé reflects

the fact that there is at least one alternative value which would have
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yielded another true sentence, and this is true no matter which value is
actually chosen. Therefore, both sentences do not differ in their readings.
(Note once more that the component of universality necessarily present in
the interpretation of wil/un-sentences does not come in by way of using
dou or yé, but rather by way of using wulun ‘no matter’, and by way of
relating to focus alternatives.)

The problem is that dou and y¢ may only interchange in wuliin-
sentences if there is a nonveridical operator present which has matrix
scope (cf. the minimal pairs in (142), our old descriptive generalization
from ch. 3 in (143), and the whole discussion in section 3.3.3 A).

(142) a. Wo wulun  shénme-yang-de shii yé *(nénggou) zhdodao.

I no.matter what-kind-ATTR book YE can find
‘I can find any kind of book.”

b. Women wulun shénme dixi yé *(bu) zhidao!
we no.matter  what details YE not know

‘We don’t know any exact details!”
(143) Nonveridicality and the grammaticality of sentences with wh-
word... yé-strings:
In assertions involving wh-words/indefinite pronominals conveying
the meaning of (some kind of) universal quantification over the
domain of the wh-word/indefinite pronominal, y¢ may only be used
in nonveridical contexts.

Nonveridical operators are those operators that do not entail the truth of
their embedded propositions. (142a) is fine with the modal verb, because
it is nonveridical: The fact that the subject referent in (142a) can find any
book does not entail that (s)he really finds a book. Negation as in (142b)
is an extreme case of nonveridicality because it does not just fail to entail
the truth of its embedded proposition, it entails its falsity. The sentences
without the operators are bad, and that is the situation covered by the old
generalization in (143). The reason why these semantic facts have al-
ready been discussed in ch. 3, and why they constitute a problem, is as
follows: Although I have been able to identify nonveridicality as a neces-
sary condition of the grammaticality of wilin-sentences with yé, I have
no idea why this is so. Non-veridicality does not tie in neatly with any-
thing else that I know about walin-sentences. Therefore, nonveridicality
figures as a constraining factor which does not appear to have anything
to do with the focus semantic facts discussed in this chapter. For this
reason, I have introduced nonveridicality as a constraining factor on
dou/yé-uses in ch. 3. I leave the exploration of a possible closer link as a
challenge for future research.
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The third problem is that some wilin-sentences are bad even though
they have nonveridical operators taking sentential scope as in (144a) and
(145a), but they improve considerably if small changes as in the respec-
tive b-sentences are made. (146a) is bad, as predicted by (143), but it is
fine if -le is used as in (146b). Moreover the good, albeit marked, sen-
tence with y¢ in (146b) is a counterexample to the generalization in
(143).

(144) a. Wiulin ta  shud SHENME,wO  dow/*yé hui daying de.
no.matter (s)he say what [  DOU/YE will agree PRT
‘WHATEVER he says, I’ll agree to it.’

b. Walin ta  shué SHENME, wo  dou/?yé daying.
no.matter (s)he say what I DOU/YE agree
‘WHATEVER he says, 1 agree to it.”

(145) a. Bugudn cong SHENME difang dou/*yé kéyl shang-qu.
no.matter from what  place = DOU/YE can ascend-go
‘One can ascend from ANY direction, no matter WHICH.’

b. Bugudn cong SHENME difang women dou/?yé kéyi shang-qu.
no.matter from what place we DOU/YE can ascend-go
‘We can ascend from ANY direction, no matter WHICH.’

(146) a. Tamen SHENME dou/*yé gdilidng.
they what  DOU/YE change.for.the better
‘No matter WHAT, they change EVERYTHING for the better.’

b. Tamen SHENME dow/yé gdiliang-le.
they what  DOU/YE change for.the better-ASP
“They have changed EVERYTHING for the better, no matter
WHAT it 1s.’

I do not know of a solution to any of these puzzles. Specifically, I do not
know why (144a) improves if hui and -de are dropped as in (144b); it is
unclear to me why (145a) is better with an overt subject as in (145b), and
why, as in (146b), (146a) improves if -le, the perfective aspect marker, is
used. The last sentence is also a counter-example to Lin’s generalization
that wuliin-sentences are bad in extensional contexts.

This section has delivered the following insights: Apart from the
doulyé-triggering use of wh-words/indefinite pronominals as negative
polarity items, there is another use of wh-words/indefinite pronominals as
free choice items which goes along with the obligatory occurrence of dou
or y&. This is dou/yeé’s use in no-matter-clauses. I have demonstrated that
the use of dou in no-matter-clauses cannot be classified as distributive.
Instead, an analysis in terms of parametric dou/yé should be favoured.
The same applies to no-matter-clauses with a disjunctive make-up. Quite

.....

a few sentences in this domain are grammatical, or ungrammatical for
reasons that I do not fully understand.

Table 4.1 summarizes the characteristic properties of sentences with
dou/yé and wh-words/indefinite pronominals used as strong negative
polarity items on the one hand (cf. section 4.3.3), and of sentences with
dou/yé and wh-words/indefinite pronominals used as free-choice items,
on the other (cf. section 4.3.4). Opposing the two kinds of phenomena
as in Table 4.1 makes it clear that there is a large class of sentences that
are ambiguous between the two possibilities (cf., for instance, (134b)).

Table 4.1 Wh-words/indefinite pronominals as strong negative polarity items,
or as free-choice items

strong negative polarity Wiulun-(/no-matter-)

constructions

consfructions

wh-word/indefinite
pronominal inter-
pretedas a ...

set of alternatives to
the focus value
contains ...

sentential context
must ...

(strong) negative polarity
item

(predicate denoting the most
general property that may be
attributed to a referent of the
relevant sort, e.g. thing for
shénme, person for shéi,
etc.)

predicates that are semanti-
cally stronger than the
predicate in the assertion

result in downward-entail-
ingness of the denotation of

free-choice item
(/disjunction of predicates
as an alternative kind of
free-choice item)

(sortally restricted vari-
able ([-animate] for shén-
me, [+human] for shéi,
etc.) bound by a free-
choice operator)

different values of the
variable

be non-veridical if yé is to
be used

the wh-word/indefinite pro-
nominal

4.3.5  Parametric dou/y& and concessivity

For a first impression of the domain to be covered in this section have a
look at (147) and (148).

(147) (Suirdn) MEI XIAYU, ta ?7?dou/yé dai-zhe sdn.
although not.have fall rain (s)he DOU/YE take-ASP umbrella
‘(S)he took along an umbrella although IT WASN’T RAINING.’

(ad. hx: 619)
(148) a. (Jishi) GUOWANG ldi, wd doulvé bu  qu.
even.if king come | DOU/YE not go

‘Even if THE KING comes | won’t go.’
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b. Jiushi  GUOWANG lai, wo  douyé bi  qu.
even.if king come | DOU/YE not go
“Even if THE KING comes I won't go.’

The sentences in (148) are examples of concessive conditionals: A condi-
tional is enriched in such a way that, apart from encoding the mere condi-
tional semantics, an even-interpretation relating to (part of) the protasis is
added. In (147) no conditional semantics is expressed, and subordinate
clauses as in this sentence are traditionally called concessive clauses. The
tasks for this section can be derived from these three sentences and their
interplay.

First, with a rough idea of the semantics of concessive constructions in
mind, we should be able to say what triggers the use of parametric yé.
The statement of this triggering relationship will necessitate a restatement

of the function of parametric y¢. Second, the ungrammaticality of using

dou in (147) should be made to follow from what we know about déu

and concessives. Note in passing that déu is bad in (147) irrespective of
the use of suiran ‘although’. Both points will be dealt with in sub-section
A. Third, we should explain how déu and y¢ come to be used in conces-
sive conditionals. Fourth, an explanation must be sought for the fact that

concessive conditional clauses introduced by jishl ‘even if as in (148a)
behave in a special way if compared with concessive conditional clauses

introduced by the functionally and phonetically similar element jiushi

‘even if” as in (148b). Jiushi seems to block the use of dou, while jishl,
or the non-use of any functional element introducing the concessive con-
ditional clause, does not have any such effect. Sub-section B takes care
of these two issues.

There is also a fifth point, but I will not pay any closer attention to it.
Example (148a), for instance, has more readings than the one given in the
English translation. Specifically, it is not restricted to a potential or hypo-
thetical reading. It might just as well be interpreted as denoting an irre-
alis, or a counterfactual semantics: ‘Even if the king came I wouldn’t go”
and ‘Even if the king had come I wouldn’t have gone’ are also good
translations of (148a) depending on the context. Provided the subordinat-
ing connectives such as jishl in (148a) do not restrict the interpretation in
a conventionalized way, this is a general phenomenon in Mandarin com-
plex sentences, and I will ingnore the details of this fact in the follow-
ing.*’ Still, we should avoid stating any of our generalizations in a way
which would collide with this fact.

* Sentences with the same kind of indeterminacy for cdi and jii are (23) and (67). For
an overview of such restrictions or preferences cf. e.g. Bisang (1992 sections 5.5/5.6).
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A. Concessive sentences and yé vs. dou

The literature on concessives comes from heavily diverging frameworks
within linguistics. Language philosophers, theoretical linguists, functional
linguists, and typologists all compete to find solutions to the problems
posed by these constructions. I will not try to give an overview of the
different proposals that have been made. But I can aim at indicating
where the following discussion has its points of reference among the dif-
ferent schools.

Although I would certainly subscribe to the view that concessives play
an important role in argumentation and discourse organization, I do not
claim that their semantic analysis must be based on discourse notions
such as ‘concession’ or ‘conceding’ (for an approach in this vein, cf.
Couper-Kuhlen & Thompson 1998). Among the more recent semantic
approaches to concessivity (with semantics to be understood in a very
broad sense here), I do not follow Di Meola’s (1997) analysis of conces-
sivity as “hidden causality”, either. Arguments against this approach are
found in Kénig & Siemund (2000). The philosophical tradition (repre-
sented, for instance, by Barker 1991) is certainly relevant, but I think its
basic insights are included in the narrowly linguistic approaches. Like-
wise, the typological discussion of concessives and concessivity found in
Konig (1988) is important, but it could only serve as a plausibility check
for certain empirical facts concerning Mandarin concessives. Pasch’s
(1992a, 1992b), Konig’s (1991b), or Konig & Siemund’s (2000) findings
regarding the semantic core of concessivity are those analyses that will be
most relevant in our context. As regards the conditionality facts of con-
cessive conditionals, our old insights from sections 4.1.5 and 4.2.3 carry
over: I will again assume a Lewis/Kamp/Heim/Kratzer-style approach to
conditionality, but I will do so without going into details.

As regards non-conditional concessivity, I will assume a semantics
similar to the one defended by Konig & Siemund (2000). The detail that
matters here is illustrated in (149). Sentence (149a) presupposes, among
other things, (149b).

(149) a. (Suiran) [MEI XIA  YUlcaopio
although not.have fall rain
Ldo LT y¢  DAI-ZHE  SAN.
OldLi YE take-ASP  umbrella
‘Although [IT WASN’T RAINING c.1opic, Old Li TOOK ALONG AN
UMBRELLA.’
b. usually, if p, then not q
‘Usually, if it doesn’t rain, Old Li doesn’t take an umbrella
along.’
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The presupposition in (149b) states that the more common behaviour is
not to take an umbrella along if it does not rain.*' Note that the quantifi-
cation by way of usually prevents the combination of (149a) and (149c)
from leading to a contradiction: If it is only true of most, but not of all,
situations with dry weather that Old Li does not take an umbrella along,
then the fact that in the asserted predication he did take along an umbrella
is not a problem. The presupposition does not allow us to conclude any-
thing about alternatives to p, but only about alternatives to g. But for
parametric y¢ to be used felicitously, we also need to make reference to
an alternative to p or to part of p. This is where the C-topic in (149a)
comes into play. With an information-structural make-up as in (149a), I
claim that the sentence relates to an alternative sentence as presented in
(149c¢) in an English translation.

(149) c. Ifit had rained, Old Li would have taken along an umbrella.

The first proposition has changed its polarity, while the second one has
remained unchanged in this respect. Disregarding the factuality changes
made in (149c), and the change from the concessive marker to the condi-
tional marker, this sentence constitutes a proper alternative in the spirit of
the account of sentences with C-topics as presented in section 4.2.4.
Now, why is y¢ used in (149a)? The case is intuitively clear: Y& with its
semantics reflecting existential quantification over the domain of alterna-
tives is used because, apart from the asserted circumstance in focus (dry
weather), there is at least one other type of circumstance, viz. rainy
weather, under which Old Li would also take along an umbrella. This
sounds straightforward, but if we look at it more closely in the light of
our preliminary generalization covering the function of parametric y¢ in
(150) (= (110)), we run into trouble.

(150) a. Y& is an agreement marker; the verbal background agrees with
a semantically specific focus.

b. Among all the possible alternatives to yé-sentences that only
differ with regard to the focus value, the pragmatically relevant
set of alternatives 1s considered, and it is presupposed that at
least one of these alternatives is true. (to be revised)

The problem is that existential quantification in (150b) ranges over actual
cases, but in our example we need quantification over non-actual cases:
(149a) is not a generic or habitual sentence, it is about a single occasion
on which Old Li took along an umbrella although it was not raining (the

! 1 ignore several details here, among them the fact that the regularity stated in (149b)
will typically be stated with respect to all people, and not only with respect to Old Li.
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use of méi, i.e. the negation marker of propositions that would be marked
by the perfective aspect marker -/e if they were not negated, is a formal
indicator of this). Therefore spelling out the assertion and the presupposi-
tion should not yield *Old Li has taken along an umbrella in spite of the
dry weather, and Old Li has, at the same time, taken along an umbrella
because of the rainy weather’. What we need is ‘Old Li has taken along
an umbrella in spite of the dry weather, and Old Li would likewise have
taken along an umbrella if it had been raining’. Quantification is thus not
over actual worlds, but over possible worlds. This is reminiscent of jii:
Recall the discussion in section 4.2.4 which took (151) (= (61)) as a
starting point.

(151) Yinwéi [CHUANGHU  WAIMIAN YOU-GE CHUFANG]c.opic,
because window outside exist-CL kitchen
fangjian jiu AN e
room JU dark PRT
“Since [THERE IS A FOOD STALL OUTSIDE THE WINDOW]c..1opic, the
room is DARK.’ (hx: 346)

I have argued in that section that relevant alternatives to (151) are about
situations in which the room would not be dark because no food stall is
placed in front of the window. I have tried to cover such cases by includ-
ing a modal disjunction into the relevant generalization in (152) (= (69); I
repeat the final version of the generalization here).

(152) a. Jin is an agreement marker; the verbal background agrees with
a semantically specific focus or an (implicit) C-topic.

b. Among all the possible alternatives to jin-sentences whose
propositions only differ with regard to the focus or the (im-
plicit) C-topic value, the pragmatically relevant set of alterna-
tives is considered, and it is entailed that at least one of these
alternatives is wrong, or would be wrong. One of these alterna-
tives 1s wrong in those cases in which the alternatives are not
counterfactual; it would be wrong in those cases in which
counterfactual alternatives are considered.

Leaving aside the complications of C-topics and implicitness that I will
hot go into in the discussion of parametric y¢ and dou, we get a revised
version of (150) as in (153).

(153) a. Y¢ is an agreement marker; the verbal background agrees with
a semantically specific focus.

b. Among all the possible alternatives to yé-sentences that only

differ with regard to the focus value, the pragmatically relevant
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set of alternatives is considered, and it is presupposed that at

least one of these alternatives is true, or would be true. One of

these alternatives 1s true in those cases in which the alterna-
tives are not counterfactual; it would be true in those cases in
which counterfactual alternatives are considered.

This generalization correctly covers the use of y¢ in concessive sentences,
which necessarily refer to counterfactual alternative sentences if (part of)
the subordinate clauses are in focus, or are C-topics.

Note that y¢ is not generally used in concessive sentences. | assume, in
accordance with the findings of section 3.3, that y¢ is used in all and only
those concessive sentences in which (part of) the subordinate clause is a
C-topic, or is in focus.

Dou is strongly dispreferred in concessive sentences (cf. (147a)), and I

attribute this behaviour to the (stipulated) fact that the kind of universal

quantification relevant to the interpretation of déu-foci is unable to refer

to alternative propositions that differ from the asserted proposition in
factuality.

B. Concessive conditionals and dou vs. y&
The term ‘concessive conditional” covers cases as in (154) (= (148)).

(154) a. (Jishi) GUOWANG ldi, wo dowyé bu  qu
even.if king come | DOU/YE not go
*Even if THE KING comes I won’t go.”’
b. Jitishi GUOWANG ldi, wo  dou/yé bu  qi.
even.if king come | DOU/YE not go
‘Even if THE KING comes I won’t go.’

Konig (1988) also subsumes sentences as discussed in section 4.3.4 un-
der this heading. Both types are indeed very similar, but I have decided in
favour of a more fine-grained classification, because concessive condi-
tionals have foci that are straightforwardly encoded on the surface. Sen-
tences with no-matter-clements have, on the other hand, been analyzed as
instantiating rather complex information-structures that cannot be imme-
diately read off the surface (cf. the discussion in section 4.3.4).

Our tasks here are to say how dou and yé come to be used in (154a).
and what renders the use of dou strongly dispreferred in sentences such
as (154b). To perform these tasks, let us first develop an understanding
of the meaning of concessive conditionals. m

There are three components of meaning that figure dominantly in the
interpretation of concessive conditionals. Two of them have found their
way into the name of the construction, i.e. concessivity and condition=

ality. The third one is the semantics of even whose relevance for English
concessive conditionals is clear since they are marked by even if.

What, then, is concessive about concessive conditionals? The answer is
casy: With the conclusions of the preceding section in mind, we can say
with reference to (154a) that if the king comes, one would usually not
stay away, but rather join the crowd and have a look at the monarch.
That is tantamount to saying that the complement of the consequent
would usually be assumed to be true under the given circumstances, and
this amounts to presupposition (149b). The conditional component is just
as obvious: (154a) entails the following conditional: If the king comes 1
won't go. Spelled out in terms of the conditional semantics assumed in
this study, this amounts to “All situations in which the king comes are
also situations in which I won’t go’. Even-semantics is relevant because
the contribution of jishI in (154a) amounts exactly to that of even (cf.
section 4.3.2 and Krifka 1995) — apart from having a subordinating func-
tion: If the fact that the king is coming (1.¢. the content of the even-focus)
does not make the speaker go out and join the crowd, then nothing else
will do. In other words: Within the given context, the presence of the king
in town is the semantically strongest condition which could possibly trig-
ger activity on the part of the speaker, and all alternatives to this condi-
tion are semantically weaker, thereby entailing the inactivity of the
speaker under all alternative circumstances of the same contextual do-
main.

By now it is probably redundant to state how the triggering of dou
comes about: A focus precedes the structural position of dou, and jishl,
or the emphatic assertion type (cf. section 4.3.2) forces an interpretation
upon the focus such that all alternatives to the asserted sentence are true
as well. This 1s precisely what triggers the use of dou. Y& may be used
instead because existential quantification, i.e. the type of focus quantifi-
cation triggering ¢, is entailed by universal quantification.

(154a) does not present any further difficultics, but (154b) does: Both
sentences mayv be translated by the same sentence into English, and both
sentences are almost identical, but in (154b) the use of dou is strongly
dispreferred. The only respect in which the sentences differ is the use of
Jish ‘even if* as opposed to jiushi “even if". It looks like we have to at-
tribute the deviance of dou’s use in (154b) to jiushi. In fact, a more gen-
eral statement is possible: All concessive conditionals in which an even-
if~marker containing the syllable/morpheme jiu is used are bad with dou,
but good with y¢. Here is a list of examples.

(155) a N jiushi  YUANYl xishéng nl-de shijian,
you even.if willing sacrifice you-ATIR time
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wo  yé/?dou bu  néng jieshou.
1 YE/DOU not can accept
‘Even if you WANT to sacrifice your time, I can’t accept it,’
b. Ta  jiushi yao QU, y&/?7dou gai xian jié-le hin.
(s)he even.if must go YE/DOU should first tie-ASP marriage
‘Even if she GOES, she should marry first.” (ad Alleton 1972:78)
c. NI jiu BU  shuo, wo  y&/??dou  hui  zhidao,
you evenif not say I YE/DOU  will know
‘Even if you DON’T say it, [ will get to know it anyway.’
(ad. XHDC: 441)
d. Jitsuan ta  BU zai nar,
even.if (s)he not at  there
nl yéNMdou yinggai zai qu  yi-xia.
you YE/DOU should again go  1-CL:time
‘Even if (s)he’s NOT there, you should still go there once
more.” (cf. Alleton 1972: 111)

All of the examples in (155) would be fine with dou if jishl ‘even if” were
used instead of the ji-words. The syllable/morpheme jiu in these sen:
tences is, in fact, not unknown to us: The character #f is the same as
one used to write parametric jin, and its use as a subordinating even-if
word has been mentioned in section 2.2.6. Even though I have not madi
an attempt to unify the parametric use of jiz and its use in even-if-words
—and I firmly believe that this attempt would not lead anywhere -,
would still like to explore the possibility that both uses share a cert
component of meaning. Recall that parametric ji has been claimed
reflect negated universal quantification over the domain of focus alte
tives. Now assume that ji# in (155) has a similar function, but in a ¥
which conforms to the function of focus particles: Jiushi triggers t
focus reading, it does not reflect it. The obligatory use of y& shows
that existential quantification over the domain of focus alternatives 18
involved. The resulting quantificational type is existential quantificati
but with the caveat that not all alternatives are true; or, the other v
round, negated universal quantification, but with the caveat that at le:
one alternative is true. This interpretation might, for instance, be spelled
out as follows for (155¢): ‘If you don’t say it I will know it, and there

other circumstances under which I will know it, but there is at least

translation of Mandarin jit-subordinators. This is so because even if
involves universal quantification over the domain of alternatives whereas,
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deviance of the use of parametric dou follows without any further stipu-
jations, because parametric dou would reflect a focus reading that is
straightforwardly excluded by the jiti-subordinator: Universal quantifica-
tion over the domain of alternatives.

The discussion of parametric dou and y¢ in concessives and concessive
conditionals has yielded the following results. If we assume an appropri-
ate semantics of concessives, the use of parametric y¢ in concessives with
(partially) focused subordinate propositions follows: Apart from the cir-
cumstance which is presupposed to be compatible with the truth of the
whole sentence, there must be another circumstance from among the
complement of the presupposed circumstance which would also be com-
patible with the truth of the whole sentence, and this alternative circurr_l—
stance is more usual as a circumstance for the truth of the matrix
proposition. Since the alternative circumstance in concessives must differ
from the presupposed circumstance in factuality, an accomodation of our
descriptive generalization for parametric y¢ was necessary. Parametric
dou does not allow for such differing factuality statuses, so it may not be
used in concessives. The use of dou and y¢ in concessive conditionals
follows without any further stipulations from our standard assumptions
concerning the semantics of conditionals and emphatic even-assertions.
The strongly dispreferred use of dou in concessive conditionals marked
by a jii-word probably follows from a conflict among the quantifica-
tional types triggered by jiu-focalizers and the dou-agreement marker.

For conclusions concerning the overall function of parametric dou and
Ve, turn to section 4.6.

44 THE ARCHITECTURE OF THE SYSTEM

Having made our way through the plains of single phenomena, it is now
time to climb to an elevated position and study the major lines structuring
the whole area. The four types of quantification over domains of focus
alternatives that are reflected by parametric cdi, jiti, dou and yé are an-
other instance of the ubiquitous relevance of the classical quantificational
types. These four types come into being by combining existential and
universal quantification with inner or outer negation.” If, for example,
the property of being lazy is discussed with regard to students, the fol-
lowing four basic quantificational assertions are possible: All students

—

“2or course, either quantifier would be sufficient to derive the whole system because
=3¢ —gfx] is equivalent to Vx @[x/ (e.g. There is no student who is not lazy is equiva-
lent to All students are lazy), but this slight redundancy yields a system that is optically
less clumsy.
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are lazy, Some student(s) is(/are) lazy, No student is lazy, and Not qj
students are lazy. No matter what kind of world we live in, or how we
restrict our domain of quantification, provided students exist and they
may possibly be lazy, at least one of the four statements must be true.
Lobner (1990) has demonstrated to what extent lexical fields and fung
tional domains in language are structured according to the quan
tional square. Concerning focus semantics, Konig (1991a) has identi
the difference among additive and exclusive focus markers as basic
term ‘additive’ relates to my ‘existential quantification over the d
of alternatives’; ‘restrictive’ corresponds to my ‘negated existential ¢
tification over the domain of alternatives’. The theoretical inno
propagated in this study is the application of the whole quantificatio
square to focus semantics, and the results are encouraging: It could
shown that the assumption of a full-fledged system of
quantificational types is able to shed light on some notoriously dark sj
of Mandarin grammar. First and foremost, this applies to the jiu-a
Since the quantificational type triggering the use of jix, viz. negated 1
versal quantification, is the least common one to be encoded sys
cally (cf. Lobner 1990), and since jiut’s function has been contro:
over decades, the results concerning jiu are probably the most unexpe
ones.
What we should do now is test our results against the backgro ul{'
what we know about entailments, contradictions, and other relations
holding among assertions that instantiate one of the four focus qua
tional types. Two assertions or judgements that only differ with reg
the quantificational type may traditionally be (1) contradictory, (i1) con
trary, (ii1) subcontrary, or (iv) subalternate. Let us look a bit closer @
these relationships, and determine the kind of predictions we should b
able to make in our empirical domain. The introductory examples are
of the lazy-student kind, but recall that these sentences quantify ov
subject denotations, while our Mandarin focus phenomena involve quan:
tification over alternatives. I will often use mnemonic operator symbo:
the following which are, of course, not to be mistaken as formal represen:
tations of quantificational formulae.

(i) Contradictions
The sentences No student is lazy (—3) and Some student(s) is(/are) 1a2)
(3) are contradictory, because it is impossible that both are true or
both are wrong at the same time, and in the same context. Note that th
two sentences comprise among them all possible situations if we try 10
quantify the pervasiveness of laziness among students, because Somé
students are lazy would allow for the possibility that all students af€
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lazy.” Another contradictory pair is All students are lazy (V) and Not all
students are lazy (V).

Applied to Mandarin focus semantics we would predict that the rele-
vant components of meaning in cdi-sentences (—3) and in yé-sentences
(3) should be contradictory, just like those in dou-sentences (V) and in
jin-sentences (=V).

(if) Contraries
The contrary sentences All students are lazy (V) and No student is lazy
(—3) may, just like contradictions, not be true at a time, and in the same
context. They differ from contradictions in that both may be false
(probably the right option in the real world) because it may be true that
only some students are lazy.

In Mandarin we would expect to find that the focus-semantic compo-
nents of dou-sentences (V) and cdi-sentences (—3) are contraries of each
other.

(iii) Subcontraries
Subcontrary sentences such as Some student(s) is(/are) lazy (3) and Not
all students are lazy (—V) can both be true at a time, and in a single
context, but they may not both be false (No student is lazy and All stu-
dents are lazy results in a contradiction).

Mandarin focus semantic instantiations of subcontrariety should be
expected among yé-sentences (3) and jiz-sentences (—V).

(iv) Subalternates
Subalternate sentences display one-way entailments, While No student is
lazy (—3) entails Not all students are lazy (—V) and All students are
lazy (V) entails Some student(s) is(/are) lazy (3), the reverse 1s not true.
In Mandarin, the focus semantics of cdi-sentences (—3) should thus
entail the focus semantics of jit-sentences (—V), and the focus semantics
of dou-sentences (V) should entail the focus semantics of yé-sentences
(3).
The relations between assertions instantiating specific quantificational
types, their respective propertics, and the relevant pairs of Mandarin
parametric words are summarized in Table 4.2.

* The feeling of deception that we have when somebody says / ate some of your candy
while he has really eaten all of my candy is usually attributed to a Gricean implicature,
but in the lofty halls of logic, implicatures do not count.
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Table 4.2: Relations among quantificational types, and Mandarin parametrie
words reflecting these relations in focus semantics

Vx @[x] - g[x] & @[x]
-Vx @[x] contradiction: subalternation: subcontrariety;
both cannot be one-way entailment both may be true,
true, or false but not false i
Jjitt ~ dou cdi - jin Jitt — y&
vx o[x] contrariety: subalternation:
both cannot be true, but one-way entailment
both may be false dou — yé
dou — cai
—3x @[x] contradiction;
both cannot be
true, or false
cai — yé

Figure 4.5 depicts a version of the quantificational square for paramet
ric cai, jiu, dou and yé.

Figure 4.5: Mandarin parametric words in the quantificational square

cdi dou
contra
-3 = v
sub- sub-
alternate alternate
contradictory
-V 3
jitt subcontrary yé

I will now proceed as follows: I will test for each possible relational
type whether intuitions can be matched with the predictions summ

rized in Table 4.2. To do so, I will pursue the following line of argu=
mentation. We will generally oppose two sentences supposed
instantiating one of the possible relationships holding among their focus.
semantic components of meaning, and we will check whether the intul=
tions can be matched with our predictions. This is easily done in mo
cases. The only oppositions which require more discussion are the ones
involving jiu-sentences, and the subcontrary relational type.
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[ will only test basic examples, and disregard more specific readings of
sentences with parametric words. Many of such special uses have been
discussed in the preceding sections of this chapter, but they often do not
lend themselves to being contrasted with other relevant sentences that
only differ with regard to the parametric word used. This is so because
the interpretations of such sentences with specific readings are usually
dependent on the presence of peculiar focus-marking devices which re-
strict the focus reading further. It thus often becomes impossible to ex-
change one parametric word for another without influencing
acceptability. The fact that the more specialized readings are disregarded
is not justified by any good reason; a complete account would have to
show for each and every use of a parametric word what ensures or bars
its substitutability. My only reason for proceeding the way I do is practi-
cal: A full account of all sub-cases would simply be too long to be in-
cluded in the present study.

A. Contradictions: cai vs. y& /dou vs. jil
Table 4.2 predicts contradictions among the focus-semantic components
of the following a-sentences if compared to the respective b-sentences.

(156) a. (Zhiyou) GUOWANG ldi  -de shihou, wd cdi  qu.
only king come -when I CAI go
‘I only go when the KING comes.’
b. GUOWANG ldi  -de shihou, wo yé  qu.
king come -when I YE go
‘I also go when the KING comes.’
(157) a. (Jish}) GUOWANG ldi  -de shihou, wd dou bu  qi.
even.if king come -when I DOU not go
‘I don’t even go when the KING comes.”
b. GUOWANG ldi  -de shihou, wd  jit  bu  qu.
king come -when I JIU not go
‘I don’t go when the KING comes|, but there’s at least one
occasion on which I will go].”’

For (156) it is easy to see that we are really dealing with a contradiction:
Either the speaker goes out only once as in (156a), or the speaker goes
out at least twice as in (156b); an option combining both alternatives
does not exist. The problem in (157) is that (157a) and the English trans-
lation of (157b) without the explicating brackets are not contradictory,
but the Mandarin sentences, in their focus semantic components, are. In
section 4.2.2 the required argument for jiu has first been stated: Jiti’s
quantificational type excludes the possibility that all alternative sentences
are true. Since I never had difficulties in eliciting precisely this result
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with my consultants, 1 take it to be an established fact (cf. also the dis.
cussion in the sub-section on subalternates below). Déu's focus quan 5
ficational type (‘even-semantics’) has it that all contextually releva
alternatives are implied to be true. Taking these two things for granted,
the non-native speaker of Mandarin will likewise be able to sense {]

contradiction between (157a) and (157b).**

B. Contraries: cai vs. dou
A contrary relation is defined as one in which both assertions may not
be true at a time, but both assertions may be false. Cdi’s and dou’s fe
cus-semantic quantificational types are predicted to stand in a con
relationship as witnessed by Table 4.2 and Figure 4.5. Pertinent exam-
ples are presented in (158). '

(158) a. (Zhiyou) GUOWANG lai  -de shihou, wo cai bu  qu.
only king come -when I CcAl not go
‘I only don’t go when the KING comes.’
b. (Jishi) GUOWANG ldi  -de shihou,
even.if king come -when |

‘I don’t even go when the KING comes.’

wo dou  bu
DOU not go

(158a) says that there is only a single thing that makes the speaker stay
at home, and that is the fact of the king coming. (158b), on the other
hand, says that, apart from the king coming, all other contextually rele-
vant things have the same consequence: The speaker will stay at home.
It is thus impossible to use both sentences in (158) in a single situation.
The second characteristic of contraries — both assertions may be false
likewise holds: Suppose the speaker never goes out on the street if tl
king or a politician (with the king not counting as a politician) may be

* The contradiction arising in the case of (156) is still felt to be more blatant than th
one between the sentences in (157). I attribute this difference to the following fact:
focus-semantic type associated with cdi (—3) excludes alternatives by way of ems;i.,L
ment. All other focus semantic types exclude or include alternatives by way of presup-
position. Therefore, the simultaneous assertion of the sentences in (157) only results in@
presupposition failure, while the simultaneous assertion of the sentences in (156), bg
way of the cdi-sentence, entails the presupposition of the yé-sentence to be false. This is
a more severe contradiction than a contradiction between two presuppositions. In the
domain of sentences not quantifying over alternatives, the contrasting pair in (i) is paral-
lel to (156) in that there arises a contradiction involving an entailment; (ii) parall'lﬂ
(157) in that the contradiction is among presuppositions. I
(i) Paul’s daughter is five years old.
Paul doesn’t have kids.
(ii) Paul's daughter is five years old.
The fact that Paul doesn’t have kids bothers him.

o il eris
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seen in public, but he loves to take pictures of movie stars. Such a person
could neither utter (158a) nor (158b) felicitously, or without saying a lie
if the universe of discourse remains constant. For cdi and dou we really
seem to be dealing with a contrary relationship among types of focus
quantification.

C. Subalternates: cai vs. ji1 / dou vs. y&

The relationship among plain cdi-sentences and plain jin-sentences is as
predicted: (the focus-semantic component of) (159a) entails (the focus-
semantic component of) (159b), but not vice versa.

(159) a. GUOWANG lai, wd cdi qu.
king come [ CAI go
‘Only if the KING comes will I go.”/
‘T won’t go before the KING comes.’
b. GUOWANG ldi, wo  jiu  qu.
king come | JU go
‘If the KING comes I will go.”
“When the KING comes, I will go.”

It is, for instance, possible to utter (159b) first, and then get more spe-
cific by uttering (159a). Both sentences may easily be interpreted as ei-
ther conditionally or temporally restricted; cf. the two English
translations each. In both cases the (focus-semantic) entailment relation
from the a-sentence to the b-sentence holds, since the negation of the
truth of all alternatives as in (159a) entails the negation of the truth of
some alternative as in (159b). For the opposite direction, imagine a situa-
tion in which the speaker joins the crowd whenever a member of the royal
family may be seen in public. In this case (159b) in its conditional read-
ing would be true, but not (159a), as predicted by the assumed subalter-
nate relation. The same argument is easy to state for the temporal
readings.

Whenever specific markers are used that restrict the focus in such a
way that only negated existential quantification over the domain of alter-
natives is possible, jizr may not be used; cf. the use of chufei ‘only if in
(159°).

(159 )Chufei GUOWANG ldi, wo
only.if king come |
‘Only if the KING comes will I go.”

cai/*jiu  qu.
CAIJIU go

The incompatibility of chufei “only if” and jit does not fall out for free in
my account because the type of focus quantification triggered by chaifeéi
is a limiting case of those cases covered by ji’s negated universal quan-
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tification. I must assume quite ad hoc that, in the case of cdi vs. jii, the
more specific agreement marker/parametric word must be used if the spe.
cific interpretation is overtly encoded.” We will see that dou and ye dif.
fer in this respect. Before turning to these words, let us study facts analge.

(160)a. Zai ZHER ~ women cd4i  néng  wanr.
at  here we CAl can play
“We can only play HERE.’
b. Zai ZHER  wdomen jii néng  wanr.
at  here we JU can play :

“We can play HERE[, but we cannot play at all other places].’ |
(160°)Zhlyou zai  ZHER ~ women cdi/*jii néng  wdnr.
only at  here we CAVJIU can play
‘We can only play HERE.’

(160a) entails (160b), but as soon as the focus is overtly marked by an
only-word as in (160°), jiz may not be used anymore.

Pairs of sentences — complex and simplex — for the opposition dou vs
yé are given in (161) and (162).

(161) a. NI BU shué, wé dou hui
you not say I DOU  will
‘T’ll even know it if you DON'T say it.’
b. NI BU shuo, wo yé  hui
you not say I YE  will
‘T'll also know it if you DON’T say it.’

zhidao.
know

zhidao.
know

chi.

(162) a. Didi BINGQILIN dou bt xidng
younger.brother  ice-cream  DOU not want  eat
“The little brother doesn’t even want to eat ICE-CREAM.’
b. Didi BINGQILIN yé  bu  xidng  chi.
younger.brother  ice-cream YE not want  eat

“The little brother doesn’t want to eat ICE-CREAM, either.’

Both a-sentences entail the b-sentences, but the b-sentences do not entail
the a-sentences; this is as predicted, because universal quantification
(over alternatives) entails existential quantification. Examples (161°) an ;é
(162°) are the corresponding sentences with overt focus markers.
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The assumption is rendered less ad hoc by the fact elaborated on in footnote 44
above. that the focus semantics associated with cdi involves entailment, while that
associated with jit involves presupposition. -
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(161")Jishi ~ ni  BU  shué, wo  dou/yé hui  zhidao.
even.if you not say | DOU/YE will  know
‘I'll even know it if you DON'T say it.’
(162")Didi liagn BINGQILIN dou/yé bu  xiang  chi.
brother  even ice-cream DOU/YE not  want eat

‘The little brother doesn’t even want to eat ICE-CREAM.’

These sentences illustrate the difference emerging in comparison with
the corresponding pair cdi vs. jiu: Both dou and yé may be used in the
presence of an overt focus marker which enforces the universal focus
reading (i.e. quantification over each member of the domain of altema-
tives). It is true that universal quantification and existential quantifica-
tion are not contradictory, so this might not be a surprising fact, but the
analogous constellation involving negated existential quantification and
negated universal quantification in (i) was handled differently by Man-
darin grammar: The less specific marker (y€) may be used here, while it
was bad in the previous case (jiw in (159’) and (1607)).

Sentence (163) is a reminder of the fact stated in section 4.3.5.B:
Jitushi marks its focus for negated universal quantification, and there-
fore, it is only compatible with parametric yé (3), but not with paramet-
ric dou (V).

(163) Jiushi ni  BU shuo wo  yé/???dou  hui
even.if you not say | YE/DOU will
‘I’ll even know it if you DON'T say it.’

zhidao.
know

D. Subcontraries: jiu vs. y&
(164) provides a pair of sentences with a subcontrary relationship be-
tween the focus quantificational structures involved.

(164) a. GUOWANG LAl -de shihou, wo jiu  qu.
king come -when | Ju go
‘I go when the KING COMES[, but [ will not go at all other
times].’
b. GUOWANG LAl-de shihou, wo yé  qu.
king come -when | YE go
‘I also go when THE KING COMES.’

A subcontrary relationship has it that both subcontraries may be true,
but they may not both be false. In this case we have to be especially
careful not to confound the logical relationship holding among the com-
plex propositions as such with the logical relationship holding among
their quantificational structures in focus semantics. The subcontrary
relation holding between the focus-semantic components of meaning in
(164a) and (164b) does not predict that one of the two sentences should
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be true, no matter what the circumstances are. This would be absurd. The
subcontrary relation among the focus meanings will result in a contradic-
tion if, in some context, either sentence is false, and the other were
claimed to hold true. Suppose the situation is such that I even go when
the king comes, i.¢. the presupposition is that I go in all alternative situa~
tions, too. According to our argument repeated several times by now, the
focus semantics associated with jizr as in (164a) is incompatible with
such a situation, because this sentence presupposes that there is at least
one alternative situation in which I will not go. So (164a) is inappropri=
ate, but, (164b) is perfectly fine: If I go in all other situations, I also go
in some other situation. The reverse argument can be stated in an analo.
gous fashion. Suppose I only go if the king comes, but I am not interested
in any other situations in which VIP’s can be seen in public. In this s
nario (164b) will not be the right thing to say, but (164a) will. The |
relationship between the focus semantic components of meaning in
of sentences contrasting jiu and y¢ is really that of subcontrariety. _

Having gone through all the possible pairings, we may say that
predictions derived from the propositional logic of quantificati
propositions are fully borne out: The quantificational square as depict
in Figure 4.5 reflects the real organization of the focus-semantic meani
components of sentences with parametric cdi, jiu, dou and yé.

4.5 RESIDUAL PARAMETRIC WORDS: HAI i AND ZAI {5

I shall now turn to some peripheral elements of the class of parametric:
words that have to be included in a complete description of the system
grammaticalized focus quantification in Mandarin. I will distinguish tv
types of such parametric words, and I will locate the overall position
these further elements within the system. I will restrict myself to a very
sketchy discussion, hoping to be able to return to the issue in the future.

The first class of additional parametric words is represented by the
word bian {#i, which is a one-hundred-percent variant of our familiar
parametric word ji, the only difference being the appropriate register of
its use. Bian may be used instead of parametric jiz without ever influenc=
ing grammaticality, and it is, ¢.g., regularly used as a substitute of jiit it
newspaper writing; Jii and bian, moreover, interchange in other elevated
registers of the written language.
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The second class is more interesting. It includes at least the words hdi
i# and zai 75.* Both of them relate to a quantificational type, but cach of
them reflects a more specific focus semantics going beyond the reflection
of the mere quantificational type. I will look at them one by one.

Hai 58 ‘moreover; still’ has recently been discussed by ard Yeh (1998)
and Liu (2000).*” There are good reasons to analyze many uses of Adi in
the same way as the English scalar particle still or its German equivalent
noch. The standard analyses of these words were developed by Konig
(1977) and Lébner (1989), and Yeh's and Liu’s analyses are based on
their results. Here is an example of a non-parametric use of hdi.

(165) Ldo Zhang hai zai  shui jiao.
Old Zhang still ASP  sleep
‘Old Zhang is still sleeping.” (Yeh 1998: 237)

The general idea of Yeh's (and also Lobner’s) analysis is to say that, ina
sentence like (165), hdi ‘still’ signals two things. Apart from the asser-
tion concerning the reference time (the moment of utterance in (165)),
there must have been an earlier point in time at which Old Zhang was
already sleeping; (165) would be false if Old Zhang had been asleep
some time ago, but were no longer asleep at the reference time. If the time
of Old Zhang’s being asleep is marked by an interval p on the time line,
the reference time of the assertion must be within p and to the right of
some other contextually relevant point in time within p. (165) would be
false if the non-p-interval had already started before the reference time.
Note in passing that in sentences like (165), hdi may always be dropped
without influencing grammaticality. ‘

Hdi has developed a full-fledged parametric use in sentences as in
(166). It may not be dropped, it must be preceded by its interacting focus,
and it does not, by itself, trigger specific focus readings. The temporal
scale indicative of the use as a scalar particle need not be traceable.

(166) a. [When it comes to leading the way for others, that’s even more
difficult, because ... |
lidn wo ziJI hdi b mingbdi  yingdang zénme zou.
even I self HAInot understand should how  go
‘even I MYSELF do not know which way to go.’
(cf. Eifring 1995: 337)

; - Probably zéng #, which means ‘always, invariably’ in its non-adverbial use, should
also be included here as a specialized variant of parametric dou. | lack sufficient data
to make this point in a satisfactory way, so I will leave it at that.

“7 Alleton (1972) has also devoted a section of her book to hdi, but she does not iden-
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tification. I must assume quite ad hoc that, in the case of cdi vs. jiu, the
more specific agreement marker/parametric word must be used if the spe-
cific interpretation is overtly encoded.*” We will see that dou and y& dife
fer in this respect. Before turning to these words, let us study facts analo-
gous to those in (159) for simple sentences. This is done in (160)/(160%),

(160)a. Zai ZHER  women cdi néng  wdnr.
at  here we CAl can play
‘We can only play HERE.’
b. Zai ZHER  women jiti néng  wanr.

at  here we JIU can play
‘We can play HERE[, but we cannot play at all other places].’
(160°)Zhiyou zai ZHER  women cdi/*iu néng wanr.
only at  here we CAI/JIU can play
‘We can only play HERE.’

(160a) entails (160b), but as soon as the focus is overtly marked by an
only-word as in (160°), jiz may not be used anymore.

Pairs of sentences — complex and simplex — for the opposition dou vs.
y¢ are given in (161) and (162). 2

(161) a. Ni BU shuo, wo dou hui zhidao.
you not say I DOU will know
‘T’ll even know it if you DON’T say it.”
b. NI BU shuo, wo yé hul zhidao.
you not say I YE will know

‘T’ also know it if you DON’T say it.’

(h62)%. Diat BINGOILIN dou b xidng  chi.

younger.brother  ice-cream  DOU not want eat
“The little brother doesn’t even want to eat ICE-CREAM.’

b. Didi BINGQILIN yé  bu  xidng  chi
younger.brother ice-cream YE not want cat

“The little brother doesn’t want to eat ICE-CREAM, either.’

Both a-sentences entail the b-sentences, but the b-sentences do not entail

(over alternatives) entails existential quantification. Examples (161°) and
(162°) are the corresponding sentences with overt focus markers.

45 o

The assumption is rendered less ad hoc by the fact elaborated on in footnote 44
above that the focus semantics associated with cdi involves entailment, while that
associated with jii involves presupposition,

zhidao.
know

(161°)Jishi ~ ni ~ BU  shud, wo  dou/yé hui
even.if you not say I DOU/YE will
‘I"ll even know it if you DON'T say it.’

(162”)Didi lian BINGQILIN dou/yé bu  xiang  chi.
youngerbrother  even ice-cream  DOU/YE not  want eat
‘The little brother doesn’t even want to eat ICE-CREAM.’

These sentences illustrate the difference emerging in comparison with
the corresponding pair cdi vs. jit: Both dou and yé may be used in the
presence of an overt focus marker which enforces the universal focus
reading (i.e. quantification over each member of the domain of alterna-
tives). It is true that universal quantification and existential quantifica-
tion are not contradictory, so this might not be a surprising fact, but the
analogous constellation involving negated existential quantification and
negated universal quantification in (i) was handled differently by Man-
darin grammar: The less specific marker (y€) may be used here, while it
was bad in the previous case (jiu in (159°) and (160°)).

Sentence (163) is a reminder of the fact stated in section 4.3.5.B:
Jiushi marks its focus for negated universal quantification, and there-
fore, it is only compatible with parametric yé (3), but not with paramet-
ric dou (V).

(163) Jiushi ni  BU shuo wo  yé/???dou  hui
even.if you not say I YE/DOU will
‘I’ll even know it if you DON’T say it.’

zhidao.
know

D. Subcontraries: jiu vs. yé
(164) provides a pair of sentences with a subcontrary relationship be-
tween the focus quantificational structures involved.

(164) a. GUOWANG LAl  -de shihou, wo  jiu  qi.
king come -when I JIU  go
‘I go when the KING COMES][, but I will not go at all other
times].’
b. GUOWANG LAI-de shihou, wo yé  qu.
king come -when | YE go
‘I also go when THE KING COMES.’

A subcontrary relationship has it that both subcontraries may be true,
but they may not both be false. In this case we have to be especially
careful not to confound the logical relationship holding among the com-
plex propositions as such with the logical relationship holding among
their quantificational structures in focus semantics. The subcontrary
relation holding between the focus-semantic components of meaning in
(164a) and (164b) does not predict that one of the two sentences should
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be true, no matter what the circumstances are. This would be absurd. The
subcontrary relation among the focus meanings will result in a contradig-
tion if, in some context, either sentence is false, and the other wm
claimed to hold true. Suppose the situation is such that I even go when
the king comes, i.e. the presupposition is that I go in all alternative situa-
tions, too. According to our argument repeated several times by now, the
focus semantics associated with jiz as in (164a) 1s incompatible with
such a situation, because this sentence presupposes that there is at least
one alternative situation in which I will not go. So (164a) is inappropri-
ate, but, (164b) is perfectly fine: If I go in all other situations, I also go
in some other situation. The reverse argument can be stated in an analo-
gous fashion. Suppose I only go if the king comes, but I am not interested
in any other situations in which VIP’s can be seen in public. In this sce-
nario (164b) will not be the right thing to say, but (164a) will. The logic
relationship between the focus semantic components of meaning in pair
of sentences contrasting ji and y¢ is really that of subcontrariety.
Having gone through all the possible pairings, we may say that the
predictions derived from the propositional logic of quantificational
propositions are fully borne out: The quantificational square as depiﬁ-
in Figure 4.5 reflects the real organization of the focus-semantic meaning
components of sentences with parametric cdi, jiit, dou and yé. l

4.5 RESIDUAL PARAMETRIC WORDS: HAI ji& AND ZAI %

I shall now turn to some peripheral elements of the class of parametri
words that have to be included in a complete description of the system of
grammaticalized focus quantification in Mandarin. I will distinguish two
types of such parametric words, and I will locate the overall position of
these further elements within the system. I will restrict myself to a very
sketchy discussion, hoping to be able to return to the issue in the future.
The first class of additional parametric words is represented by the
word bian {§i, which is a one-hundred-percent variant of our familiar
parametric word jii, the only difference being the appropriate register of
its use. Bian may be used instead of parametric jit without ever influenc-
ing grammaticality, and it is, e.g., regularly used as a substitute of jix i
newspaper writing; Jii and bian, moreover, interchange in other elevated
registers of the written language.
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The second class is more interesting. It includes at least the words hdi
& and zai . Both of them relate to a quantificational type, but each of
them reflects a more specific focus semantics going beyond the reflection
of the mere quantificational type. I will look at them one by one.

Hadi & ‘moreover; still’ has recently been discussed by and Yeh (1998)
and Liu (2000).”” There are good reasons to analyze many uses of Adi in
the same way as the English scalar particle s#ill or its German equivalent
noch. The standard analyses of these words were developed by Konig
(1977) and Lébner (1989), and Yeh's and Liu’s analyses are based on
their results. Here is an example of a non-parametric use of hdi.

(165) Ldo Zhang hai  zai  shui jido.
Old Zhang still ASP  sleep
‘Old Zhang is still sleeping.’ (Yeh 1998: 237)

The general idea of Yeh’s (and also Lobner’s) analysis is to say that, in a
sentence like (165), hdi “still’ signals two things. Apart from the asser-
tion concerning the reference time (the moment of utterance in (165)),
there must have been an earlier point in time at which Old Zhang was
already sleeping; (165) would be false if Old Zhang had been asleep
some time ago, but were no longer asleep at the reference time. If the time
of Old Zhang’s being asleep is marked by an interval p on the time line,
the reference time of the assertion must be within p and to the right of
some other contextually relevant point in time within p. (165) would be
false if the non-p-interval had already started before the reference time.
Note in passing that in sentences like (165), hdi may always be dropped
without influencing grammaticality.

Hdi has developed a full-fledged parametric use in sentences as in
(166). It may not be dropped, it must be preceded by its interacting focus,
and it does not, by itself, trigger specific focus readings. The temporal
scale indicative of the use as a scalar particle need not be traceable.

(166) a. [When it comes to leading the way for others, that’s even more
difficult, because ...]
lian wd ZIJI hai bu mingbai  yingdang zénme zou.
even I self HAInot understand should how  go
‘even I MYSELF do not know which way to go.’
(cf. Eifring 1995: 337)

i Probably zéng #2, which means ‘always, invariably’ in its non-adverbial use, should
also be included here as a specialized variant of parametric dou. [ lack sufficient data
to make this point in a satisfactory way, so I will leave it at that.

*7 Alleton (1972) has also devoted a section of her book to hdi, but she does not iden-
tify its parametric use.
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b. BAO-SHANG LIANG-KUAI HONG-BU,
wrap-up  2-CL:piece red-cloth
hai  zhibuzhu xué ne.
HAI unable.to.stop blood PRT
‘Even WRAPPING IT UP WITH TWO PIECES OF RED CLOTH could
not stop the bleeding.” (Alleton 1972: 121)

c. Suirdn JIA-LE  YI-CENG QI, danshi hai kéyr kc’mdechﬁ )
although add-Asp 1-CL:layer paint but  HAI be.able.to.see
‘Although A LAYER OF PAINT HAS BEEN ADDED, one can still
see it.” (hx: 255)

d. Bulun  jia-géi shéi, hai bu shi yi-yang dida.
no.matter get.married-to who HAI not be 1-CL:kind be beaten
‘No matter who it may be that a woman gets married to, that
cannot count as being beaten.” (hx: 255)

If dou or yé were used, each of the sentences in (166) would belong to a-
familiar sub-type of dou’s or y&’s parametric uses. (166a) is an even-
sentence as treated in 4.3.2, and instead of hdi, yé or dou could be used,
but one of the three words must be used. (166b) is of the same kind, the
only difference being that the even-focus is not a nominal, but rather 2

gerundial predicate in subject function. (166¢) is a concessive sentence

word/indefinite pronominal as discussed in section 4.3 .4 is intended.

It is not difficult to see that the lexical semantics of Adi in its original
focus-sensitive use as a phasal adverb and the conditions of use trigger-
ing parametric y¢ (and also dou) are partially identical. Hdi’s basic func-'
tion presupposes the existence of an earlier point in time at which ﬁw
proposition asserted to be true at the reference time was already true.
This is a special kind of existential quantification over the domain of
alternatives, and I claim that it is this similarity which has allowed hdi tq:
enter into the paradigm of parametric words. Two differences come to
mind when the distribution of parametric Adi as opposed to its lexical
origin hdi ‘still’, and its paradigmatic partner y¢ are compared. Although
parametric hdi is compatible with temporal interpretations of the still-
kind, it does not require a specific temporal setting anymore. This 18
clearest in (166d) where a generic statement is made. Its interpretation
presupposes a scale, but it is not temporal. It is a scale of potentially
cruel kinds of behaviour independent of time. This nicely illustrates the
semantic bleaching that is typical of grammaticalization: The use of an
item is less open to the choice of speakers ((166d) without Adi is un=
grammatical), and the semantics it encodes hay€ become less specific.
Parametric hdi is not a variant of parametric y¢, though. It is more spe-
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cific than y¢ in that the considered alternatives must be lower on the rele-
vant scale than the asserted value. This is, of course, part of hdi’s lexical
inheritance, and this relic has a neat consequence: Parametric hdi is ex-
cluded in negative polarity contexts in which no lower values may be
assumed to exist; cf. (167).

(167) Wo  téu YI-DIANR  dow/yé/*hdi bt tong.
I head 1-CL:bit DOU/YE/HAI not hurt
‘My head doesn’t hurt THE SLIGHTEST BIT/AT ALL.’

I think it has become clear in this short survey of parametric hdi-uses
how a more specific parametric word may have its position within the
system of grammaticalized markers of focus quantificational types in
Mandarin. I will try to do the same for zai in the paragraphs to follow.
Zai Fis another one of the notoriously polysemous items in Mandarin

dictionaries (cf. the discussion of zai as a negative polarity item in sec-
tion 4.3.3.A). Its synchronically basic use is that of an adverb of (fu-
ture/hypothetical) repetition ‘once more (in the future/in a hypothetical
situation)’. (168) is an example of this basic use.
(168) W& zai he  yi-bei.

I once.more drink 1-CL:cup

‘I’ll have another glass.’

In this use, zai may usually refer to future or hypothetical situations only,
so we often find it embedded under appropriate modal verbs, and in
commands and requests. Situations in which the reference point is not the
time of utterance, but rather a moment in the past, are indicative of the
fact that what really matters is posteriority (cf. Liu 1999). Moreover,
Alleton (1972: 103) points out that in temporal adverbial clauses embed-
ded under -de shihou “(the time) when’ the posteriority restriction is neu-
tralized.

Concerning zai’s lexical semantics, we may say that its felicitous use
presupposes that an action identical in type to the one projected in the
future, or in a hypothetical situation must precede, or have preceded the
future or hypothetical action.

In contradistinction to the case of hdi, this only helps us very little
when it gets to analyzing the parametric use of zai. Some pertinent ex-
amples have been collected in (169).

(169) a. Yishi danggian, xian i ziji  dd suan,
whatever.it.is first forself consider
RANHOU  zai i biérén da suan.
afterthat ZA1 for other.people consider
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“In all kinds of matters, people think of themselves first, and
(only) THEN {will they/they will} think of other people.’
(hx: 716) i
b. WO HUIQU KAOLU YI-XIA, wd zai gaosu nl zénme ban.
I return ponder 1-CL:bitI  ZAltell youhow  handle
‘I’LL RETURN HOME AND THINK ABOUT IT, and (only) THEN
{will /T'l1} tell you what to do.” (rp: 19)
c. WO DENG JI-TIAN, zai  hé  nidng shué qu.
I after some-CL:dayZAl with mum speak go
‘(Only) AFTER A COUPLE OF DAYS {will I/I’ll} talk to Mum,”
(Alleton 1972: 114) {
d. MINGNIAN zai  kan bal®
next.year ZAl see PRT
‘Let’s wait until NEXT YEAR and decide (only) THEN.’
(Alleton 1972: 100)

probably few sentences in this study which are as hard to translate into
English as these examples. The problem is that the interpretation of the
sentences somehow oscillates between readings with, or without only.
Alleton (1972) analyzes the function of parametric zai as that of a more
specific paradigmatic partner of parametric cdi. She justifies this
by saying that parametric za/i may always be replaced by cdi wi
influencing grammaticality or the felicity of the utterance, but the re
is not true: Zai may not always replace cdi. p

I analyze parametric zai-sentences as follows: First, the asserted sen=
tence and the alternative sentence(s) must be ordered with respect
temporal scale. This may be the case in cdi-sentences, but it need
Second, only a single alternative is considered, and this single alternative
is excluded. I thus claim that the cardinality of the set of focus alterna=
tives of zai-sentences is restricted to 1. In such a situation it makes no
difference whether one assumes negated existential quantification or ne-
gated universal quantification: If there is only one alternative to be con=
sidered, excluding some alternative, or all alternatives does not make a
difference. This is in accord with what Alleton says, except that it would
be equally plausible to state the analysis in jiz-terms, i.c. in terms of the
parametric word reflecting negated universal quantification over the do=
main of alternatives. Applied to the sentences in (169), this analysis pré=

* This sentence possibly has a second reading in which zai is interpreted as ‘omﬁ’
more’ as discussed above: ‘We’ll have another look at it next year’. This reading 15
irrelevant here.
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dicts that the points in time between the time of utterance (or the generic
anterior time) and the reference time do not matter at all. In (169d), for
instance, only the binary choice between deciding now, or in a year mat-
ters, the points in time in between are simply not at stake. This analysis
does justice to the intuition that an account in terms of a specialized only-
semantics would somehow overstate the case: Parametric zai-sentences
simply do not imply anything about possibly many alternative sentences,
they stick to a single alternative. Therefore, they sound a lot more moder-
ate and, in directive speech-acts, less harsh than otherwise identical cai-
sentences.

My concluding remark on parametric zai concerns the particle’s lexical
inheritance. Recall that zai’s basic use is translated as ‘once more’ into
English, and I said above that this only gives us a small hint at the analy-
sis of parametric zai. It does give a hint, though. Both repetitive zai and
parametric zai involve reference to a singular thing: Numbers of repeti-
tions for the once-more-use, and numbers of focus alternatives along a
temporal scale for the parametric use.

As in the case of parametric hdi, our tool-box has proved to be suffi-
ciently equipped for the handling of parametric zai. While hdi has been
the first Mandarin case to show us that alternatives of parametric sen-
tences may have to be ordered along a scale, parametric zai has added a
restriction on the cardinality of the set of focus alternatives.

4.6 CONCLUSIONS OF CHAPTER 4

In this chapter I have established the following major points.

The four parametric words discussed in this study constitute the core of
the Mandarin system of focus quantification. Each of the four words
represents one basic quantificational type.

Parametric cdi (see section 4.1) reflects negated existential quantifica-
tion over the domain of focus alternatives (—3). Apart from covering the
empirical domain of only(-if)-sentences, I have also proposed a solution
to the notoriously difficult not-until-readings. This solution is based on
the assumption that temporal adverbials in cdi-focus are interpreted like
English until-adverbials.

The focus quantificational type of parametric jiu (see section 4.2) is
negated universal quantification over the domain of alternatives (—V).
This analysis allows us to derive the use of jit in complex sentences with
a focus, or a C-topic in the subordinate clause which come out as condi-
tional sentences in English. It could be shown that the meaning of if-
conditionals and that of jiu-conditionals do not fully coincide, but they
are sufficiently similar to constitute good translational equivalents in
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most cases. The domain of focus alternatives relevant in jiu-sentences
must be able to contain members referring to situations that differ in
factuality from the asserted proposition.

Parametric dou (treated in section 4.3) is associated with universa]
quantification over the domain of focus alternatives (V). This analysis is
able to cover dou’s use in even-sentences, in negative-polarity contexts,
in concessive conditionals and, with some extra-assumptions, also its use
in sentences with free-choice interpretations of wh-words/indefinite pro-
nominals.

Parametric yé (likewise covered in section 4.3) reflects existential quan-
tification over focus alternatives (3). As with jin, the alternative situa-
tions may differ in factuality, thereby allowing parametric y¢ to be used
in concessive sentences. Otherwise, the distributions of dou and y¢ over-
lap heavily, and this can be made to follow from the subalternate rela-
tionship of the quantificational types reflected by dou and yé.

If pairs of sentences differing only with regard to the parametric words,
used are tested against the background of what we know about the Ioglcal
relations that hold among the four basic quantificational types, the results
are as predicted. This kind of testing was done in section 4.4,

There are more specific members of the paradigm (hdi and zar), which
apart from reflecting one of the basic types of focus quantification, a.lsq
presuppose more specific things: A scalar ordering of alternatives in the
case of hdi, and a cardinality of the set of relevant alternative anterior
points in time which is restricted to 1 in the case of zai (see section 4.5).

Table 4.3 depicts the focus-semantic and presuppositional endowments
of those contexts which trigger the use of parametric words. A rep '
tation in terms of features is chosen, but nothing hinges on this (except
for the fact that I claim that the whole system of focus quantification i
Mandarin is organized in categorical terms, and not in terms of fuzzy
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Table 4.3 Focus semantic properties of contexts with parametric words

PARAMETRIC  TYPE OF FOCUS EXPLANATIONS
WORD QUANTIFICATION
cdi F [=3 negated existential quantification over
alternatives entailed
jitt 7 A B | negated universal quantification over
alternatives presupposed
dou #h [v ] universal quantification over alterna-
FACT(ALT) tives presupposed
factuality of alternatives
yé t 3] existential quantification over alterna-
tives presupposed
hdi b 3 existential quantification over alterna-
SCAL (ALT) tives presupposed
scalar ordering between focus and
alternative; alternative lower on the
scale
zai E=:) OUTER NEGATION | outer negation of underspecified exis-
ANTERIOR(ALT) tential or universal quantification over
ALT|=1 alternatives

temporal ordering between focus and
alternative; alternative earlier in time
set of alternatives contains a single
member

boundaries or degrees). Features that are left unspecified for single foclls

types are not included in the feature representations of the respective

focus types. I contract the features of quantificational types and negation

vs. assertion into a single feature, except in the case of zai, for which I

claim that the difference between existential and universal quantlﬁcatlm

is irrelevant because of the cardmallty restriction on zgi-alternatives. '
Table 4.3 concludes the main part of this study.




5 PROBLEMS AND REFINEMENTS

This chapter has four parts. Section 5.1 describes a problem that arises in
many sentences with parametric cdi, jiu and zai: At a first glance, facts
of syntactic and of semantic scope systematically fail to coincide, and
three different solutions to the problem will be shown not to solve the
problem in a satisfying way. Only a more radical proposal involving
tripartite modal structures, combined with the assumption of matrix
clause restrictors, will be able to settle the problem. Section 5.2 picks out
a well-defined class of sentences with parametric cdi and jii in which the
predicates following the particles have acquired a conventionalized modal
function. In section 5.3 I will review a three-way ambiguous English
sentence and its univocal translations into Mandarin. All of them are
relevant to the discussion of parametric words and the problems of scope
interaction, with the latter being the recurrent topic of this chapter. The
final section 5.4 characterizes the conditions in which more than a single
parametric word may be used per clause, examples are given of each
possible combination, and some tasks for further research are delimited.

5.1 PROBLEMS OF SCOPE INTERACTION AND SYNTAX
5.1.1 The problem stated

To get a first impression of the kind of data to be dealt with in this sec-
tion, have a look at (1) (cf. Eifring 1995: 231)."

(1) Ta bixi qudashiguan, cdai  néng shénqging  gianzhéng.
(s)he must go embassy = CAl can applyfor visa
*(S)he must go to the embassy to be able to apply for a visa.’/
‘Only if (s)he goes to the embassy can she apply for a visa.’

Upon first inspection, (1) seems to be an average cdi-sentence: The first
conjunct delimits the set of situations within which the second conjunct is
true, and no other possibilities exist. The problem has to do with the use
of bixit *must’ in (1). If we render the sentence as an only-if-conditional
in English without omitting this modal verb, we get a wrong translation:
Only if (s)he has to go to the embassy can (s)he apply for a visa. The

' I will not mark foci in this section, because the information structure of the sentences
is not our major concern here.
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obligation to go to the embassy doesn’t, of course, influence the out.
come, it is only the question of going or not going to the embassy thay
matters. If we want to retain the modal verb in our translation, we
resort to a purposive construction as in the first translation of (1). If we
prefer a conditional construction, we must drop the modal of necessity,
In case we decide in favour of a purposive construction (and many re-
searchers tacitly do so without mentioning the consequences; cf. numey
ous pertinent examples in Alleton 1972, Paris 1981 or Eifring 1995),

face the problem that the facts of syntactic dominance are switched:
the first translation of (1), the main clause precedes the subordinate p
pose clause, but in the Mandarin sentence the first clause is subordina
Readers who are suspicious about this point may want to study (2),
attested example which settles the case.

(2) Yao déng nimen
it.is.necessary wait you
cai kéyi géi nimen anpai. (cf. rp: 26)
CAl can for you arrange
‘We have to wait until you have paid the commission before
things can be arranged for you.’/‘Only after you have paid the
commission can things be arranged for you.’

jigo-le jiéshaoféi  yihou,
pay-ASP commission after

In (2) the clause-final marker of subordinate temporal clauses yih
‘after’ is used, and thus there is no doubt that the first conjunct of (2)
a subordinate clause. From the point of view of syntax, the second
lish translation should thus be given preference. If we want to retain
impersonal necessity operator yao ‘it is necessary’ of the first clause, '
are forced to switch to a purposive (temporal) construction with a 8
perordinate initial clause in English. Whatever we do, we must igne
one fact: Either the overall syntax, or the modal operator in the fi
clause. Sentences as in (1) and (2) are by no means marginal phenom=
ena; they frequently occur in speech and in writing. A collection of par-
allel data for cdi, jiu and zai is given in (3) through (5).
() a Ta [bixa xia ya) cdi Idi (Eifring 1995:223)
(s)he must  fall rain CAI come i

‘It must rain in order for him/her to come.’/ X

‘Only if it rains does (s)he come.’ i

b. Taitai  yiding yao zhdngwo xianshéng-de hébao,

wife definitely must control husband-ATTR purse

2 have not found any parallel data for dou or yé. I do not know whether there is a prin=
cipled reason for this.
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xianshéng cdai  bu  hui luanlai. (rp: 26)
husband  CAI not will getin.disorder
‘A wife must definitely have control over the purse of her hus-
band in order for the husband not to do silly things.’/
‘Only if a wife has control over the purse of her husband will
her husband not do silly things.’
(4) a. Zhi-yao san-ge rén
only-need 3-CL  people
jiu  bandedong zhé-jia ganggin le. (cf. section 5.3)
JIU can.move this-CL piano LE
‘Only (as few as) three people are needed to be able to move
this piano.’/‘If there are three people this piano can be moved.’
b. Ta zhi-yao qu dashigudn jiti néng shénqing gianzhéng.
(s)he only-must go embassy JIU can apply.for visa
‘(S)he only has to go to the embassy to be able to apply for a
visa.”/‘If (s)he goes to the embassy, she can apply for a visa.’
(5) Women zhihdo xian huigu  na-le  qian
we must  first return  take-ASP money
zai lai  baoming.(rp: 51)
ZAl come sign.up
‘We’ll have to return home first and get the money before we can
come back and sign up.’/We’ll only come back and sign up after
we have returned home to get the money.’

5.1.2  Some unsatisfactory solutions

The dilemma itself, and some possible analyses are schematically repre-
sented in (6) and (6°).

(6) Sentential make-up: [[NEC p] cdi/jit/zai q]
translation into English: NEC[p [in order for q to come about])
or:  (only) NE€ ifp, then q°
(6’) a. The implicit anaphora solution:
NECp {& [lf P}implicil, cdi.(fiit/z&i ql
b. The reanalysis solution:

.....

.....

? Strictly speaking, this representation is not quite exact if jii-sentences are to be cov-
ered. Recall that the semantics of ji-conditionals differs from if-conditionals: Jii-
conditionals exclude at least one alternative.
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I will briefly discuss each of these three attempts at resolving the para-
dox, but all of them will be discarded. The first solution is probably
what comes to mind most easily when confronted with the problem:
Why not simply say that sentence (3a) is interpreted as ‘[t has to rain,
and only if it rains does (s)he come’? Note that it is a cross-linguistically
attested phenomenon to find resumptive elements that do not include the
modal information of their antecedents; cf. (7).

(7)  You have to practise, only then can you win.

In (7) the antecedent of then is you practise, and not you have to prac-
tise, and this would be similar to the Mandarin case if we opted for the
implicit anaphora solution. An analysis along these lines might thus
really be possible, but at least one problem would have to be tackled to
make it work: The sentence in (7) would be fine without the first clause;
we would predict, then, that parallel Mandarin sentences should be fine
without their first clauses, too, the only difference to the English sen-
tences being that the anaphoric element is implicit. What we find is that
none of the sentences discussed above is grammatical or has a parallel
reading if the first clauses are dropped.

The reanalyis solution would say that the alleged necessity operators
in (1) through (5) are really subordinating conjunctions, and that they:
are only diachronically related to the necessity operators. This solution
has something for it, because the undoubtedly subordinating conjunction
yaoshi “if” seems to have developed along precisely these lines (cf. the
identical character % ‘yao’ in yaoshi and in (zhi-)yao as in (2) or (4b))..
If we were to adopt this analysis, we would be confronted with the prob-
lem of a systematic homonymy between necessity operators and subor=
dinating conjunctions, because all necessity operators may be used in
sentences of the type discussed here. Another argument against the re-

analysis solution is the strong intuition that the allegedly bleached ne-

cessity operators in the above sentences are not at all void of modal
meaning.

The ad-hoc means-clause solution is the most agnostic one: It would

amount to saying that Mandarin, in contradistinction to other languages,

does not make use of subordinate purpose clauses in the cases at

hand, but rather of subordinate means clauses such that what amounts
to purpose clauses of other languages are the matrix clauses in Manda-
rin. This would switch the facts of subordination around. We would then
have to stipulate that the (necessity operator of the) means clause takes
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semantic scope over the purpose clause, thereby running against the syn-
tactic facts.

Whichever solution from among the three possibilities in (6) one
chooses, one will always have to accept some undesired consequence.
This result is so unsatisfactory that we should try a bit harder. In the end,
these constructions, if used in ordinary language, do not have the slightest
“feel” of sentences with untidy scopal relations. By turning to the quanti-
ficational structure of modality in the following sub-section, I want to
sketch along what lines a more appropriate analysis will probably have to
be developed.

5.1.3  Solving the problem with an unusual constituency of tripartite
Structures

One way to approach the problems of scope and subordination in sen-
tences like (8) (=(1)) is to say that the focusing on conditional vs. pur-
posive constructions is misguided.*

(8) Ta bixa qudashigudn, cdi néng shénqing  qianzhéng.
(s)he must go embassy = CAI can apply.for visa
*(S)he must go to the embassy to be able to apply for a visa.”/
‘Only if (s)he goes to the embassy can she apply for a visa.’

So far, we have always pretended that we have to decide in favour of one
of these options, each of them leading to its own paradox: Either the syn-
tactic facts of subordination and semantic scope relations fail to coincide,
or the modal as such is in the way. An alternative way of analyzing sen-
tences as in (8) is the following: In the tripartite quantificational structure
underlying these modalized sentences, the modal constitutes the quanti-
fier, the subordinate clause represents the nuclear scope, and the main
clause encodes the restrictor, in this case the circumstantial modal base
or accessibility relation. Since no inherent hierarchy exists between the
three ingredients of quantification (cf. Partee 1995: section 3.3), the fact
that Mandarin should assign the restrictor a superordinate syntactic posi-
tion is not a problem. To understand this analysis, we will have to famil-
larize ourselves with the semantic theory of modality put forward by

* The revision of this section has benefitted a lot from Kai von Fintel’s teaching at the
DGIS/LSA Summer School held at Diisseldorf in July 2002. While the sloppiness of
the implementation is my fault, Kai’s class has opened my eyes to the true constituency
of modality, and it has enabled me to understand Kratzer’s (1981, 1991a) theory more
thoroughly. The second major stimulus was Partee’s (1995) work, which I had read a
long time ago, but could, at that time, not understand to the degree that was necessary
to really be of any help.
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Kratzer (1981, 1991a). I present a slightly more detailed introduction to
her theory here, which is justified by the fact that we will be able to put
Kratzer’s theory to a second use in section 5.2. The way I present
Kratzer’s theory does not do full justice to Kratzer’s explicit work. Still,
I hope that its gist is fully preserved in the way I make use of it.

Kratzer claims that the notional category of modality can be pa-
rametrized along three dimensions.

The first dimension concerns the modal force of an instance of modali-
zation: Are we dealing with necessity, weak necessity, a good possibility,
impossibility, or any other modal force? A suggestive phrasing of what
matters for dimension 1 is: ‘How strong is the necessity or the possibil-
ity?” If mapped to a quantificational structure, this dimension amounts to
the quantifying operator of a tripartite quantificational structure. The
most typical quantifiers are the universal quantifier V' (this amounts to
necessity), and the existential quantifier 3 (this amounts to possibility).*

Dimension 2 is concerned with the modal base: Is the necessity or pos-
sibility stated with respect to what follows from facts, or with respect to
what follows from knowledge? The second case is called epistemic mo-
dality: The possibility or necessity is stated with regard to what the
speaker knows, and what can be concluded from this knowledge. The
other possibility is called ‘circumstantial’ by Kratzer; in other traditions
it is often referred to as ‘root modality’. In this case we do not ask ‘What
may or must follow from our knowledge?’, but rather ‘What may or must
follow from the (accidental) facts?’ Kratzer has demonstrated that the
distinction between epistemic and circumstantial modality must lie at the
heart of each satisfactory theory of modality, a fact that had previously
been overlooked. In earlier theories different sub-kinds of circumstantial
modal bases, and the epistemic modal base, which is situated one level
up, were treated on a par as different kinds of ‘accessibility relations’.
What matters here is that circumstantial modal bases often have an ad-
hoc flavour to them, or a sense of being accidental. Take, for instance,
the following sentence: Given that his teacher is so strict, Joey must do
his homework even if he’s sick. In this sentence, the necessity that Joey
must do his homework is dependent on the accidental fact of his teacher’s
being so strict. If the teacher were not as strict, the necessity would not

* I will only allude to Kratzer’s implementation in terms of possible worlds in the
following. The general idea of a possible-worlds account of modality has it that the
(linguistic) context of a modal quantifier specifies the type of possible worlds in which
the embedded state of affairs holds as often as is defined by the quantifier. More on
this will be said immediately below when the modal base and the ordering source are
introduced,
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exist, something that is easy to imagine. In a possible-worlds account one
would say that in all the possible worlds that accord to the strict stan-
dards of Joey’s teacher, Joey will do his homework.

The third dimension relates to the ordering source. The guiding ques-
tion of this dimension is: ‘In which system does the necessity or possibil-
ity hold?” Ordering sources are given by what the law provides, what is a
law of nature, what is good for you, what is moral, what we hope, what
is rational, what we aim at, etc. All of these ordering sources are sub-
types of circumstantial modal bases. A necessity or possibility relating to
one of these ordering sources will often not be a necessity or possibility
with regard to other ordering sources. While it is, for instance, a moral or
legal necessity not to murder anyone, murder does not go against any law
of nature. On the other hand, to throw an apple in the air so that it never
falls down again may not be a possibility in terms of the laws of nature,
but it is not forbidden. A second characteristic of ordering sources is that
they define possible worlds that may be closer to, or further away from
the perfect possible worlds with regard to the necessity or possibility at
hand. Kratzer (1991a: 646f) provides an example involving a person with
tuberculosis. Given the circumstantial information that the patient’s lungs
have an affliction, and given that the climate in Davos is better for people
with lung problems than the climate in Amsterdam, (9) is a possible advi-
sory sentence.

(9)  Given your state of health you 'd be better off going to Davos
than to Amsterdam.

The modal force in (9) is necessity: The sentence is about something the
addressee must, or ought to, do. The modal base is circumstantial. The
necessity does not follow from any conclusions arrived at by pure reason-
ing, but by the co-evaluation of facts of the real world. The modal order-
ing source is the degree to which an action is good for the addressee, and
this ordering source ranks different possible worlds: Given the ad-
dressee’s tuberculosis, possible worlds close to the perfect worlds in
terms of what is good for the addressee, will have the addressee go to
Davos, slightly more distant possible worlds will, ¢.g., have the patient
£o to the mountainous parts of Bavaria, and worlds quite distant or dis-
similar from the perfect worlds in terms of what is good for the patient,
will have the addressee go to Amsterdam. In other words: The ordering
source and the modal base restrict the possible worlds in which the state
of affairs in the scope of the necessity or possibility operator holds.
Phrases like given what is good for you in your state of health act like
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restrictors over possible worlds. To arrive at the relevant possible
world(s), we use the implicit or contextual restrictors, and the explicit
restrictor given what is good for you in your state of health such that we
arrive at the set of worlds in which only things are the case that are good
for people with lung diseases. All of these worlds will have the patient go
to Davos, and necessity in our case is nothing but this very universal
quantification over possible worlds. The proposition embedded under the
modal constitutes the third component of the quantificational structure

i.e. the nuclear scope. A way to think of tripartite modal structures u;
terms of functions is to say that the modal base and ordering source de-
fine the domain of the quantifier function, while the truth or falsity of the
nuclear scope wrt. to the domain constitutes the value of the quantifier
function. (10a) provides a partitioning of a different modal tripartite
structure, and (10b) is a paraphrase making use of the above reasonings. )

(10) a. [For you to be able to apply for a permission)gestricror [it is
necessarylquantirier that [you go to the officelnucrear scope.
b. [AlllquaniFier the possible worlds which are [such that you
can apply for a permission]ggstricror, are [such that you goto
the office]nucrear scops.

Now we have all that we need to understand our Mandarin construction.
Note that the quantificational components of (10a) can be mapped nearly
one to one onto the ones in (11) (=(1)/(8)).

(11) |7a bixi qu  dashigudn]nucLear scopE + QUANTIFIER,
(s)he  must go  embassy
cai  [néng  shénging  gianzhénglrestricror.
CAl can apply.for  visa
*(S)he must go to the embassy to be able to apply for a visa.’/
‘Only if (s)he goes to the embassy can she apply for a visa.’

A ;nodiﬁed paraphrase which makes use of our new insights is presented

in(11").

(11°) “[Al]quanTirier the possible worlds which are [such that (s)he can
apply for a visaJgestricror are [such that (s)he goes to the em-
bassy]nuctLear sco.”

The only unusual thing about Mandarin now is that Mandarin allows for
restrictors that are main clauses. But, as Partee (1995: section 3.3) has
Pointed out, tripartite structures bring along no inherent binary branch-
ing. If, in a language like Mandarin, the restrictor may be higher in the
modal structure than the combination of quantifier and nuclear scope,
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there is nothing revolutionary about this fact. Another generalization
that we are now able to state is that, generally, only circumstantial mo-
dal bases are spelled out by the main clauses of the pertinent sentences.

We are now in a position to reassess all of the formerly problematic
cases. This is done, by way of explicit quantificational paraphrases, in
the translations of (12) through (14).

(12) a. Ta [bixa xia yu) cai lai.  (Eifring 1995: 223)
(s)he must  fall rain CAl come
‘[AllJquanTirier the possible worlds which are [such that (s)he
ComCS}gEsmc'mg are [such that 1t rains]NUCLEAR SCOPE-

b. Taitai yiding yao zhangwo xianshéng-de hébao,
wife definitelymust control husband-ATTR purse
xianshéng cai  bu  hui luanlai. (rp: 26)
husband  CAl not will getin.disorder
‘[AllJquanTiFier the possible worlds which are [such that hus-
bands don’t get out of control]rgstricTor are [such that their
wives control their husbands’ purses]nuciear scope-’

(13) a. Zhi-yao san-ge rén
only-need 3-CL  people
jitt  bandedong zhé-jia ganggin le. (cf. section 5.3)
U canmove this-CL piano  LE
‘[All]uanmirier the possible worlds which are [such that this
piano can be moved]restrictor are [such that only three people
need be there]nucrear scope.’

b. Ta zhi-yao qu dashigudn jiu néng shénqing qianzheng.
(s)he only-must go embassy JIU can apply.for visa
‘[All]ouanTiFier the possible worlds which are [such that (s)he
can apply for a visa]restrictor are [such that she only has to go
to the embassy]NUCLEAR SCOPE: 1

(14) Women zhihdo xian huigu  nd-le  gian,

we must first return  take-ASP money

zai lai  baoming. (rp: 51)

ZAl come sign.up

‘[AllJquaxTiFier the possible worlds which are [such that we are

coming again to sign upJgrestrictor are [such that we have re-

turned home to fetch the money before]nuciear score.’

Cai comes to be used in (11) and (12) because, instead or the eventuality
in the preceding nuclear scopes, no other eventuality (from among the
set of alternatives) may hold. Jizr in (13) is used because some non-
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trivial alternatives to the nuclear scopes might lead to the same resul,
but some do not. Zai in (14) may be used because, in a way similar to
the cdi-cases, no other eventuality in the nuclear scope may hold. Addi-
tionaly, the temporal setting of the eventuality expressed in the first
clause must be temporally prior to the eventuality expressed in the sec-
ond clause, and the number of alternatives must be restricted to one (in
the context from which (14) is taken, the single relevant alternative is to
sign up immediately). The only thing that remains unsatisfactory in the
paraphrases of the examples in (13) is the fact that, in order to be able to
use only as required by the make-up of zhi-yao, a modal of necessity
must be used in the paraphrase of the nuclear scope, even though this
ought to be covered by the universal quantifier already. However, this
does not constitute an inconsistency in the proposed analysis, it is just a
distant reflex of the fact that English simply does not allow for a con-
stituent comprising the quantifier plus the nuclear scope which then

combines with the restrictor, and this still holds true of the quasi-logical

paraphrases given. This being so, the Mandarin nuclear scopes in (13),
but not the English ones, end up in the syntactic and in the se-
mantic scope of zhi- ‘only-" if zAT attaches to the quantifier.

Note, finally, that this analysis will not just solve the zhiyao-problem
that has repeatedly kept us busy in this study (cf., for instance, section
3.2.1). It solves the recurrent problem of quantifiers or modals in subor-
dinate clauses that have matrix scope. Among the other items that be-
long to this class are yao ‘must’, bixa ‘must’ and chiféi ‘only if; must’
(cf. Eifring 1995: ch. VI.2).

482 MODALIZING USES OF PARAMETRIC CAJ AND JIU

A sub-class of contexts in which parametric cai and jiiz occur has devel-
oped a conventionalized modal meaning.® These contexts will be the
topic of the present section, and I will argue that Mandarin has a con-
ventionalized system of expressing the modal ordering source or acces-
sibility relation as defined by Kratzer (1981, 1991a).

The examples in (15) illustrate the phenomenon.

(I5) a. Ni  zhidao jiu hdo le! (rp:17)
you know JIU good PRT
‘I'm glad you know it!"/‘I wish you knew it!’/
‘I wish you’d known it!”

¢ Alleton briefly discusses this use (Alleton 1972: 138, 151), but she makes no attempt
at an analysis.
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b. Ta yingdang lai  kan wo cdi dui! (cf. Alleton 1972: 138)
(s)he should comesee I CAI right
‘(S)he should really come and see me!’

Take (15a) first. If we translate this sentence as a conditional — recall that
conditionals are usually a good translational option in the absence of
more specific markers in complex jiu-sentences — we would get If you
know it, it is fine. This is not outright false, but it misses an important
point: What the use of hdo ‘[literally:] good contributes in (15a) is not
as non-specific as the literal meaning of hdo suggests.” The more ade-
quate translations of the sentence all say something about the speaker’s
desires or hopes (that have actually come true in the first translation).
Likewise, (15b) does not mean ‘Only if (s)he comes and sees me is it
correct.® Instead, the sentence has a component of meaning which says
that the only kind of proper behaviour that the speaker can think of in
the situation at hand would be for the person talked about to visit him or
her. We thus have an interpretational surplus in these sentences, and we
cannot derive it from what we know about the meanings of the involved
expressions and their interaction alone.

The discussion to follow will proceed in three major steps. I will first
propose some diagnostics to delimit from the usual parametric cases the
sub-class of parametric cdi/jit-uses that are of interest here (section
5.2.1). I will then turn to Kratzer’s theory of modality, I will identify the
general theoretical component that matters in the case at hand, and I will
move on to propose more specific meanings for the different convention-
alized predicates that may follow ¢di and jiu in the modalizing use (sec-
tion 5.2.2). As a last step, I will again try to integrate this special use into
the general picture of what we know about parametric uses of ¢di and jiu,
and I will give a schematic overview of the different components of
meaning present in sentences with modalizing uses of cdi and jiu (section
5.2.3). :

7 I will continue to use literal glosses for the predicates behind cdi/iu until I have
stated what I consider their conventionalized meaning to be.

¥ Note that all the sentences in this section are examples of the seemingly problematic
kind discussed in the preceding section. This is the reason why I have not dealt with
the present phenomenon in ch. 4. With the results of section 5.1.3 in mind, the unusual
facts of subordination do not pose a problem anymore. Below, the function of the
predicate following cdi or ji in modalizing uses will be identified with the signalling
of the modal ordering source or the accessibility relation. As laid out in detail in sec-
tion 5.1.3, this component belongs in the restrictor of quantificational structures, and
the restrictor is not universally subordinated under the nuclear scope.
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5.2.1 Diagnostics of the modal use type

I can think of four properties that are indicative of the modal use within
the parametric use. The first one has already been mentioned: The overall
meaning of sentences as in (15) does not follow from what we know
about its components; specifically, the predicates following cdi and jiu
seem to encode certain conventionalized meanings different from their
literal meanings.

The second property of modalizing cdi/jiti-sentences is the fact that the
predicates following cdi or jii are never negated and that, in general,
nothing may intervene between cdi/jii and the following predicate. This

is illustrated in (16). (17) allows us to see that normal parametric uses of

cdi or jitt are not subject to any such restrictions.

(16) a. Nimen yinggai jido wd ‘ayi’ cdi (*bi/*hén) duil
you should call [ aunt CAI not/very correct
“You should really call me “Aunt™!’/
‘Be good kids and call me “Aunt™!” (rp: 2)
b. Yithou na, wo zdo Yyi-didn hui-ldi
afterwards PRT [ early 1-CL:bit return-come
Jile  (*biy) shi  le!
o not right PRT
‘I’ll simply come home a bit earlier in the future.” (rp: 17)
(17) a. Chuféita qu, wo cai (bu/gén didi yig) g
only.if (s)he go I CAI not/with youngerbrother together go
‘Only if (s)he goes will I (not) go (with my younger brother).
b. Ta qu, wo jin bu qu.
(s)he go I JU not go
“If (s)he goes, I won’t go.”

A third characteristic of modalizing uses is that no subject may intervene
between the first clause and cdi or jin. This is shown in (18). The sen-
tence in (19) just serves to demonstrate the perfect acceptability of such
structures in other parametric cases.

(18) NI déi «xidoxin yi-dianr (*wd)cai hdo a!
you must careful 1-CL:bit 1 CAI good PRT
“You must be more careful!’

(19) NI déi  xidoxin yi-didnr, wo cai  hul rang nl  qu.
you must careful 1-cL:bit I CAl will let you go
‘Only if you are more careful will I let you go.”
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One may want to claim that this behaviour is due to the fact that the first
clause itself is the subject in modalizing cdi/jiii-sentences. Such an analy-
sis might be viable for purely syntactic reasons; but even if it were true,
the obligatory-subject status of the first clause would still be a constant
property of the relevant sentences.

The last property has to do with the predicates that may occur behind
cai or jit in modalizing sentences. (20) is an exhaustive list of the predi-
cates following cdi/jiz with which the interpretational surplus stated
above may be observed.” The translations given render only the meanings
these items usually have in non-modalizing sentences.

(20) Predicates following cai/ji in modalizing sentences,
and their literal meanings:
shi ‘be right’
hdo ‘be good’
xing ‘be okay’
keyr ‘be possible/allowed’
dui ‘be correct’

If we combine the last three properties we arrive at the following maxi-
mum structure of modalizing cdi/jit-sentences:

shi
; hao
(21) clause+ {c?:‘} +1xing t +PRT
/ keyi
dui

Since nothing may intervene in those positions where the concatenation
symbols are used in (21), we get a limited set of ten different modalizing
sentence endings. This fact, combined with the observation that the right
periphery of Mandarin sentences has always been a position for the con-
ventionalization of modal categories in Mandarin, is probably a good
explanation of the fact why modalizing uses are perceived as special.'® I

* It can hardly be a coincidence that the same five predicates are also the ones that are
used in Mandarin tag-question formation. I have, however, not been able to match the
individual tag-question functions of the elements with their meaning contribution in
modalizing sentences. In tag questions, the different predicates relate to different kinds
of speech-acts. For instance, ..., shi bu shi? and ..., dui bu dui? ask for a confirmation
of the truth value of the preceding clause, while ..., hdo bu hdo? asks for agreement
concerning a future action or a directive speech-act. The functions of the predicates in
llgiodalizing sentences are clearly different. This issue requires more research.

Cf. Bisang (1992) and the suggestively similar, though probably not synchronically
relevant, internal structure of sentence-final éryi “only, that’s all’, which is made up of
a conjunctional element plus a verb with the meaning ‘end’.
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claim that the modalizing sentential endings discussed here are actually
degree to which this process has already advanccd can bc read off the
(non-)clausal status being assigned to the sentential endings. To put it in
the form of a disjunction: Does the structure in (21) depict a simple, or a
complex sentence? By saying that the modalizing use is a sub-case of the
parametric use, | have already decided in favour of the complex-sentence
analysis, but I have partially done so for expository reasons. I will not
make a final decision here. I will just note that a reanalysis is likely to be
under way in this area.

5.2.2  The predicates following cai and jiu as markers of the modal
ordering source

So far I have said very little about the actual meanings that are expressed
by the sentential endings (or the embedding structures) in (21). To be
able to understand the proposal, it is necessary to be familiar with the
notion of ordering sources and accessibility relations as introduced in
section 5.1.3. Ordering sources are those components of modal mea.mng
that specify the system within which something is a necessity or a possi-
bility. A moral ordering source defines worlds that are closer to or further
away from the possible worlds that are completely in accord with moral
standards. A legal ordering source defines a cline of worlds in which the
perfect worlds are only made up of eventualities that are legal. Other
ordering sources are defined by what is good for people’s health, what is
pleasant, and by many less general circumstantial ordering principles.

My proposal for the meaning contribution of the predicates in (20) in
modalizing sentences is that they are conventionalized expressions speci=
fying a particular ordering source. Stated differently, these words tell us
with respect to what system something is a necessity or a possibility.

Consider the sentences in (15) again, repeated here as (22). |

(22) a. NI zhidao jiu hdo le! (rp:17)
you know JIU good PRT
‘I’'m glad you know it!’/I wish you knew it!’/
‘I wish you had known it!’
b. 7a yingdang lai  kanwo cdi duil (cf. Alleton 1972: 138)
(s)he should comesee I CAI right 1l
‘(S)he should really come and see me!” .

No matter which translation we choose for (15a), each version states thﬂf
the truth of ni zhidao ‘you know (it)’ is, or would be in accordance
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what the speaker hopes or desires. Hdo in modalizing sentences may
thus be classified as an optative marker. Some sentences with jin/cdi-
hdo-endings have overt verbs expressing hope or desire at, or close to
the left edge; cf. (23).

(23) Xiwang meéi you shi cai  hado. (rp:47)
hope not exist trouble CAl OPTATIVE
‘I really hope there will be no trouble.’

The same sentence with sAi ‘right’ would not be felicitous:

(23) #Xiwang méi  you shi cai  shi.
hope not exist trouble CAI right
intended: ‘I really hope there will be no trouble.’

Shi as in (23”) or (24) indicates a purposive ordering source:

(24) a. Zouguogu jiu  shi le!  (rp: 02)

walk.over JIU PURPOSIVE PRT
‘We can just walk over [to get there].’

b. [In today’s society, everybody only looks after himself. That is
not okay...]
Xityao tongxuémen  tuanjié-qilai cai  shi.
it.is.necessary fellow.students unite-start.to CAI PURPOSIVE
‘The fellow students must start to unite [in order for us to
achieve our goal of a less egoistic society].” (cf. hx: 77)

Walking over as in (24a) is mentioned as a possible means to the end of
getting to the salient place, and the organization of students as in (24b)
1s not required by any law but for the purpose of creating a better soci-
ety.

(25) specifies for each of the five expressions under dicussion which
kind of ordering source I assume to be encoded.

(25) Items following cdi/jitr in modalizing sentences, and the modal
ordering sources relating to them
shi  purposive: *What is necessary or possible in view of what
we aim at?’
“What is necessary or possible in view of what
we desire/hope/are happy about?""
‘What is necessary or possible in view of rules
of social interaction?’
xing/ implementa- ‘What is necessary or possible in view of car-
kéyi  tional: rying out an action?’

hdo  optative:

dui deontic:

1 : ; ; "
Kratzer's term for this ordering source is ‘bouletic’.
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The purposive marker shi and the optative marker hdo have already been
discussed. Dui as a deontic marker has been illustrated in (15b) ang -
(16a). Here are more examples. :
dui! '
DEONTIC :

(26) a. Yinggai xiéxie nI  cdi
should thank you CAI
‘I should thank you!’
b. NI juan gian jin  dul le!
you donate money JIU DEONTIC  PRT
“The fact/possibility of your donating money is fine [from a
moral perspective]!’ }

(26a) would be appropriate in a situation in which the speaker suddenly
feels an obligation to thank the addressee, perhaps because he has sud-
denly become aware of what the addressee has done for him. (26b) is fi
in a context in which the person talked to is thinking about what to
with some money that she does not need. She proposes to donate it, 2
the speaker utters (26b) because this would be a morally good way of |
acting. J
Xing and kéyr are those items in modalizing sentences that I find most
difficult to characterize in terms of a modal ordering source. While I
quite sure about my proposals for the other particles, the matching
xing and kéyr with an implementational ordering source is likely to be

subject to a more exact restatement in the future. By an implementatiol
ordering source, I mean necessities or probabilities arising from the p
Jected carrying out of an action. If, for instance, you want to buy some-
thing and you try to get a discount, the vendor may say (27). ;
r

(27) Wishi-kuai  jin  kéyl/xing le!
50-CcL:MU JIU  IMPLEMENTATIONAL PRT
‘[Pay] 50 Kuai[, and it’s yours]!’

The act of buying can be implemented by paying 50 Kuai; this seems to.
be the meaning contribution of the modalizing ending in (27). Admittedly,
the Jmplementatlonal ordering source is close to what I have character=
ized as ‘purposive’ above (cf. the discussion on shi), but I think a distinc=
tion can be drawn between the two. The purposive ordering sou
always has something to do with volition and intentions, while the imp.
mentational ordering source refers to stercotypical implementatio
schemata. This impression is underpinned by the fact that modali
xingl/kéyi-sentences are frequent in trading interactions (cf. the preced
and the following examples).
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(28) a. Maiyi-ge érshi-kuai gidn, mdi san-ge suan

buy 1-CL  20-CL:MU money buy 3-CL amount
wiishi-kuai  gidn Jitt xing le.
50-CL:MU  money JIUIMPLEMENTATIONAL PRT

‘If you buy one it’s 20 Kuai, if you buy three [the action can be
carried out for/] it amounts to 50 Kuai.” (ad. rp: 22)

b. NI  yong xiangian  mdicdi kéyi ya!
you use cash.money buy CAl IMPLEMENTATIONAL PRT
“You must pay cash to buy it!’

A last example showing that modalizing xing/kéyl is not restricted to
trading contexts is given in (29).

(29) Lié  shuo-yi-shuo jin xing le.
briefly talk.a.bit JIU IMPLEMENTATIONAL PRT
‘Let’s briefly talk it over[, and it’ll be done].” (Alleton 1972: 198)

5.2.3  The function of cai and ji in the modalizing use

There remains the task of accounting for the difference between modaliz-
ing sentences with cdi and those with jizz. The case of cdi is easy to un-
derstand. Most modalizing sentences with cdi have overt necessity
operators (cf. (15b), (16a), (18), (24b) or (26a)). In a possible-worlds
account these sentences are true in all those worlds that are close to the
ideal worlds in terms of the respective ordering source. In (26a), e.g., we
have a deontic ordering source. I repeat this sentence in (30), and this
time I indicate two different possible focus-background partitions.

(30) a. Yinggai XIEXIE nI  cdi  dui!
should thank you CAI DEONTIC
‘I should THANK you!’
b. Yinggai xiéxie NI cdi  dui!
should thank you CAI DEONTIC
‘I should thank YOU!”

Quite in accordance with what we know about the use of cdi, the deontic
sentences in (30) may be paraphrased as in (30°).

(30°) a. °All the possible worlds that are close to the morally perfect
worlds are worlds in which I thank you, and that what I do to
you in these worlds is thanking has no alternative.’

b. “All the possible worlds that are close to the morally perfect
worlds are worlds in which I thank you, and that who I thank in
these worlds is you has no alternative.’
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The first halves of the paraphrases are identical, and they relate to th at
portion of meaning that counts in terms of truth-conditions. The second
halves do not go beyond these truth-conditions, because the first halveg
already say that for a possible world to be morally perfect it is necessary
that the speaker thanks the addressee in that world, and this entails that
the act of thanking may not be replaced by any other kind of behaviour
and that the person thanked may not change. What the second halves do
is adjust the first halves to different kinds of contexts: (30’a) 'would be
good in a context in which the speaker suddenly notices that, mfstcad of
being angry at the addressee, he should be grateful. (30°b) is felic.i-_«;
tous if the speaker suddenly becomes aware of the fact that the moral
obligation to thank someone exists with regard to the addressee, and not
with regard to somebody else. '-

We should remember at this point that the same contextual fine- ..g_:‘;l
is possible if car dui is not used; alternatives are related to by the foci
and not by cdi. But if cai were not used, the ordering source could not-. be
expressed. I thus claim that cdi in modalizing sentences is used to provide
a syntactic slot for the marker of the modal ordering source. As in
usual parametric uses, cdi does not induce a specific interpretation, it
only reflects it. That nothing but thanking will do in (30a), and Fhat oth-
ing but directing the thanks to the addressee will do in (30b), is alres
encoded by the use of yinggai ‘should’. Paraphrases of more old
modalizing cdi-examples may be studied in (31).

(31) a. Ni déi XIAOXIN YI-DIANR cdi hdo al
you must careful 1-CL:bit CAI good PRT
‘All the possible worlds that are close to the perfect worlds in
terms of my desires are worlds in which you are a bit more
careful, and that what you do is being more careful in those
worlds has no alternative.

b. [In today’s society, everybody only looks after himself. That is
not okay...|
Xiyao tongxuémen  tuanjié-qilai cai  shi.
itis.necessary fellow students unite-start.to CAI PURPOSIVE
“All the possible worlds that are close to the perfect worlds in
terms of our common aims are worlds in which the fellow stu-
dents start to unite, and that what the students do in those
worlds is starting to unite has no alternative.’

c. NI yong xiangian  mdi cai kéyl ya!
you use cash.money buy CAI IMPLEMENTATIONAL PRT
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"All the possible worlds that are close to the perfect worlds in
terms of the smooth implementation of (stereotypical) actions
are worlds in which you pay [for this item] with cash money,
and that what you pay with to buy the item is cash money has
no alternative.’

(31c) is an example in which no modal verb is used preceding cdi. I still
claim that cdi only reflects the fact that the sentence is meant as de-
noting a(n implementational) necessity. The sentence meaning would not
change if the modal yao ‘must’ were used before yong in (31c). Just as
the English sentence You pay with your credit card may be used to ex-
press a necessity, (31c) without the cdi-kéyi-ending can be interpreted
that way. Let us contrast this with the parallel jiz-sentence in (32).

(32) Ni yong xiangidn  maijiie  kéyi le.
you use cash.money buy JIU IMPLEMENTATIONAL PRT.
“You can pay cash to buy it.’

I'offer (32) as a more complete paraphrase of the meaning of (32).

(327) “Some possible worlds that are close to the perfect worlds in terms
of the smooth implementation of (stereotypical) actions are worlds
in which you pay [for this item] with cash money, and that what
you pay with in those worlds to buy the item is cash money may
have an alternative[, say, a traveller’s cheque] that is also good for
paying, but there is at least one alternative way of paying[, say,
paying with credit cards] that is not used in any of the worlds close
to the perfect worlds in terms of a smooth implementation.’

[ thus claim that the predication preceding jii in (32) is implicitly modal-
ized by an operator of possibility, and Jiu is used because the focus is
used with the intention to signal that not all alternatives are fine, namely
that at least one mode of effecting the payment is excluded. Since possi-
bilities have less specific truth-conditions than necessities, we seldom
find overt modal operators in modalizing jiti-sentences. They may, how-
ever, sometimes be used, and an attested example is presented in (33).

(33) Néng ba LaoLi tamen-de  SHISHOU dalao-shang-lai
can BA  OIdLi they-ATTR corpse salvage-up-come
Jin  hao le.  (hx: 345)

JIU  OPTATIVE PRT

‘We can hopefully salvage the CORPSES of Old Li and his crowd.’/

‘Some of the possible worlds that are close to the perfect worlds in
terms of our desires are worlds in which we salvage the corpses of
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Old Li and his crowd, and that what we salvage is their corpses in
those worlds may have an alternative [we might even salvage their
belongings together with their corpses], but there is at least one al-
ternative to salvaging the corpses|, say, salvaging only their
clothes]| that is not true in any of the worlds close to the perfect
worlds in terms of our desires.

The paraphrase given in (33) is intolerably long, so I will restate the in-
terpretational components of this sentence as in (34)."

(34) a. POSSIBLE (We salvage the corpses of Old Li and his crowd)
b. Ordering source: OPTATIVE
¢. a-FACTUALITY (We can salvage the corpses of Old Li and his
crowd)
d. Ax |we can salvage x of Old Li and his crowd|, the corpses
e. —Vy, y#x & yeALT, we can salvage y of Old Li and his crowd

(34a) says that (33) is modalized by a marker of possibility. (34b) identi-
fies the optative ordering source of the possibility. (34c) depicts the fact
that (33) is not restricted to any specific mode of factuality (cf. the differ-
ent translations in footnote 12). Strictly speaking, this does not have any-
thing to do with the modal use, but since the translations vary heavily
with the respective specifications of factuality, I have included (34c) in
the list. (34d) represents a natural focus-background partition, and (34¢)
encodes the interpretational details restricting the focus interpretations of
(33): Not all alternatives are possible.

Before concluding this section by stating the more general versions of
(34) for modalizing cdi-sentences and for modalizing jin-sentences, read-
ers may test the viability of my account with the jiz-examples in (35)
((35a)=(16b)).

(35) a. [Yulin’s parents are worried about her coming home late in the
evening.. Yulin proposes:|
Yihou na, wo zdo yi-dian hui-ldi Ji shi.
afterwards PRTI early 1-CL:bit return-come JIU PURPOSIVE
*[In order for you not to be concerned anymore,] I can come
home a bit earlier in the future.’

b. NI juan qign  jin  dui le!

you donate money JIU DEONTIC  PRT

12 Note, however, that the first free translation is too restrictive in terms of factuality.
(33) may just as well be read as /'m glad we could salvage the corpses... or as I wish
we could salvage the corpses....
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“The fact/possibility of your donating money is fine [from a
moral perspective]!”"

The general versions of the different components that are relevant to the
interpretation of modalizing cdi-sentences and modalizing jiz-sentences
are given in (36) and (37). These two schemata conclude the present sec-
tion.

(36) Schema of modalizing cdi-sentences:
‘(MODyget) p + cdi + MARKER OF THE ORDERING SOURCE’
a. MODy p
b. OPTATIVE/DEONTIC/PURPOSIVE/IMPLEMENTATIONAL ordering
source of MOD
¢c. a-FACTUALITY p
d. Ax [Background of MODy. p], Focus of MOD,s. p
e. —3y, y#Focus value & ye ALT, Background(v)
(37) Schema of modalizing jiu-sentences:
*(MODgosst) p + jitt + MARKER OF THE ORDERING SOURCE’
a. MODposs p
b. OPTATIVE/DEONTIC/PURPOSIVE/IMPLEMENTATIONAL ordering
source of MOD
c. a-FACTUALITY p
d. Ax [Background of MOD;qss p|, Focus of MODgoss p
e. Yy, y#Focus & ye ALT, Background(y)

53 THREE PEOPLE AND A PIANO

In this section I want to investigate the Mandarin version of a problem in
focus semantics that has been puzzling researchers for quite a while (cf.,
for instance, Jacobs 1983: 224-31 or Koénig 1991a: 51, 101ff). The treat-
ment of this problem does not just give us an opportunity to see how
parametric cai and jiu are used in Mandarin to tell apart readings of sen-
tences that are ambiguous in English. This section will also give us a
lesson concerning translational equivalence. The result will be that trans-
lational equivalence is not to be confounded with identity of logical form.
This finding may not be entirely new, but the empirical part of this sec-
tion illustrates it in an impressive way. Before tumning to the Mandarin
data, the English case is discussed.

13 Note that, even if this sentence is uttered in a context in which the addressee has
actually donated money, it is still possible to say that it is implicitly modalized. All
actual facts are trivially possible facts,
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One version of the problem is about three people and a piano:
(38) Only THREE people can move the piano.

(38) has several readings. For the first reading, imagine you want to
move your piano to a different room, and only one friend is there to help
you. Since pianos are heavy your friend may say: ‘Sorry, I think we can’t
do it alone. Only three people can move the piano.” Let us call this the
heavy-piano reading. In this situation the speaker excludes the possibility
that the number of people present, namely two, is enough to move the
piano. Four or five people would, under most circumstances, also be a
possibility, but these alternatives are probably not relevant in this setting,

On the second reading, a professional piano transporter deals with a
client who enquires about the number of people needed to move a piano,
The client thinks that one needs at least five people, but the professional
reassures him: ‘Only three people can move the piano’. I will call this the
light-piano reading. Under the circumstances of the light-piano reading, it
is excluded that more people are needed, and it is implicated, but not
entailed or presupposed, that two people would not be enough.

Everything is fine with the heavy-piano reading, and our descriptive
generalization concerning cdi-foci from ch. 4, which should also be true
of only-foci in general, covers what is entailed to be wrong (‘Two people
can move the piano’, ‘One person can move the piano’). The setting with
the light-piano reading is trickier. Above we said that, in this context,
(38) entails ‘No more than three people are needed to move the piano’.
(38) does entail this, but this entailment cannot be due to the use of only,
because (38) without only likewise entails ‘No more than three people are
needed to move the piano’; cf. (39).

(39) Three people can move the piano.

To see more clearly what is really excluded by the use of only in the
light-piano reading of (38), consider the following paraphrase.

(38’) If there are only three people present, they can move the piano.

Inasmuch as this paraphrase reflects the relevant meaning portions of the
light-piano reading, it shows two things: (i) only in the light-piano read-
ing does not have sentential scope because in the paraphrase (38) its
scope is clearly confined to the if~clause, and (ii) since entailments are
lost in protases, the only-entailment which the protasis of (38°) would
have as an independent sentence (‘There are only three people’ entails
“There are no more than three people’) does not hold for the whole condi-

tional. Although the only-entailment is not truth-conditionally active with I ‘

4
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respect to the whole sentence, some non-trivial alternative proposition
(‘There are four people’, ‘There are five people’) must be contextually
given. In our setting the client’s wrong assumption introduces this
proposition into the common ground, and although the calculation of
alternatives takes place on a ‘‘sub-truth-conditional” level, the evalua-
tional implicature going along with this calculation is surely felt to be
present in the light-piano reading of (38): Three people are less than
expected. The fact that the entailment, but not the evaluational compo-
nent, is hidden in the light-piano reading, is taken by Jacobs as an argu-
ment in favour of his claim that both the quantificational component of
meaning, and the evaluational component form part of the lexical mean-
ing of only-words, and that either may be lost in special contexts. [ have
taken a different position here which derives the “neutralization” of the
quantificational entailment from its truth-conditional inactivity, while
the evaluational implicature is still triggered by the context. What I can-
not discuss here is what syntactic consequences arise from the postu-
lated propositional interpretation of the subject of (38) in the light-piano
reading.

(38) has at least one more reading. This reading surfaces when we
think of a delicate piano which must be handled with greatest care. Only
three people have received the right training, and only these people can
move the piano. Let us call this the delicate-piano reading. In this read-
ing the subject is interpreted existentially (‘There are only three people
who can do the job, namely Bob, Joe and Ben’), and only has wide
scope.

In Chinese each reading must be expressed in a univocal way.

(40) a. The heavy-piano setting:
SAN-ge rén cai  bandedong zhe-jia gangqin.
3-cL person CAl can.move this-CL piano
‘Only (as many as) THREE people can move this piano.’
b. The light-piano setting:

Zhi-yao SAN-ge rén
only-need 3-CL people
jiul*cai bandedong  zhe-jia ganggin e
JIU/CAI can.move this-CL  piano PRT
‘Only (as few as) THREE people are needed to be able to move
this piano.’
c. The delicate-piano setting:
Zhi you SAN-ge rén
only exist 3-CL people
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(*cai) keéyl bandong  zhé-jia ganggqin.
CAl can move this-CL  piano.
‘(There are) Only THREE people (who) can move this piano.’

Each of the Chinese sentences in (40) is limited to one setting, and the
interesting question from the point of view of our investigation is whether
we can account for the occurrences of parametric cdi and jiu in each
case. At the same time, the recurrent topic of this chapter, alleged dilem-
mas of semantic scope and syntax, will be relevant to our discussion.

Consider (40a) first. The number word is in focus, and cdi reflects the
fact that the focus is intended as a focus excluding all non-trivial alterna-
tives. The trivial alternatives are sentences with more than three people
lifting the piano: If three people can do the job, four or five people would
do no harm, either. Thus, only sentences with numbers lower than three
are relevant, and all of them are excluded. No problems arise with this
sentence, except for the fact that I have not been able to find a focus-
marking device that could be used in front of the focus to ensure the cor-
rect reading other than contextual information (recall that cai as a para-
metric word only reflects a type of focus quantification).

Let us skip (40b) for the moment and move straight on to the delicate-
piano setting in (40c). In this sentence cdi is ungrammatical even though
all the excluded alternatives are non-trivial alternatives. The reason for
the deviance of (40c) with cdi must thus lie elsewhere. I assume it lies in
the syntax of the sentence. As reflected by the parenthesized translation
option, the Chinese sentence is really an existential sentence in which the
predication starting with k€yl ‘can’ is functionally similar to a relative
clause, much as in the English translation which makes use of a relative
clause, i.e. it restricts the interpretation of san-ge rén ‘three people’ such
that (in our context) only Bob, Joe and Ben are possible values of the
variable in the subject argument (cf. Li 1996 for the discussion of differ-
ent kinds of existential sentences in Mandarin; according to her classifi-
cation (40c) is an Ind-type you-structure). If this is taken for granted, you
‘exist’ 1s the matrix predicate of a complex sentence, and kéyl ‘can’ is
embedded." We know from all other examples in this study that paramet-

"1t is tempting to identify the sequence zhf ydu ‘only exist’ in (40b) with the bisyl-
labic only-word zhiyou, which is used before non-verbal categories and as a subordina-
tor in only-if-clauses. This identification would be false. The sequence zAi you in (40¢)
is made up of two words; both words enter the semantic composition of the sentence
separately. Formal proof of this comes from the possibility to drop zhf in (40c): The
resulting sentence would, as predicted, simply mean ‘(There are) Three people (who) |

Problems and refinements 273

ric words attach to the syntactically superordinate predicates, and there-
fore, cai may not be used before kéyr ‘can’ in (40c).

The Mandarin sentence for the light-piano setting ((40c), repeated here
as (41)) is clearly trickiest.

(41) Zhi-yao SAN-ge  rén
only-need  3-CL people
Jiw/*cai  bandedong zhé-jia ganggin  le.
JIU/CAI  can.move this-CL  piano PRT

‘Only (as few as) THREE people are needed to be able to move this
piano.’

But (41) constitutes a problem only as long as we disregard the results of
section 5.1.3. Recall that, in that section, a solution to the zhiydo-
problem has been proposed. At a first glance, it looks like semantic scope
and syntactic facts are in conflict in (41): The modal in zhiyao has matrix
scope, but the clause in which it occurs is subordinate. The solution I
have proposed for this problem may be summarized as follows: Sen-
tences like (41) are neither conditional sentences, nor purposive construc-
tions. They are really complex sentences straightforwardly instantiating
the tripartite quantificational structure of modalized propositions. The
modal is the quantifier, the subordinate clause without the conjunc-
tion/focus marker and the modal constitutes the nuclear scope, and the
main clause instantiates the circumstantial modal base, 1.¢. the accessibil-
ity relation. See section 5.1.3 for the details. If, furthermore, we incorpo-
rate the insight arrived at on p. 258, we get the following paraphrase for
(41): ‘All the possible worlds which are such that this piano can be
moved are such that only three people are needed’.

Let us now turn to the matter of why ji% is used in (41). First let us
think about what we would predict the meaning of (40b) to be if zhlydo
were not used. This case is illustrated in (41°).

(41°) SAN-ge rén Jiu  bandedong zhé-jia gangqin le.
3-CL people JIU canmove this-CL piano  PRT
‘(As few as) THREE people can move this piano.’

can move this piano’. In cases in which zhlydu is used as a focus marker, zhl may not
be dropped without influencing grammaticality; cf. (1) and (i1).
(1) Ta *zhi)you zHE-zhong shu  edi  mdi-guo.
(s)he  only this-cL:kind  book cal buy-asp
‘(S)he’s only bought THis kind of book before.”
(i)  *Zhhwou 1A ldi, wo  cdi  qu.
only.if (s)he come I CAI  go
*Only if (s)HE comes will I go.’
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This sentence has at least the following components of meaning:
(1) It asserts that three people can move the piano;

(i1) it implies that four or five people would also be sufficient;
(111) the fact that jiu is used reflects the fact that some relevant alternative :
sentence is presupposed not to be true. .
The last point is what matters here. If no relevant alternative sentence
with numbers lower than ‘three’ is true, the focus interpretation stated in
(i11) is still true. This is what makes (417) apt to be used in the light-piang
setting. But with a different context it is easy to see that (41°) is less re-
stricted than (41). Think of a context again in which you want to hire
professionals to move your piano to another room. The company allows
you to book either a single person, or three persons, but for some reason
booking two people is impossible. You may ask: ‘How many people will
be enough?’, and the professional uses (41°) to answer your question. His
answer leaves open the possibility that actually two people would already
be enough to move your piano, but since a single person is not sufficient,
and two people cannot be booked, he only gives you the option involving
three people. Using (417) is not a lie, because jiu leaves it open whethﬂ‘-
two people would not be an option, too. I claim that (41) would amount
to a deception if uttered in our context. Let us see how this comes about.
First, consider what the necessity operator of zhlydo adds to the meaning
of the sentence. Three people are needed, that is the paraphrase of the
assertion of (41) including the necessity operator: No less than three peo-
ple will do. This does go together with the focus interpretation reflected.
by jiiz, because the extreme case of negated universal quantification over
the domain of alternatives is negated existential quantification. It does not
fully go together with our new context, though: The necessity operator at
least implicates that three people moving the piano are the borderline:
case. To say that one needs three people strongly disfavours the possibil-
ity that one would actually only need two. Therefore, (41) amounts to @
deception, if not a lie, in our context. The only-component of zhlydo adds

the (redundant) information that no more than three people are needed,
and since this is redundant, the evaluational implicature, namely that
three people are not much, has the field to itself.

The discussion of (40b)/(41) has shown the following. First, the seman=
tics proposed for jii-sentences can handle such complicated cases. Sec-
ond, if we compare the accout given for (40b) and for its English
counterpart at the beginning of this section, we must state that the match
between the two sentences is highly indirect. I have proposed above that
(42a) in its light-piano reading is interpreted like (42b).
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(42) a. Only THREE people can move the piano.
b. If there are only THREE people they can move the piano.

As we know, the English paraphrase of the Mandarin version is more
like (43).

(43)  All the possible worlds which are such that this piano can be
moved are such that only THREE people are needed.

Paraphrased in terms of the semantics for conditionals that I have as-
sumed throughout this study (cf. sections 4.1.5 and 4.2.3), (42b) comes
out as (42°b).

(42°) b. The English light-piano setting:
[AlllguanTirier the situations which are [such that there are
only three people]rs. are [such that the piano can be moved]yss.

(i.e. ‘V...[only...]resTRICTOR, [POSS...]NUCLEAR SCOPE )

A paraphrase of (43) to cover the Mandarin sentence which is more
explicit in terms of the constituent parts of the quantificational structure
can be found in (43°). (Note, for the last time, the quantificational pecu-
liarity described on p. 258, which results from the Mandarin facts of
modal constituency.)

(43’) The Mandarin light-piano setting:
[All]quaxTirier the possible worlds which are [such that this piano
can be moved]restricTor are [such that only THREE people are
needed]nucLear scope-
(i.e. °V ...[POSS...]resTriCTOR [0Mly...NEC...]NUCLEAR scopE’)

I will not try to show exactly how the translational equivalence can be
derived. My purpose here has been to illustrate that translational equiva-
lence does not mean that the source sentence and the target sentence
have the same logical form.

The present section as a whole has demonstrated that ambiguities of
the piano-moving kind, which consistently arise in English and other
European languages, do not exist in Mandarin, because the system of
focus-background agreement encoded by parametric words, and certain
structural peculiarities of Mandarin existential sentences or zhiyao-
sentences conspire to yield univocal sentences.
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5.4 TWO PARAMETRIC WORDS IN A SINGLE CLAUSE

All of the examples discussed so far have been sentences with configura.
tions triggering the use of a single parametric word. In this section I want
to widen the perspective. I will discuss on what conditions the use of two
parametric words is in principle possible in a single clause, I will test al]
combinatorial possibilities, and I will draw some preliminary concly~
sions.

Recall from ch. 3 that parametric words are situated at the left edge of
the verbal complex, probably immediately above modal or aspectual
functional phrases. Extending proposals that have been made for single
parametric words, we may say that the more recent syntactic tradition
analyzes parametric cdi, jitt, dou and yé as functional heads (cf. the dis-
cussions in sections 3.1.2.A and 3.4.1, and the references cited there). It
should therefore come as a surprise if a single verbal complex included
two occurrences of functional categories that one would assume to com-
pete for a single syntactic position." Precisely this is, contrary to expec-
tation, possible in Mandarin, even if, admittedly, such structures are
disfavoured. An example of such a configuration is given in (44).

(44) Zhiyou TIANQI HAO, women cdi lian BINGQILIN
only.if weather good we CAI even ice-cream
yé  hui chi

YE will eat
‘Only if THE WEATHER IS FINE will we even eat ICE-CREAM.’

In this sentence the focus in the only-if-<clause triggers the use of cdi at
the left edge of the verbal complex of the matrix clause. But instead of:
cdi being followed by some verbal category, another parametric cycle is
inserted, namely an even-focus (binggilin ‘ice-cream’), which must be
followed by parametric yé to the left of the first verbal element of the:
matrix clause. The grammaticality of (44) thus shows that cdi and yf
cannot be assumed to compete for a single syntactic position (unless we
assume some recursive pattern). :

On the other hand, such occurrences of two parametric words in a sii=
gle clause are heavily restricted. I have been able to identify the following
constraining factors:

'’ Gasde (1998) assumes two focus phrases, one of them within IP, the other one out=
side IP. These two focus phrases cannot be identified with the focus structures in the
{ollomng examples because Gasde’s focus phrases are never adjacent; the parametric.
words in the following examples can, however, only be argued to be in immediately
adjacent phrases.
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(1) A focus and its parametric word must not be separated from one
another by a nested focus, or a nested agreement marker, i.e. the
focus-agreement configurations do not interlace.

(i)  No quantificational expression may intervene anywhere in the
structure between the first focus and the second parametric word.

(45a) states the general structure of licit double-focus agreement struc-

tures, the restrictions are represented in (45b) and (45¢) (FOC represents

the focal constituents, PAR represents the parametric particles).'®

(45) a. [FOCrypgi...[PARTypsi [FOC typea [PAR Type2 [M/AspP]]]]]
b. *[FOCrypei...[FOCrype2 [PAR TypEI2 [PAR TYPEZN [M/ASPP]]]]]
[PARTypE2 [M/AspP]]]]]]]

(46) is the bad version of (44) illustrating (45b). (47) instantiates (45c).

(46) *Zhiyou TIANQI HAO, women liagn BINGQILIN
only.if weather good we even ice-cream
(cai yé/yé  cdi) hui chi
CAl YE/YE CAl will eat
intended: ‘Only if THE WEATHER IS FINE will we even eat ICE-
CREAM.’

(47) Zhlyou TIANQI HAO, (*pingchang) women (*pingchdng)
only.if weather good usually we usually
cdi (*pingchang) lian BINGQILIN (*pingchdng) yé  hui  chi.
CAI  usually even ice-cream  usually YE will eat
‘Only if THE WEATHER IS FINE will we (usually) even eat ICE-
CREAM.’

The cases of (45b) and (45¢) can be subsumed under a single heading:
Since focus-background partitionings are structures involving quantifica-
tion, (45b) and (45c¢) are just special cases of the more general restriction
in (48).

(48)  [FOCrypex...[(*Q) [PAR rypex [M/AspP]]]]

(48) says that no quantificational expression may intervene between the
focus which triggers the use of a parametric word, and the parametric
word itself. This quantificational expression may either be a quantifier

% As pointed out in section 3.1.2.B already, these factors are highly reminiscent of
Aoun & Li’s (1993) Minimal Binding Requirement. Although focus quantification is a
kind of quantification, I have decided not to analyze the relationship between foci and
Parametric words as a quantifier-variable structure. Perhaps this is inadequate, or the
observed similarity can be accounted for on a more general level of analysis.
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like pingchdng ‘usually’ in (47), or another focus as in (46). (48) is thug
just a variant of the generalization stated in section 3.1.2 that, within the
cdi-clause, no scope-bearing element may intervene between cdi and
interacting focus. The scope of (48) is w1dcr though, because it is not
restricted to edi(-foci).
In (49) through (52) I present examples which illustrate all the logicall
possible combinations of complex focusing structures as in (44) if
make use of all combinatorial possibilities among foci interacting w
parametric c¢di, jiu, dou and yé. None of these sentences violate any
the restrictions dealt with above. Some of them may be difficult to con-~
textualize, or even slightly deviant, but all of them are interpretable.

(49) a. cdi - cdi
Zhlyou tiangi BU  hdo, wd cdi  zhlydu
only.if weather not good I CAI only
NEI-ge difang cdai  xidng qu.
that-CL place CAl want go s
‘Only if the weather is NOT good do I only want to go to THAT

place.’

b. cdi — jiu
Zhiyou tiangi  HAO, women cdai  zai ZHELI
only.if weather good we CAl at here

Jite  néng wanr.
JU can play
‘Only if the weather is GOOD can we play HERE.’

c. cdi— dou
Zhlyou tiangi  HAO, women cdi lign BINGQILIN
only.if weather good we CAl even ice-cream
dou hui chi.
DOU will eat
‘Only if the weather is GOOD will we even eat ICE-CREAM.”
d. cdi - yé
Zhlyou tiangi  HAO, women cdi lian BINGQILIN
only.if weather good we CAl even ice-cream
yé  hui chi

YE will eat

‘Only if the weather is GOOD will we even eat ICE-CREAM.”
(50) a. jiu - cai

Ruguo tiangi BU  hdo, women jiu  zhlyou

if weather not good we U only

(1)
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zai  ZHELI  cdi  néng wanr.
at  here CAl can play
“If the weather is NOT good, we can only play HERE.

. Jiti— jitt

Rugus tiangi ~ HAO, women jiu  zai ZHELI
if weather good we JIU at here
jiu  néng wanr.

JU can play

“If the weather is GOOD, we can play HERE.

. jit— dou

Riguo tiangi  HAO, women jit lian BINGQILIN dou ch.
if weather good we JlUeven ice-cream DOU eat
‘If the weather is GOOD, we will even eat ICE-CREAM.”

. Ji—yeé

Rigud tiangi  HAO, women jiulian BINGQILIN yé chi
if weather good we JlUeven ice-cream  YE eat
“If the weather is GOOD, we will even eat ICE-CREAM.”

. dou — cdi

Jishi  tiangi  LENG, wd dou zhlyou  BINGQILIN
even.if weather cold 1 DOU only ice-cream
cdai  xidng  chi.

CAI want eat

“Even if the weather is COLD, I only like to eat ICE-CREAM.”

. dou — jii

Jishi  tiangi  HAO, women dou zai  ZHELI
evenif weather good we DOU at  here
Jin  néng wanr.

JU can play

‘Even if the weather is GOOD, we can play HERE.”

. dou — dou

Jishf  women YOU QIAN, women dou liGn MIFAN
evenif we have money we DOU even rice
dou bu  chi

DOU not eat

‘Even if we HAVE MONEY we don’t even eat RICE.’

. dou— yé

Jishi  women YOU QIAN, women dou lian MIFAN
evenif we have money we DOU even rice
yé bt  chi

YE not eat

‘Even if we HAVE MONEY we don’t even eat RICE.”
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(52) a. yé—cai
Jiushi  tiangi
even.if weather cold I
cdi  xiang  chi.

CAl  want cat

‘Even if the weather is COLD, I only like to eat ICE-CREAM.’
b. yé—jiu

Jiushi ~ tiangi  HAO, women y&  zai  ZHELI

even.if weather good we YE at  here

Jiu  néng wanr.

JIU can play

‘Even if the weather is GOOD, we can play HERE.

BINGQILIN
ice-cream

LENG, wo yé  zhiyou
YE only

c. y¢— dou
Jiushi women MEI you gqiagn,  women yé
evenif we not have money we YE
lian QINGWA-ROU dou chi
even frog-meat DOU eat
‘Even if we DON’T have money we eat even FROG MEAT.’
d. yé- yé
Jiushi ~women MEI you gqign,  women Y&
even.if we not have money we YE
licn QINGWA-ROU yé  chi
even frog-meat YE eat

‘Even if we DON'T have money we eat even FROG MEAT.’

With these examples in mind, recall the claim put forward in this study
that parametric cdi, jiu, dou and y& are agreement markers: Focus-
quantificational types agree with their backgrounds. Now the question
arises why two parametric words are allowed per clause while, for in-
stance, two different aspect markers are never found in a single clause. If
structures of foci and parametric words are agreement structures, and if
they operate on a predicational level just like aspect markers, it is not at
all clear how a single predicate can agree twice for different values of one
dimension. I think the answer to this question must be that the parametric
words are only parasitic on the verbal domain: For the purpose of focus-
background agreement, the verbal domain is conventionally taken as the
carrier category of the focus-agreement marker. Recall from section 3.3.1
that it is even possible to have verbs in focus in dou/yé-sentences, and
that even in those cases a dummy instance of the verb hosts the negation
marker and the parametric word; cf. (53).
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(53) Ta lian LAl dou méi lai.
(s)he even come DOU nothave come
‘(S)he hasn’t even COME.’

Focus-background agreement is thus not a “true” verbal category, with a
“true” verbal category taken as one which may only have one value per
clause or per eventuality. True verbal categories reflect properties of
eventualities or situations; the system of reflecting focus-quantificational
types within the background, which is the topic of this study, relates to
the (in)compatibility of the truth of the asserted sentence with the truth of
other, contextually relevant sentences. This is something different. For
this different function, there is no inherent restriction of the number of
possible focus-background partitions to one per sentence or clause.

Analyses which take parametric cdi, jiit, dou and yé to be heads of
functional phrases are faced with the following syntactic challenges.
First, a single functional phrase will not be enough to accomodate the
above data: At least two stacked phrases must be allowed in a single
clause.'” This may not be much of a problem, but the analysis must addi-
tionally allow for any relative order among the functional phrases, be-
cause we have seen that all combinatorial possibilities yield grammatical
and interpretable results. A second possibility would be to say that sen-
tences as discussed in this section may be interpretable, but that they
constitute cases in which the syntactic possibilities have been stretched to
the extreme. Accordingf this view, one could argue that these data pose no
particular challenge.

In this section I have shown that two occurrences of parametric words
per clause are possible, provided the two structures, each consisting of a
focus and a corresponding parametric word, do not interlace, and pro-
vided no other quantificational expressions intervene. While common
verbal categories preclude such configurations (only a single tense
marker may, for instance, be used per clause), structures of this kind are
fine in our domain. I have argued that the parametric agreement markers
are just parasitic on the verbal complex, because predicates are conven-
tionally identified with backgrounds as the locus of focus-background
agreement. Since clauses may have several foci, but only, for instance, a
single tense specification, the occurrence of two parametric words per
clause is not a mystery.

17 See footnote 15.




6 CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

6.1 MAIN CLAIMS AND RESULTS

The aim of this study has been to discuss the grammaticalized system of
focus quantification in Mandarin Chinese. This system involves highly
regular morphosyntactic agreement patterns between types of foci or
contrastive topics preceding the verbal complex, and obligatory paramet-
ric particles at the left edge of the verbal complex.

In a first step (ch. 2), I have singled out the parametric uses of cdi, jiu,
dou and y¢ as linguistic signs in their own right from among other uses of
the same signifiants (and the same characters in writing).

Ch. 3 has been devoted to determining the conditions which trigger and
constrain the use of parametric words, as long as the nature of the inter-
acting foci or contrastive topics is kept constant and appropriate. The
facts discussed in that chapter have led to the hypothesis that parametric
words are agreement markers of focus-background structures. A back-
ground is, in certain conditions, obligatorily marked for the type of focus
lor fcontrastive topic) preceding it. The locus of background agreement in
Mandarin is the verbal complex, i.e. predicates are conventionally asso-
ciated with backgrounds without this really being the case in each and
every case.

In ch. 4 T have presented my account of the focus quantificational sys-
tem behind the parametric words. The system of focus quantificational
types is designed according to the logic of the traditional Aristotelian
quantificational square: An existential or universal operator, combined
with inner and/or outer negation, if applied to the domain of alternative
sentences provided by the focus interpretation of a sentence, yields four

basic types:
() negated existential quantification over the domain of alternatives
(cdi);

(i) negated universal quantification over the domain of alternatives
(i),
(i) universal quantification over the domain of alternatives (dou);
(iv) existential quantification over the domain of alternatives (y¢).
The core system is enriched by a more specific restriction concerning
dou-foci. This focus type has the further property of restricting the mem-
bers of the domain of alternative sentences to the same factuality status
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as the asserted proposition. For factual sentences, counterfactual alterna-
tives may thus only be considered in cdi-sentences, jiz-sentences, and in
yé-sentences. Apart from the four basic parametric words, two more
members of the same paradigm, hdi and zai, have briefly been discussed,
and the narrower restrictions that they put on their contexts have tenta-
tively been stated. The discussions dealing with cach parametric word
have mainly concentrated on issues that have repeatedly been discussed
in the literature. I have always aimed at making it clear where the link is
between these particular discussions, and the general claim of the present
study.

It has been the goal of ch. 5 to collect some problematic or special data
that require further scrutiny, or more detailed investigations in the future.
First, many examples display a recurrent pattern of seeming syntax-
semantics mismatches: A subordinate clause within the scope of the over-
all focus-background structure contains an operator with scope above the
focus-background structure. This kind of mismatch arises if one aims at
identifying the subordination structure with the structure of a conditional
sentence. The problem vanishes if one takes the subordinate clause minus
the modal to be the nuclear scope of a tripartite modal quantificational
structure, while the superordinate clause constitutes the restricting
circumstantial modal base, or accessibility relation. The resulting

structure directly mirrors Kratzer’s (1981, 1991a) notional constituency

of modalized propositions, the only slightly peculiar fact being that the
restrictor of the quantificational structure is syntactically superordinate.
Morcover, ch. 5 contains an analysis of certain post-parametric predi-
cates as conventionalized markers of modal ordering sources independent
of the modal force. To the best of my knowledge, such a system has
never been proposed in the theoretical literature, but its existence is
implicitly predicted by current theories of modality. In the last part of ch.
5 sentences with two parametric words have been under discussion. The
fact that all combinatorial possibilities of two parametric words can yield
interpretable sentences poses some challenges for an explicit syntactic
theory covering our empirical domain.

I have not paid any closer attention to the interaction of the system of

focus quantification with other verbal categories such as aspect marking.
This is definitely a task for future research, even though previous re-
search in this area has already hinted at some connections.

Although I may be running the risk of repeating myself, I would like t0
emphasize once more the central status that the phenomenon treated in
this study has within Mandarin grammar. Mandarin is a language with a
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rich syntactic apparatus, and scarce morphological devices. A phenome-
non that involves the grammaticalized triggering of an agreement marker
in the presence of another overt category is quite remarkable in such a
language. The conclusion to be drawn from this is that the system of
Mandarin focus quantification is part of the core of Mandarin grammar.
In terms of centrality, few categories of Mandarin grammar with a seg-
mental reflex can compete with this phenomenon. In the verbal/sentential
domain aspect marking, V-nor-V question formation, and the system of
sentence final particles probably can; in the grammar of Mandarin nomi-
nals I can only think of the classifier system as matching grammatical
relevance with segmental representation in a comparable way.

6.2 THE WIDER CONTEXT

From the point of view of cross-linguistic research and theoretical lin-
guistics the following points should be stressed.

6.2.1  The exotic status of the quantificational type relating to jit

The first general question arising from the results of this study has to do
with the focus-quantificational type relating to jiu (see section 4.2): Ne-
gated universal quantification over the domain of alternatives has, as far
as I know, never been proposed as a conventionalized notion in any sys-
tem of focus quantification. If my analysis of the Mandarin data is cor-
rect, it is highly unlikely that no other language should have conven-
tionalized the same focus-quantificational type. Perhaps this seemingly
exotic quantificational type is not all that rare once we seriously start
watching out for it. Even if segmental focus markers of the non-universal
quantificational kind turn out to be extremely rare, or even absent in most
languages, it need not follow that this type of focus-quantification is not
expressed in a conventionalized way. Just think of the function
Clontrastive)-topics fulfill (sec section 4.2.4 for details): If you buy me a
[ DIAMOND RING|c.opic, 1 will MARRY YOU. This conditional, with the indi-
cated information structure, may correctly be paraphrased as: ‘A situa-
tion in which you buy me a diamond ring is also a situation in which I
will marry you, and there is at least one alternative situation in which you
buy me something else, and I will not marry you in that situation’. This is
precisely the kind of information structure triggering the use of jiz, and it
was not a coincidence that C-topics were discussed in the sections dealing
with the function of jiu. If jiz may, among other things, reflect informa-
tion-structural facts that are often expressed by prosodic means in other
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languages, it is not such a big surprise anymore that many languages lack
words that are similar to ji# in function.

6.2.2 Two topological focus-background systems

A second general thought concerns the overall topological system of fo-
cus positions in Mandarin: If we do not just look at the configurations
triggering the use of parametric cdi, jitr, dou and yé, but also look at the
system of “common” focus particles in adverbial position such as zhr
‘only’ or shénzhi ‘even’, we are able to make some interesting observa-
tions. Sentences with parametric particles will almost invariably have
their foci to the left of the main predicate (the only exceptions being the
cases of cdi-foci to the right of cdi; see section 3.1.2.A). Sentences with
adverbial focus particles like zAT ‘only’ will always have their foci to
their right. Some examples from the very first section of this study are
repeated in (1) and (2) to remind us of this topological diversity.

(1) a. Lao Wang zhi hé  CHA
Old Wang only drink tea
‘Old Wang only drinks TEA.’
b. Ldo Wang zhiydu CHA *(cai)  heé.
Old Wang only tea  CAI drink
‘Old Wang drinks only TEA.’
(2) a. Ldo Wang shénzhi hé  CHA.
Old Wang even drink tea
‘Old Wang even drinks TEA.’
b. Ldo Wang lian CHA *(yé/dou) he.
Old Wang even tea YE/DOU  drink
‘Old Wang drinks even TEA.’

The a-sentences have focus particles in adverbial position, while the b-
sentences have preposed objects in focus, and parametric words must be
used. There is a difference between the range of readings each type of
sentence may have: While it is in principle possible to have bigger focus
portions that include the whole VP in the a-sentences, the foci must be
narrow in the b-sentences.

We thus get two different focus(-background) topologies in Mandarin,
depending on whether the a-type system, or the b-type system is used.
This is schematically represented in (3).'

! The focus in the b-schema must, of course, be restricted to a reading triggering the
use of a parametric word. It is not the case that just any preverbal focus triggers the usé
of a parametric word.

s
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(3) a. background+ zhi / shénzhi/ yé...+ (g?gﬁndJ FOCUS (g?gﬁr;dJ

b. (tg)?gﬁr;d) FOCUS [g?gﬁi;d] +cai/ jiit/ dou | ye +background
Recall that constraints on movement and canonical positions heavily
restrict the possibility to choose from these focusing schemata in each
single case. Some canonically postverbal constituents may not move, and
therefore the sentences in which they occur conform to the background-
first schema of (2a)/(3a) if the postverbal constituents are focused. On
the other hand, no canonically preverbal constituent may move to a post-
verbal position (except for afterthoughts), and therefore sentences with
such an expression in focus conform to the focus-first schema of
(2b)/(3b). Still, in very many cases speakers may choose between the two
schemata. Can we say anything about the factors determining these
choices?

We may be able to shed some light on the determinants if we consider
what is usually claimed about the default position of foci within an utter-
ance. Most researchers dealing with issues of information structure
would agree that the unmarked position of a focus within an utterance is
within the verbal phrase, or that the whole verbal phrase should be the
focus (cf. Lambrecht 1994: 296fF or Vallduvi 1992: 123).” This is intui-
tively plausible, it reflects the tradition of characterizing the function of
subjects and frame-adverbials as non-focal, and it also fits together with
the focus readings one may get if a sentence is pronounced with a default
prosody. In many languages a main accent on the most deeply embedded
lexical constituent of a complement phrase will be compatible with foci
up to the level of the whole verbal phrase or even beyond (cf. Selkirk
1984, 1995, Cinque 1993 or Schwarzschild 1999). This is no different in
Mandarin as witnessed by (1a), in which an accent on chd ‘tea’ makes it
possible to interpret hé cha “drink tea’ as the focus. Disregarding thetic
or all-new utterances with intransitive verbs, a non-default prosody with
the main accent on some other element will always result in a narrow

? In Kiss’s (1998) focus theory the default VP-foci discussed here are closest to her
information foci, whereas the foci preceding the VP come closest to her identificational
foci. But Kiss’s system cannot be applied to the Mandarin facts because in Kiss’s
system only-foci and even/also-foci must be categorized differently: All only-foci must
be identificational, while all even/also-foci must be information foci. This classifica-
tion cannot be applied to the Mandarin data, because both only-foci and even/also-foci
occur in all positions, the only difference being whether parametric words must be used
or not.
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focus, or at least in a focus that does not comprise the whole VP, or even
the whole utterance. We may therefore state the following tendencies for
the choice of focusing systems in Mandarin.

(4)  Tendencies in the choice of focusing systems in Mandarin, depend-
ing on intonation patterns:

(1) Utterances with default intonation contours have focus particles
in adverbial position, if a specific focus quantificational type is
to be indicated at all.

(i1) Utterances with non-default intonation contours have focus-
background agreement, if a specific focus quantificational type
is to be indicated at all.

If the content of these tendencies is mapped onto syntactic categories, the
tendencies in (5) follow.

(5)  Tendencies in the choice of focusing systems in Mandarin, depend-
ing on the category of the focus:

(1) Foci within the VP are marked by focus particles in adverbial
position, if a specific focus quantificational type is to be indi-
cated at all.

(1) Foci outside the VP trigger focus-background agreement, if a
specific focus quantificational type is to be indicated at all.

There is a potentially confusing side to this two-fold system of Mandarin
focus marking. On the one hand, there is the system investigated in this
study: Focus quantificational types are obligatorily marked on the edge of
the verbal complex (i.e., probably immediately above the AspP or the
M(odal)P; see Shyu 1995) if the focus precedes the verbal complex, and
throughout all chapters I have emphasized the high degree of convention-
alization, or grammaticalization of this system. Moreover, the conven-
tionalized categories are highly general, systematic, and exhaustive. They
are general, because there is only a handful of types of focus quantifica-
tion to cover all cases. They are systematic, because there exist clear and
simple relationships between the different categories. They are exhaus-
tive, because any more specific type of focus quantification one may
think of can be subsumed under one of the four general types. Marked-
ness theory makes us expect such high degrees of conventionalization
core areas of grammar. Now it turns out that the focus-background con-
figurations that trigger the highly conventionalized system are really of
the non-default kind: Default foci are (part of) VP’s, but our foci precede
VP’s. In other words: The grammaticalized system of parametric words
is used in marked focus-background configurations, whereas the un-
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marked focus-background structures of VP(-internal) foci do not go
hand}in hand with the obligatory segmental representation of the focus
type.

yi)cmly have a tentative idea how to cope with this paradox. Perhaps the
normal position of foci is VP-internal if they are not restricted to a spe-
cific focus quantificational type; and perhaps the normal position of foci
is preverbal if their interpretation is restricted to a specific focus quanti-
ficational type. This idea is not as far-fetched as it may appear to be. A
count of parametric uses of cai with preceding foci on the first 45 pages
of my corpus of radio plays (rp) has yielded 22 tokens. Zhi, the only-
word in adverbial position, only occurs eight times in the same stretch
of text. This means that if an only-focus occurs in this corpus, almost
three quarters are of the preverbal kind, and less than one quarter is VP-
internal. The hypotheses to be tested against the background of larger
samples then are as follows: Foci that are specified for a particular focus
quantificational type tend to precede their backgrounds, and they raise if
necessary; foci that are unspecified for a particular focus quantifica-
tional type tend to follow their backgrounds. This hypothesis fits in well
with the claims concerning the quantificational nature of the phenomena
investigated in this domain: If there are any foci that undergo quantifier
raising, then our foci ought to be among them. Other foci, which are not
restricted to any particular quantificational type, may, by contrast, stay
in situ within VP.

6.2.3  Cross-linguistic parallels and the emergence of the Mandarin
system

If focus quantification plays such an important role within Mandarin
grammar, we should be able to find more languages with comparable
systems. From an areal perspective, the “focus” systems of Tagalog and
other Austronesian languages may come to mind first (for a concise
reference see Palmer 1994), but upon closer inspection, those systems
are quite different from the Mandarin case. In the Austronesian lan-
guages verbal morphology reflects the thematic role of a nominal con-
stituent which is highlighted in some way (not generally as a focus as
we understand this term here).

Other systems that involve the marking of information-structural cate-
gories on the verb, or somewhere within the background, have arisen in
different parts of the globe. In section 3.4 we have already discussed the
Yukagir case, which involves the verbal marking of the difference be-

3 Recall that words like zAT ‘only’ or shénzhi ‘even’ may always be dropped without
influencing the grammaticality of an utterance.




290 Focus and background marking in Mandarin

tween subject focus, object focus, and verb focus. Another area where
background marking is found is East Africa. In several Cushitic lan-
guages verbs are marked according to whether a certain focus or topic
construction is used (Saced 1999). However, in none of the Siberian or
African systems can different categories reflecting different kinds of
quantification over alternatives, as in the Mandarin system, be observed.
A language that is, and has been, spoken in an area neighbouring China
is Japanese. In earlier stages Japanese did have a grammaticalized system
of background marking, the so-called ‘Kakari-Musubi’ construction. For
a recent comprehensive treatment of Kakari-Musubi from a perspective
similar to the one taken here, and for further references, cf. Schaffar
(2002). The proper treatment of the Kakari-Musubi construction in Old
Japanese is a matter of ongoing discussion. Some facts are relatively well
established, though. Firstly, Kakari-Musubi is an agreement mechanism
by which a verb form is obligatorily marked for a specific kind of nomi-
nal. The nominal itself is marked by one of a series of particles, and the
verbal marking differs according to the particle used. The different parti-
cles can be classified according to whether they occur in assertive focus
constructions, in constructions with wh-words, or in questions, at least
this seems to hold for the Heian era (794-1185 A.D.). Secondly, the
clauses in which the Kakari-Musubi mechanism was used arose from
cleft constructions involving nominalized verb forms. The agreement
mechanism as such constitutes a direct parallel to the Mandarin system
investigated in the present study, except for the fact that Japanese, being
an agglutinating language, has developed true verbal endings as opposed
to the parametric particles of Mandarin. The categories involved are dif-
ferent, though. While the distinctions in the Japanese system (focus vs.
wh-clement vs. question) are clearly quantificational, they do not involve
quantifiers that differ in quantificational type as discussed in the Manda-
rin case. With regard to the historical facts of nominalization from which
the Kakari-Musubi system has emerged, we are again confronted with @
blind spot of the present study, i.e. the interaction of Mandarin focus-
background agreement with aspectual restrictions. If the Mandarin con-
struction likewise had cleft-constructional roots involving nominaliza-

tions, careful attention would have to be paid to the interaction of

nominalizations, aspectual restrictions, and focusing. Moreover, the ne-
glected field of the different Mandarin focus constructions involving (old)
nominalizations, i.e. the shi... de-construction and its relatives (cf., among
many others, Chiu 1993), will have to enter the picture. The comparison
with the Kakari-Musubi system of Old Japanese is sure to lead to a more
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fine-grained view of the Mandarin system, but Old Japanese is not likely
to have influenced Mandarin by way of language contact in such a way
that Mandarin could be said to have adopted the general system of focus-
background agreement from Japanese. It is, quite to the contrary, a well-
known fact that Chinese has heavily influenced Japanese, especially its
lexicon, with reverse borrowings from Japanese to Chinese being recent
developments of the past 120 years or so.

Still, one might tentatively assume that language contact has played a
role in the emergence of the Mandarin system. In this respect, Manchu
may turn out to be important for two reasons. Firstly, it is well-known as
a contact language of Mandarin.* The second reason why Manchu may
be interesting is that Manchu has focus particles to the right of foci. This
is nothing special, because Manchu is, like all other Altaic languages,
heavily left-branching. Therefore, a focus particle which c-commands its
focus must follow the focus. As a consequence, the resulting structures
often look like Mandarin sentences from the point of view of linear order,
but what is a focus particle in Manchu is a parametric word in Mandarin.
Compare (6) and (7). (I have taken (6) from von der Gabelentz’s 1832
grammar of Manchu (p. 58), and I have not changed his transliteration.

* Over the past two decades, the strong Altaic (Manchu) influence on Mandarin has
been a recurrent topic in Chinese linguistics (Norman 1982, Hashimoto 1986, Okada
1992, Ji 1993, Wadley 1996). The last dynasty of Chinese emperors, the Qing dynasty
(1644-1911 A.D.), was of Manchu origin, and Wadley 1996 argues that the Manchus
who lived in Beijing soon switched from Manchu to Mandarin as their first language.
In the terminology of Thomason & Kaufman 1988, this may be a case of language shift:
While many cases of language contact affect the lexicon most, and have little or no
influence on the syntax or phonology of the target language, the situation in the postu-
lated Manchu-Mandarin situation of language shift would have been more complex.
Among the group of bilingual Manchus in the early times of the Qing dynasty, the
regularities of typical borrowing held true: More and more Mandarin words were bor-
rowed from Mandarin into Manchu, without Manchu syntax or morphology being
affected. Later on, the Manchus switched to Mandarin as their only language. This
kind of Mandarin had only Mandarin lexemes and practically no inflection, but many
syntactic structures of Manchu had been preserved. This structurally Altaicized Man-
darin became the prestigious standard language of more and more genuine speakers of
Mandarin. These speakers may have reanalyzed the Manchu structures of the prestig-
ious language in a way that is natural for a native speaker of Mandarin. Being the
prestigious dialect of Beijing, it became the major model for the present-day standard
‘pitnghud’. From the perspective of Mandarin, the resulting state thus looks like a
reverse borrowing situation, because the Chinese lexicon is virtually unaffected, but
structures of Manchu syntax have found their way into Mandarin.

This scenario of language shift is very plausible, and no strong counter-evidence
against it has so far been presented, but it may not be considered an undisputed fact of
history.
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The guiding principle of the transliteration was to allow for a good result
if the transliteration is pronounced as if it were French).’

(6) Manchu (early 19th century)
Ter-ei toumen de  EMGERI be
this-GEN 10,000 DAT once ACC
inou same mouteraké  kai.
also knowing not.can PRT
‘Among this vast number, one does not even know ONE [thing].’
(7) Tamen dangzhong, wo (lian) Yi-ge rén yé b rénshi.
they among I even I-CL person YE not know
‘I don’t even know a SINGLE person among them.’

Look at the Mandarin sentence first. It is an instance of the kind of sen-
tences well-known to us from sections 3.3.1 and 4.3.3: The constituent
hosting the focus, i.e. the object nominal, precedes the verb, it may itself
be preceded by lian ‘even’, and it is obligatorily followed by parametric
yeé, which has another use as an adverbial focus particle meaning also. If
we compare the sequence of ‘focus constituent + y¢ + negation + predi-
cate’ in the Mandarin sentence with that of the Manchu sentence, the
similarities are astonishing: The linear sequences of the comparable ele-
ments in Mandarin and Manchu coincide, the only relevant difference
being that the position which is occupied by a real focus particle in Man-
chu, viz. inou “also’, is occupied by parametric y¢ in Mandarin, while the
optional Mandarin focus particle precedes the focus. This similarity is so
surprising because the branching directions of present-day Mandarin and
Manchu are opposite. My speculative claim here is that the unusual lin-
car make-up of Mandarin parametric sentences may have been modelled
according to the Manchu type, but without changing from a right-
branching to a left-branching structure. Therefore, the structural relation
holding between the original focus particle yé “also’ and its interacting
focus cannot be interpreted as an instance of a focus particle ¢-
commanding a focus; it must rather be reanalyzed as a focus ¢-
commanding a reflex of the focus type further down in the structure.®

5 GEN: genitive case marker; DAT: dative case marker, ACC: accusative case marker.

® Liu M. (1997) is a study of the diachrony of ji. What Liu terms ‘antecedent-
consequent linking jii® comes closest to (portions of) my parametric jii, and it is fairly
stable as early as in Late Middle Chinese (7th-13th century). At this early time the
hypothesized language shift could not have taken place yet. Liu does not study facts of
information-structure as we understand this domain here, and therefore it may still be
true that Liu’s antecedent-consequent linking jiu only entered the paradigm of informa-
tion-structurally sensitive words later,
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This idea is certainly in need of more support, and it may turn out that,
in the end, it cannot be maintained. But even if Manchu is not the model,
the general phenomenon of identical sequential orders with different syn-
tactic structures (across languages, across diachronic stages of a single
language) seems to me to be the most promising path to finding an expla-
nation of the emergence of the typologically unusual focus-agreement
system as observed in Mandarin.

We are thus left with the typical result of truth-secking enterprises:
More research is needed.
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Note to the reader:

Arrows facing upwards (*1") precede related terms with an index entry of their own.

accessibility relation, tmodality,
tquantification 253f, 258f, 262,
273, 284

agreement 49, 58, 92, 97-9, 101-7,
116f, 120, 147, 157, 160, 162, 188~
190, 203, 226-8, 231, 238, 261,
277, 280f, 283, 285, 288, 290, 293;
focus-background 97, 102, 275,
281f, 288, 290

Alleton, V. 14-19, 21-3, 25-7, 29,
32-5, 37, 40-2, 44, 46-8, 55, 60,
79, 83, 85f, 89f, 92f, 112, 121, 130,
1391, 147, 169f, 178-80, 182f, 200,
219, 230, 241-5, 250, 258f, 262,
265, 295

Altaic, TManchu 291, 293, 295

alternative, non-trivial 120f, 127, 258,
271f

ambiguity 18,29, 44, 105, 215-7, 223,
249, 269

Anderson, S. 100f, 295

Anscombre, J.C. 295

Aoun, J. 63, 65,277, 295

aspect/aktionsart 17, 26, 47f, 54, 102,
124, 169, 276, 290

association with focus 9, 296

Athanasiadou, A. 131, 295

auch (German: ‘also’) 42, 294

Austronesian, 1 Tagalog 289

Auwera, van der, J. 131, 295

background 4-8, 19, 36, 77, 97, 102f,
115, 1171, 120, 132, 145, 147, 152,
157, 185, 188, 190, 193, 195, 226,
228, 232, 246, 281, 283f, 286-90,
292

Barker, S. 184, 225, 295

Beck, S. 61-4, 295

BFA-structure 193-8

binding 62, 192, 206, 294

Big, Y. 13-135, 17-19, 26f, 28, 44,
47f, 55,95, 112f, 115, 118, 120,
130, 141f, 147, 164f, 295
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Bisang, W. 94, 225, 261, 295

bixa ‘must’ 249, 258

bouletic ordering source, Tmodality,
Tquantification 263

buigudn ‘no matter’, Tno-matter-
sentence/wulun-sentence 34,41,
211, 217f, 220

buliin ‘no matter’, tno-matter-
sentence/wulin-sentence 211,217

Biiring, D. 7f, 19, 20, 69, 151-5, 182,
295

cai: function of 121, 247, obligatory
83

Carlson, G.N. 291

causality 16, 20f, 23, 162, 225, 290

c-command 10, 61, 69, 105, 2911

change of state 110, 142f, 163f, 168
70

Cheng, L. L.-S. 173, 175, 192, 204,
295

Cheng, R. 130, 295

Chierchia, G. 25, 295, 299

Chiu, H.-C. B. 290, 295

Chomsky, N. 4, 58, 96, 106, 296

chiféi “~only if* 16, 50, 53, 65, 70,
238, 258

Cinque, G. 6, 287, 296

classifications of cdi, jiu, dou, yé
compared 47

cleft-construction 290

clitic 100-2, 292

cohesion, paradigmatic 45

Collinder, B. 98, 296

common ground S, 185, 187, 191,
193, 195, 214, 271

Comrie, B. 98f, 296

concessivity 4, 90-2, 157, 177, 183f,
223-6, 228-31, 242, 246, 296, 290

condition: necessary 18, 89, 129f, 132,
138, 140f, 147, 190, 221; sufficient
89, 112, 1314, 139-41, 144, 147,
149f
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conditionality 2, 4, 16, 19f, 23, 30,
471, 50, 68, 90-2, 95, 130-8, 141,
144, 1471, 151, 156, 1611, 174, 188,
211, 224f, 228-31, 237, 246, 249,
251, 253, 259, 271, 273, 275, 284f,
287, conversehood thesis of only-if-
conditionals 130, 135, 138;
counterfactual 23, 156f, 161f, 224,
228, 283

conjunction 71, 93-5, 200, 252, 273

connective, backward-linking 14, 19,
92,93

context anaphor 116

contradiction 113, 124, 142, 146,
189f, 193, 195, 232f, 235f, 239

contrary 18, 89, 94, 110, 232f, 236f,
276, 290

contrastive topic/C-topic 19-23, 42-4,
48, 68-70, 724, 95, 123, 151-63,
165-70, 175, 220, 225-8, 246, 285;
implicit/extrasentential 22, 157f,
160, 166

conversehood thesis of only-if-
conditionals 130, 135, 138

core meaning 18, 44, 178

correlative 92, 173

Couper-Kuhlen, E. 225, 296, 290

criteria of applicability, item relaxing
the 197, 199-201, 205

Croft, W. 53,296

currently relevant state 35

Cushitic 289

-dak (Cantonese ‘only’) 100f

definiteness hierarchy 53, 57, 74

definites 15, 53, 55, 57f, 74, 289

deontic ordering source, tmodality,
tquantification 89, 263-5, 269

Di Meola, C. 225, 296

Dirven, R. 131, 287

discourse assumption 110, 112, 144

discourse background 18, 19, 113-5

disjunction 29, 33f, 37, 40f, 84f, 89,
91, 139, 210, 215, 2171, 220, 222f,
227, 262

distributivity 33-35, 45, 48, 53, 646,
72, 178-82, 188, 211f, 218, 222

donkey sentence 25, 172, 175, 287

dou: function of 188, 247; obligatory
85

déu...le emphatic marker, ‘already’
36,37

downward-entailment, fmonotonicity

192f, 208

Drubig, H.-B. 54, 296
Ducrot, O. 287, 296
dui ‘correct’, marker of deontic

ordering source 17, 25, 261, 263

dudshao *how many/how much/some’

24,42, 176, 208

Eifring, H. 23,31, 41, 46, 86, 89-91,
93,112, 115,130, 139, 147, 218f,
242, 249f, 257f, 296

emphatic assertion 77, 81, 83, 186-9,
191, 196, 200, 205, 229

entailment 116, 119f, 163, 171f, 187f,
1911, 214, 232-4, 236f, 270, 294

episodicity 54f, 57

éryi ‘only, that’s all’ 261

evaluation 20, 24,119, 138, 162-5,
168, 171, 255, 271, 274

even 1-4, 6f, 9, 29-32, 36-40, 46, 52,
75, 77-86, 89-91, 93, 95f, 99, 101f,
1041, 111, 114, 124, 146, 159, 165,
167, 171, 174, 176-91, 195f, 198-
203, 205, 213, 216, 222, 224, 228-
31, 235f, 23840, 242, 246, 254,
258, 261, 268f, 272, 276-281, 284—
9,292

even if 29-31, 39, 46, 52, 85, 90, 96,
114, 159, 165, 181, 196, 203, 205,
213, 224, 229-31, 254, 261, 269,
276, 292

even-focus 83-5, 91, 99, 188, 190f,
229,242,276

even-semantics 3, 182f, 191, 236

eventuality bag 126-9

ever 32, 40, 84f, 170, 192, 201, 206f,
24]

exclamatory sentence 18f

existential closure 119

expectedness 112, 114, 118, 124, 143,
144, 276

fast development 125, 129

Fauconnier, G. 184, 186, 296

feature checking 58f, 96, 106f

features, strong vs. weak 59, 106

Ferguson, C.A. 295

Fintel, von, K. 8, 116, 131, 133f, 253,
296

focus: association with 9, 296;
cardinality restriction on set of
alternatives 245; definition of 4,
185, 289; in-situ interpretation 7;

lexical tones and focus 6

focus meaning 8, 152f, 155, 157, 167,
212, 240

focus operator 51

focus particle 9, 28, 80, 92, 95, 101,
105, 116, 180, 182f, 188f, 230, 286,
288, 291f; additive 29, 43, 117,
157, restrictive 116, 132

focus phrase 276

focus-background partition 5-8, 34,
97,99, 102, 107, 125, 129, 132,
176, 265, 268, 275, 277, 281, 283f,
286, 288, 289f

focus-background topology 286

focusing: additive 29,43, 117, 157,
232, 294, restrictive 14f, 27, 471,
116, 132, 144, 168, 171, 232, 268,
simple 8, 51, 105, 144

free choice 4, 33, 177, 209f, 214, 218,
220, 222f, 242, 246

free relative clause 25, 173

functional head 58, 68, 96, 101, 276

Gabelentz, von der, H.C. 291, 296

Gao, Q. 96, 296

Gasde, H.-D. 103, 276, 296

genericity 55, 57f, 197, 227, 243, 245

German 27, 42, 45, 61f, 64, 93, 110,
118, 121, 123-5, 129f, 241, 290,
294f

Gesamtbedeutung 44

Giannakidou, A. 87, 89, 296

grammaticalization 45, 97, 100, 240,
243, 283, 285, 288, 290-2

guang ‘alone (postnominal)’ 70

Gundel, J.K. 4, 185,297

habituality 53-5, 57, 74, 77, 157, 227

hai ‘still, parametric particle’ 241f,
247

Halliday, M.A.K. 4, 297

Hamblin, C.L. 211, 297

hdo *good’, marker of optative
tordering source 17, 25, 259

Harms, R.T. 98, 297

Hashimoto, M. 289, 297

Haspelmath, M. 173, 297

Heim, I. 131, 147, 172, 193, 225, 297

homonymy 14, 44, 107, 252

Hom, L.R. 116, 119, 184, 297

Horn-scale 119

Hou, X.-C. 72,297

Huang, C.-T. J. 25, 63, 173, 175, 287,

Index 307

297
Huang, S.-Z. 48, 178f, 182-4, 297

if~clause 71, 131, 138, 140, 270

illocutionary force 26

implementational ordering source,
tmodality, Tquantification 263-5,
267, 269

implicature 114, 116, 165, 194, 233,
271,274

indefinite pronominal 4, 25, 33, 37,
41, 61, 87-9,91, 172f, 175, 177,
181-3, 203f, 206, 208-10, 213,
215,217, 221-3, 246

indefinites 6, 15, 25, 37, 53, 55, 57f,
61, 67, 88, 91, 173, 178, 203,f,
209f, 213, 221-3, 289, 292

indirect relative clause 25

Ind-type ydu-structure 272

inflection 59, 92, 98, 100-2, 116, 291,
287

information: given 5, 185; new 5,
115, 154, 159, 185; old 185

information-structure 20, 24, 34, 41,
49, 69, 92f, 95, 98, 100f, 132, 141,
144, 151-5, 157-9, 163, 165, 171,
174, 182, 184, 186, 219f, 226, 285,
292

informativeness 110, 119

Jackendoff, R. 4, 297

Jacobs, J. 118, 269, 271, 289, 297

Jakobson, R. 44, 140, 297

Japanese 142, 145, 290

Ji- *how many/some’ 24, 35, 60, 176,
207, 244

Ji, Y.-H. 297

Jishi *even if® 30f, 224, 230

Jjii: function of 162, 227, 247,
obligatory 73; of twin variables
24f, 172, 174f

Jiushi ‘=even if® 39, 86, 89, 90, 224,
230

Kadmon, N. 193, 298

Kakari-Musubi 290

Kamp, H. 131, 147, 172, 225, 298

Kaufman, T. 303

Kay, P. 184, 298

kéyr “‘can, be possible’, marker of
implementational tordering source
17, 25, 216, 272

Kiss, K.E. 287, 298



308 Focus and background marking in Mandarin

Klavans, J.L. 100, 298

Klima, E. 192, 298

Konig, E. 110, 116, 118, 121, 124f,
225,228, 232, 241, 269, 298

Kratzer, A. 7, 62f, 89, 131, 147, 211,
225, 253-5, 258f, 263, 284, 298f

Krejnovié, E.A. 98, 299

Krifka, M. 42, 57, 81, 123f, 184, 186~
8, 191-200, 202, 2046, 2081, 229,
299

Ladusaw, W.A. 192, 299

Lai, H.-L. 14f, 18f, 26f, 44, 47f, 55,
95,110, 112-4, 118f, 123, 128-30,
142f, 147-60, 164, 169, 299

Laka, M.I. 59, 299

Lambrecht, K. 151, 287, 299

Landman, F. 193, 299

language contact 290, 291

language shift 2911

Lehmann, C. 25, 45, 289, 299

Lewis, D. 62, 131, 147, 172, 225, 299

lexical tones and focus 6

Li, C.N. 14,19, 93, 300

Li, Y.-H. A. 272, 287, 300

lian *even’ 2, 30f, 38f, 75, 77-9, 81-4,
96, 146, 177f, 180-9, 191, 198,
202, 239, 242, 276-81, 286, 292

lian...dow/yé-construction 75, 189

lign-focus 84, 180, 189

like *immediately’ 168

likelihood 114, 184, 190f

Lin, J.-W. 25, 33-5, 45, 48, 64, 96,
172, 175, 178f, 2106, 222, 300

Linebarger, M.C. 193, 300

Link, G. 299

Liu, D.Q. 151, 184f, 300

Liu, F.-Hs. 200, 241, 243, 300

Liu, M.J. 292, 300

Lébner, S. 110, 121, 1251, 128f, 232,
241, 300

Logical Form/LF 7, 58, 62, 269, 275,
287

Lycan, W.G. 184,300

Manchu 290-2, 295

markedness theory 140f, 144, 172

Marty, A. 102, 300

material implication 113, 130f, 135f,
147f

McCawley, J.A. 132,300

McMillan Thompson, R. 300

means clause 251f

measure phrase 32, 55f, 78f, 119;
verbal 55, 199

Meulen, ter, A. 299, 303

Minimal Binding Requirement 65,
277

Minimalist Program 58f, 96, 288

Minimal Quantified Structure
Constraint (MQSC) 62-4

modal base, tmodality, tquantification
253-7, 273, 284

modal operator, tmodality,
tquantification 134f, 137, 250, 267

modal verb 53, 59-61, 63f, 66, 87,
221, 243, 249, 267

modality, tquantification 14, 16-18,
25, 26, 44, 47f, 52f, 58-61, 63f, 66,
71f, 87, 102, 114, 131, 133-5, 1371,
216f, 221, 227, 243, 249f, 25264,
266-8, 273, 275f, 284, 290; deontic
89, 263-5, 269

Mok, S.-S. 29, 178, 182, 301

monotonicity 87, 120

Montague, R. 87, 301

morphosyntax 1, 8, 10, 92, 102, 128,
160, 283

movement 7, 49, 52f, 55, 58f, 63, 74f,
100, 106, 287; focus movement 7;
LF- 62f; obligatory 7; quantifier
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