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Cross-linguistic variation in the interpretation of proportional quantifiers:
A corpus-based study of most, more than half, dabufen, and daduoshu

Lei Chu
Yuli Feng
Department of English Language and Literature, Fudan University
Email: fengyuli@fudan.edu.cn

This paper probes into the semantic interpretation of four cross-linguistically related most-type
proportional quantifiers (i.e., most, more than half, dabufen, and daduoshu), paying particular
attention to cases where the expressions correspond to proportions below 50%. Given that the GQT
definitions cannot explain the differences of the expressions in terms of their proportional ranges (cf.
Hackl 2009; Solt 2016), this paper opts for an internal-compositional approach which better explains
the relation between the distribution of percentages represented by the four most-type quantifiers and
their different morphological makeups. In particular, a new mechanism for interpretation based on
comparative adjectival semantics is proposed drawing on the Chinese data of dabufen and daduoshu.

The corpus study: The corpus investigation shows that the proportional ranges of bare most, more
than half, bare dabufen , and bare daduoshu partially overlap with each other. More than half shows
an approximately exclusive usage for percentages between 50% and 65%, while most presents a
broader distribution from percentages below 50% to near 100%. Dabufen and daduoshu reflect parallel
patterns to the distribution of most. Most, dabufen, and daduoshu but not more than half can express
proportions below 50% given appropriate contextual support. Most requires that the proportion it
expresses be the largest as compared to other portions in a partition; while dabufen and daduoshu do
not exert such a strict requirement.

Three mechanisms for interpretation: Three mechanisms for interpretation surface out when we try
to relate the expressions’ ways of internal composition with their proportional ranges: (i) The GQT
analysis which posits the quantifiers as semantic primitives treats the expressions as logical equivalents
and cannot explain their subtle differences with respect to proportions; (ii) The superlative adjectival
analysis which is anchored in the internal composition of most as many+-est can explain why most
always selects the largest part in a partition; (iii) The comparative adjectival analysis fits better with
Chinese dabufen and daduoshu , both of which do not encode superlative morphology and derive their
proportional reading via comparison with a neutral range determined by the context.

The contribution of this paper is two-fold. First, it conducts a meticulous investigation into
proportional ranges represented by the four most -type proportional quantifiers and compares their
distributional patterns and contextual requirements. Second, by adding Chinese dabufen and daduoshu
into the cross-linguistic landscape of proportional quantifiers, the variation of most -type quantifiers is
further explored through the analysis of their respective internal composition and derivation of
quantificational meanings.

References

Hackl, M. 2009. On the grammar and processing of proportional quantifiers: most versus more than
half. Natural Language Semantics, 17, 63-98.

Solt, S. 2016. On measurement and quantification: The case of most and more than half. Language,
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The Implication of Plural Eventualities on Tense in Mandarin

Yuyin He
Beijing Language and Culture University
Email: heyuyin@blcu.edu.cn

1. Introduction Like many superficially tenseless languages, the non-future constraint on time
adverbs with bare predicates in root clauses supports a tensed analysis for Mandarin. In principle, a
covert non-future tense and a null version of the English tense system (i.e. a covert present and a covert
past tense) make the same prediction on licensing non-future time adverbs ( Matthewson 2006, Reis
Silva & Matthewson 2007 etc.). Sun (2014) suggests that the NONFUT is superior to two null tenses
in accounting for plural eventualities in different temporal locations (PEDT henceforth). The Mandarin
example in (1) is natural to describe a past state of the dead (Hawking) and a present state of the living
(Yang) . To capture PEDT, NONFUT succeeds in providing an interval that covers past and present
while the latter fails to offer two different temporal locations.

(1) Huojin he Yang Zhenning dou dui wuli ganxingqu.
Hawking and Yang Zhenning DOU to physics interest
‘Hawking and ZhenningYang were/are interested in physics.’
(Mandarin, adapted from Sun 2014)

We find that PEDT is blocked when the predicate is stage-level (s-stative), a pattern unattested in other
tenseless languages. For instance, the sentence in (2) with an s-stative shares the same structure as (1),
but prohibits PEDT. With a dead experiencer in the coordinated subject, only the past reading is
available. This talk suggests that a two-null-tense account can also derive the pattern in (1)-(2).
Mandarin is not committed to a NONFUT tense analysis.

(2) Huojin he Yang Zhenning dou hen lei.

Hawking and Yang Zhenning DOU very tired

‘Hawking and Zhenning Yang were/ #are tired.” / ‘#Hawking was tired and Zhenning Yang is
tired.’

2. The Proposal The sentence in (1) does not argue against the two-null-tense approach. English
apparently possesses two tenses and it occasionally allows a dead subject to go with present tense,
especially when the predicate is individual-level. Other than that, English allows the ‘historical present’
usage in which present tense is compatible with a past narration. Hence an account for English present
is possible to extend to the Mandarin data in (1).

To capture (2), we assume tense to be referential (Partee 1973,1984). A tense operator carries an index
to pick out a context salient time g(i) via the assignment function g, iff g(i) satisfies some
presupposition. The English-like PRES and PAST are shown below.

(3) a. [PRES;[|"8= g(i), defined if and only if g(i) = ¢.
b. [PAST;|“"8= g(i), defined if and only if g(i) < ..

The instantaneous PRES (Bennett & Partee 1978) in (3a) returns tc and the PAST in (3b) requires g(i)
to precede tc (tc is often the instantaneous utterance time s* in a matrix clause). We assume that though
(2) is morphologically unmarked by aspect markers, it possesses a covert imperfective aspect [IPFV
(Lin 2006), with a standard semantics in (4). Following Liu (2018) and Xiang (2020), we propose that
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the distributive reading comes from a covert distributive operator (Link 1983) with the semantics in
(5). Dist requires a given property P to hold for any atom of a plural entity x. Dou in (1)-(2) is a focus
particle whose contribution is irrelevant here.

@) [1PFV]=APAtAw3e[P(e)(w) At C T(e)] (5) [Dist] = APAxVy[(y C x A Atom(y)) = P(y)]

With the structure in (6a), the denotation in (6b) requires g(i) to be in the runtime of two states by
different experiencers, which can only be satisfied when the two states overlap. Therefore, PEDT is
excluded. Either present or past reading is available depending on the tense. S-statives like ‘tired’
presuppose that the experiencer is alive if the state holds (Musan 1997, Magri 2009), hence the present
reading is infelicitous if one of the experiencer is dead in (2).

(6) a. [Focp dou [ coordinated subject [pjgp Dist [Ax [Tp TENSE; [AspP IPFV [Ade 111111
b. Vx[(x C h®dyA Atom(x)) — Ts|tired(s,x,w) A g(i) C T(s)]]

-13 -
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Focus Sensitivity and Exhaustivity in Quantification

Jianhua Hu
Guangdong University of Foreign Studies
Institute of Linguistics, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences
Email: ctjhu@126.com

It has been observed that the English universal A-quantifiers a/ways and only exhibit different
properties in terms of sensitivity and exhaustivity in focus interpretation. While always allows for a
non-exhaustive interpretation, only can only have an exhaustive interpretation when associated with
focus. Under Beaver and Clark’s (2003) analysis, the difference between always and only is accounted
for by the former one’s dependency on the context and the latter one’s lexical encoding of a
dependency on focus . This paper shows that besides these two kinds of A-quantifiers, Chinese has
another type of A-quantifiers that can be grouped into neither the always -type nor the only-type in
distribution and interpretation. These A-quantifiers may be termed as the intermediate type of A-
quantifiers when compared with those at the two opposite sides represented by zong(shi) and zhi
respectively. The intermediate type of A-quantifiers, represented by dou, bears the universal
quantificational force as do zong(shi) and zhi, the Chinese counterparts to the English always and only.
For instance, in the following sentence, dou may occur either with or without being associated with a
focus.

(1) Ta dou shuo English. “He only speaks English/He always speaks English.”

If the object NP English bears focus, (1) may arguably have the meaning that ke only speaks English ,
though this interpretation may actually turns out to be a theoretical illusion, as dou may not be treated
as only even in this specific context. In addition to this reading, (1) has another interpretation where
English is not in focus. In the latter reading, dou can be interpreted as a/ways, which, as an adverb of
quantification, may have the following representation (Pan 2006) .

(2) DOU[seset of situations][he speaks English in s]
Vs [seset of situations—he speaks English in s]

It is shown that while zong(shi) and zhi are clearly distinguished with respect to focus sensitivity and
exhaustivity, the intermediate type of A-quantifiers often blurs such a distinction. Although dou
sometime behaves like zong(shi) and sometimes behaves like z4i , it may not be treated as a counterpart
to either of them. (3) shows that the replacement of zong(shi) by dou would result in contradiction in
interpretation of the two clauses linked by ye ‘also’, and (4) shows that dou cannot be used as zhi
when there is an aspect marker such as guo or le in the sentence.

(3) a. ta zong(shi) qu [Beida]" ting baogao, ta ye zong(shi) qu [Tsinghua]® ting baogao.
“He always goes to Peking University to attend lectures, and he also always goes to Tsinghua
University to attend lectures.”
b. ?? ta dou qu [Beida]" ting baogao, ta ye dou qu [Tsinghua] ting baogao.
(4) a. ta zhi qu guo/le [Beida]" ting baogao.
“He only went to Peking University to attend lectures”
b. *ta dou qu guo/le [Beida]" ting baogao.

In this paper, we argue that dou and zong(shi) occupy different syntactic positions and are thus

operators that bind different kinds of variables: dou is an event variable binder whereas zong(shi) is a
situation variable binder. Under our analysis, the focus sensitivity of zong(shi) and dou are parasitic
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on their respective binding of situation variables and event variables. An important point to notice is
that their occurrence in the sentence may not require focus association. In this respect, z4i differs from
zong(shi) and dou fundamentally. Zhi may occur without binding a situation variable or an event
variable, but it must be associated with the focus, given that its occurrence must be licensed by the
placement of focus.

References

Beaver, David and Brady Clark. 2003. A/ways and only: why not all focus-sensitive operators are alike.
Natural Language Semantics 11: 323-362.
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A semantic study on Cantonese and Mandarin approximatives:
Are they the same or different?

Peppina Po-lun Lee
Hong Kong Metropolitan University
Email: pllee@hkmu.edu.hk

Previous analyses consider English adverbs “almost” and “barely” as “approximative adverbs”. The
semantic and pragmatic properties of this pair of adverbs have been the subject of much debate in the
literature. To capture the meaning differences between the pair, previous literature proposed a
“Conjunctive Analysis”, which is the conjunction of two propositions that instantiate two meaning
components, namely the proximal component and the polar component (see e.g. Sadock 1986,
Schwenter 2002, Horn 2002, Nouwen 2006, Amaral 2010, Amaral & del Pe 2010).

This paper aims to review approximatives in Cantonese and Mandarin Chinese. We will start with the
semantics of Cantonese approximative sentence-final particles (SFPs) matizai3 ‘MATZAI’ and
gam3zai3 ‘GAMZAL’, which have their meaning predominantly determined by the polarity of the
proposition and the presence of an additional minimal meaning not identified in previous analyses of
“almost” and “barely”. Following the line of matizai3 and gam3zai3, we aim to come up with an
analysis unifying observations gleaned from approximatives in Mandarin, including chabuduo
“almost”, cha(yi)dian “almost”, and cha(yi)dian-mei ‘“almost-NEG”, with the three showing
significant parametric variations.

To begin with, in the case of Cantonese approximative SFPs, matizai3 and gam3zai3 are highly
sensitive to polarity and demonstrate varying distribution in affirmative and negative contexts. We
argue that this polarity sensitivity is due to their semantics as scalar operators (see Isarel 1996, 2011),
with their interpretations governed by two components. Like most approximatives, the first component
is the proximal component, which requires the realization of the proposition came close to the
proposition prejacent to matlzai3 and gam3zai3 to be true. However, the second component is not
only polar component, but the polar-minimal component. It not only reverses the polarity of the
prejacent proposition, but requires the proposition to mark a point in a minimal or small interval from
the low-end or the high-end of the scale, with the latter an additional meaning not recognized in
previous analyses. Relevant examples are shown below.

(1) Keoi5 mou5 heoi2 soeng5tong4 matlzai3.

he NEG go class MATZAI

‘He almost has not attended any classes. The number of classes he attended is minimal, just one or
so0.’
(2) Ngo5 mou) tai2-gwo3 bun2 syul gam3zai3.

I NEG read-PERF CL book GAMZAI

‘I came close of not having read the book. I read the book, but read little only.’

Our analysis is extended to Mandarin approximatives chabuduo, cha(vi)dian and cha(yi)dian-mei/bu.
Firstly, Mandarin approximatives cha(yi)dian and cha(yi)dian-mei are on a par with Cantonese
matlzai3 and gam3zai3. As mentioned, Cantonese matlzai3 and gam3zai3 and Mandarin cha(yi)dian
and cha(yi)dian-mei have their meanings predominantly determined by the polarity of the proposition.
As scalar operators, they carry the feature of polar-minimal component. A pattern similar to Cantonese
matlzai3 and gam3zai3 can be gleaned from Mandarin Chinese cha(yi)dian and cha(yi)dian-mei, with
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the latter being more complicated. With the meaning of the negator mei ignored, (3a) expresses the
same meaning as (3b).

he CHA-YI-DIAN die he CHA-YI-DIAN-NEG die
‘He almost died.” (He didn’t die.) ‘He almost died.” (He didn’t die.)

For cha(yi)dian and cha(yi)dian-mei , the polar component exists in their interpretation, with the
presence of the negator serving to change the direction of the scalar inferencing. Cha(vi)dian tends to
be scale reversing, with p to ~p. Cha(yi)dian-mei on the other hand is inherently ambiguous between
scale reversing and scale preserving interpretations, possibly from ~p to p or ~p to ~p, resulting in the
interpretations given in (3a) and (3b). However, chabuduo is found to be distinct in this feature, as
shown in (4).

he CHABUDUO die-PERF he CHABUDUO NEG die
‘He almost died.” (He died.) ‘He almost didn’t die.” (He didn’t die.)

The absence of the polar component in chabuduo is seen in (4a) and (4b). The two sentences show that
it retains the polarity of the prejacent proposition, hence p to p or ~p to ~p. Chabuduo bears only the
minimal component, not the polar-minimal component. Although it is the minimal component that
makes chabuduo a scalar operator, the lack of polar meaning component makes its scalar interpretation
different from Cantonese approximatives and other Mandarin approximatives.

Finally, in terms of negativity, chabuduo also demonstrates some features distinct from other Mandarin

approximatives. Cha(yi)dian is more natural with mei ‘NEG’ than bu ‘NEG’. Contrarily, chabuduo is
very restricted with negators, with chabuduo-mei marginally acceptable in some cases only.
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Rhetorical copular questions: Between semantics and pragmatics

Haoze Li
Guangdong University of Foreign Studies
Email: haozeli.li@gmail.com
Dylan W.-T. Tsai

Rhetorical questions (RhQ) are intriguing because they have interrogative structures but do not elicit
answers. They are considered a special use of the corresponding standard questions in previous
research. Specifically, an ordinary question is interpreted as a RhQ when its answer is known to the
speaker and the addressee (Han 2002; Rohde 2006; Caponigoro & Sprouse 2007; Biezma & Rawlins
2017). This study investigates a special rhetorical flavor of a copular question in Mandarin, as shown
in (1). The speaker uttering this question is aware of Libai’s identity and uses the question to convey
that the addressee has overestimated Libai’s power , rather than requesting the answer. This is
supported by the subsequent continuation in (1).

(1) Ni yiwéi Libai shi shéi? Ta zhi shi shizhang zhuli, chu-li bu-lido zh¢ shi.you think Libai be
who heonly be mayor assistant handle not this thing
‘Who do you think Libai is? He is only the mayor’s assistant and cannot handle this.’

This RhQ presents three puzzles. First, the speaker does not exactly knows what is Libai’s identity in
their belief, contrary to the condition of rhetorical interpretations. Second, departing from other kinds
of RhQs, the syntactic position of the wh-expression in (1) play a nontrivial role in yielding the
rhetorical interpretation. If the wh-expression appears as the subject of the embedded copular clause,
as illustrated in (2), the rhetorical interpretation is not permissible. In this example, the question simply
asks which individual the addressee incorrectly identified as Libai, rendering the same continuation in
(1) inappropriate in this context.

(2) Ni yiwéi shéi shi Libai? #Ta zhi shi shizhang zhuli, chu-1i bu-lido zhe¢ shi.
you think who be Libai he only be mayor assistant handle not this thing
‘Who do you think is Libai? He is only the mayor’s assistant and cannot handle this.’

Third, the availability of the rhetorical interpretation is associated with the semantics of the attitude
verb yiwei. If yiwéi in (1) is replaced with renwéi, the rhetorical use becomes unavailable, as shown in
(3). Unlike renwéi, which simply describes someone’s belief, yiwéi carries the presupposition of a
false belief, i.e., the speaker views the attitude holder’s belief as incorrect (Glass 2022).

(3) Nirenwéi Libai shi shéi? #Ta zhi shi shizhdng zhuli, chu-1i bu-lido zhe shi.
you think Libai be who he only be mayor assistant handle not this thing
‘Who do you think Libai is? He is only the mayor’s assistant and cannot handle this.’

This study argues that RhQs are questions whose answers are not fully ignorant. In particular, we
propose that the ignorance condition of a copular question can change when (a) the wh-expression
denotes intensional alternatives, and (b) the speaker explicitly indicates that the addressee holds a
wrong belief. More concretely, in a copular sentence, only the object can be interpreted inten- sionally
(Percus 2003; Cumming 2008). Hence, the wh-expression in (1), but not the one in (2), denotes a set
of individual concepts ordered by social ranking (i.e., definite descriptions like the mayor (>) the
mayor’s secretary (>) ... (>) the mayor’s driver). The meaning of the question in (1) is conventionally
a set of possible answers like (4). Yiwéi signals that the embedded proposition in each possible answer
is false. Given that the speaker notices that the addressee treated Libai as if his status were higher than
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the mayor’s assistant, (1) and(2) in (4) are more likely than (3) to be the answer to the question. This
introduces a bias towards certain possible answers, deviating from the ignorance condition of a
standard question, yielding the rhetorical use (Rohde 2006).

4) { D the addressee YIWEI Libai is the mayor, (2) the addressee YIWEI Libai is the mayor’s
secretary, ) the addressee YIWEI Libai is the mayor’s driver, ... }
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ABimE AR | R MBA AR

Z N8
AN -3¢ —1
&EF15% . xupingli@zju.edu.cn

PUERERDZERNENEFLES  FENLZPEANRHIERESIIRE &5
MNEBANEHRERABRAZR (ke - BR0 "8ES2 ) NEXRABAR  EH 7E8R
EEREFEESH BT EZEAEER (Bale and Coon 2014 ) - ENEEREMET RN -
REDAAHBERRBE[ES "EE21E (individuation ) 1 IHEE - MBIAEERZER RBE=H
B“E= (measure ) "IIEE - EIER“HER"E—MRENEENRR - FEL  giERs =5
EREZAMEE  MEZAAREAESHEGFITE, BB ENEE D RBE(=-2]1M
[B-£[=]] -

KMRE EMEBHBSELUAFE - BAEMEZBRINERR 7 2R AENAE
RAPRER  BMAUERKBER—RBEREBAMESEEIR - RN AILERNE BIZRRE
PIECIREY - REAER 7ER0 "HEZ ., WELS BREEENE B2 1823,
2RI (1a) M (1b) FA7R ©

1. M {E 2=

a. 0oipl pu? jo60wn5
3 ErA B4
b. Bo:n! pu*  t®  gjo60um5

] SrA SAa% B4

MESARRENS - HUEEFEEELIRESN | WUE - ME 2 EcAERER
E - BMRY  EEARBENERUIBRER(REE2R] - HPER 1 2HEM -
TNEEINRE - MERE 2 A“BER - EBRIRAZEJEMERIER -

K FNEF—EERERER - RPHARKENEREE T Cheng & Sybesma ( 1998 )
TxE'EthE’\J%E?’_—"‘.EEEZE’J%E?TLXET%ZPFT%Z?E AAHIAOIBENME - B2 - AER Cheng &
Sybesma — AR - MMPIRR - (—) BB BEIEENAZHER - MEBLRERE
AEUENRER; () %EE“J&EUTE’U&J: "B (make) 1 JEIRAMNIER - MA
2 RS (mark ) 5 BREBIENE  AZANOTHEABEREEARER - MERABR

( grammatical countablity ) -°

-20 -



_F/iuéﬁ/l uD%EH%.BWEHu—J

BARFERM T ERVERE

FFH
ERESKEB

S48 : p55066@blcu.edu.cn

mRemo A MRENESR  SEHERNMABCENESKRE - &5
—  MESKBESH I HE

ra =M RERZ
EZENHERE G, MEBRMANKE  NEERR/BRTLA
EREE -

AR E - BUEEE
DrE - HEFE
ﬁﬁﬁéz

CATER RN - MR - B BRED  BREOD - RR
SEREELIVENTFR - BEFR - NZRAGR - B RBIREESR, 92
B’ BERRASENE (HEUZRARET TS ) KWER: 2R N ARRAE
» BRAFERMIVERORI - FERBRFRIEBRMIVEREEE
KH/ RENREERE

PFEENBERRG - KA -
ETHIE - ERBERREANBSENE - HERS 2T /E - BRIAN
L -

_F_

EmET)
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ERMER S W EE IR E A ER

2IFIS
RYKEAN B | PR SR B A SR

& {578 : liudg@cass.org.cn

FREHEZRAETZHMZEPAREEMRIT - EEHREZIER  REZEMZ DP KR -
B SXTNPAZRTE  BEREREFE—ERUIRERE DARE F1ENR DB -
Carlson (1977 ) RIFEREEFHH - BRBATEHXARERBEIEN D - Chierchia ( 1998 ) B#E
7 Carlson HUIEHR - HABZSHENNIE NP AEABNEY - EEZ N BARRE RSB
H/amo R - ERA U EERRRIZENEREE5 o Cheng & Sybesma ( C&S1999 ) FB&Z %=
B RREEE YT 2T IEE - WA ERE DP XL - IEE-$ETIEE Rijkhoff ( 2002 )
ERBBERAEHZAMEZNEEM TIEESE  RRERSERESHNEZRBNERE
z3 ( sort nouns ) °

ANEEREFIBERT  ZBREZENNAT NP MEEIRSNTEEE - sImBEERSH
TETRIR - RWREZBNEBEESLES  DEEREN  BRSELIEER S REERNII
BE - BAERYCIREER D - #XERE T REERLEZSNOERMEEYEZER  RREE
FENHSEE - WEILER DPWEEMY -

Wilkinson ] Chierchia ;T SRR Z P HBEERZHS I ENEER AT —EON PO IFE
ZERTEERSTEM - €0 That kind of book is on the shelf - IEEEEZ -

2IFTE (2002 ) 15 - FBIEER D EIHEIINE - BERENIEHEA S - EEBRENERT
ILVEJEAT NP = JEFF NP & ol LUR NS R EURE M A K ERRiE ( BRMEEEYIZTTF ) -
EEFMNE  BEAMOBENIINEZZSENBEHERE (any;, BRERE ) - BB TEEZES
WEENUEREZAZSHRINE - BIREBEEINEE - oRBEERUFNG @ iz 718
MESTER A -

BUL - ARDER 7 BRI NP MBEM 2N E T AZR2 B IsHESE -
BI#E Chierchia ( 1998 ) RUFR Carlson E ¥ EHAFE R NP BUERIEMRIFE ~ Rijkhoff (2002 )
BN R A2 Efe 5 ( singular object nouns ) BUFRZE ~ C&S ( 1999 ) BB EE AR A A
ABEEAAT - KFENE C WBMURIERRS -

ANHE (EBBRERINEZEDM - EXZENUE  FEUENEESHRESE

E - ARUNEZEHINEMSIR - BERLHERNARFNE  SEERAEEUEERE
i ERLEZERPZMFEAEREMILIRN - LBEARMAIEIINE - BIEZRREHBED

AR ERRENERE - DIJLUBBRERUENG - Wilz FaRERRA" - E—BI
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EEMAD - AR BRIBRMAREREIR - Mtz F —EAREERA" - XEimae i FA5
EIEEERFERUEDESHNEENREERE - UE2FEF - BaRl - FiRBRAERE
HEREZGENER - JUERRTHE - WEHEERM -

BEEBINDEIBREGHR F RIVEEETERUERZERACH NP - MEEE 7 —Z5|
TRER - RZBFLMEEE (EERAESR -

1 NP AEFTE 7T - HwREREN - AL HEREEHEREE -

1) REEBFREVECEURFZRERPAOTAZHNME - SFEERIHE - BAERRT
oSSR EREEE  BEELEREERTAESIINEIT - W SXlK | &2 |2
MRUBRRGATE | Rz V@EIR - 2) XA NP RRLE - A3 - MRS - MBREASNTENERS
HEREEARE . BEFERESX | e /2 BIRWEE M MNEF - B NEERET 75 W
Er BRREFEEECIE! 3) EREBLBATHBEMAREELE : 818 | WREARA |
RERGT | RES A | ESA | W/NER - 4) BE-BOBNRE-BUHEREGRE ( EEBE
) BALUNERBBEERRAOEE - BE—RERIFEHLT NP - BREUEIIHE . KeE2FR | &
BEIENEFKN | tERRE - 5) (EROLEWORERE - WEEHEEES | \REKX M=
HEIM—MRANERE | [EXKEZE |BETE—1REE - 6) TERNASHESERRB—JH NP -
SRS HREERECE  BETEE | BAAFNRA - 7) ERTEETNSBREL
b DA BEEFRAARERNTI | thABIIEE FORIZ5ER -

2 B REEEE -

FRAEFHERMEHE  SEEMRE EBHEARER TR -

3 - FREHER (B1BER ) BEEE  EHREJRIERICHEE NP - REHEREL -

4~ B RBEINEERAK - RENAE  BEMAELCAESERENES (2INS
2023 ) : EN-FIBSIAEE KR - Bz | BE-BOBINGEE  AREFK - |
FratAE RS  tBERE - | PRINEFEED MeRE = - |F—MEE: 18
B -EEANY  EHm - EmATTY -

BIEEBTBUNBERER  EEEPFENSESE -

VI Bt RO SRR 85T « oAt NP RIRRVIREMSRL - KEE LR VRS TS AERD -
BRIAERFRZFZLNSHNEE - B RREFEGANELS  EBRERBLESBHRT
EEREE  HPR@EMI—FELR FREABLBHNGS (215 2020) -

E#HFMNEEFERNER - "ER, HeSEBEEBEEE  BRERBADEAEMUNSTEE
e - BIR VT ERSERHOAE - “ERESHOCT 2B REREMARNYEI - 515
NBLMERNFAEEEES - BENEFEERBENEFRPRRL rHENAE (2
B 2002) - SERABARBEHERERNE" (BIEEE) <R (REE ) NEENER

SN (BB ) AR (RER) -
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i EERE RERSAFERILRAD  BRLE FSRERNEREERK - BE0E
REMNSZTIHE - BERE” (2IHF 2020) - ARL  BEN TS, %DFE@ C =IIRY
TE L BRBfENECENIERERNGE (=5 ) B RIERREREEANTERRE
FHREREE L BICHE - MREAREELE - REFERMWABEHREM - 26 NP RYITiaHE
SBIEMELE - BRINMRECRIARIE D DIIR R/ RELRTE -

NG AT BRARRRERNRE - E2RaEELT - REEINEIHRVEHE - B
IEAFEEREREHN T BT 2EENREFR - BB EEEMAE/REENIESR -
J61R NP RINREE B B A - s 4R SRR BN ERS IR FERARE - WM 1ESE DP X P ikETAY
meaiRg - BHREREBAMEEEERENES  BRLUUTEEESNERABREDE
BN - BRREBASHENRARATE BB REMIRERIER DP SR - asEEA
TERENAKETR - AT SRS EWRISESEX -
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“# . EEEZRNER

ZIRRRA
BERBIN Z

& FH#FE : markliu@scarletmail.rutgers.edu

“HRERZIEFZBMAAEE - ERERN—ERFZE - <8 2VERQEAEN - &
ETEEEHDE ( & - 1983;Lee - 1986;Lin - 1998 55 ) - #EREk (11998) ~ JEBIE (2006 ) -
BEER BEBIE (2013) HE—DRY  THESLCOULEEREWEMAE  #tmEHE
“EBHIER— AT -

ARBEZSRANFE H—EERETE2EE RN =ERE -

Bt - S (EAEIERZE<E NBEERZE - (1) Bl REZBEREMN  RAB
SR=EBB T/VE, HBEEE(L - (1a) BZAKR MELARFESHMWERK - (1a) M (1b)
RELEE—DARRE—R © (1b) A« (&-) " AfF - St ERBEE2 K INEIRENN

2-HBFEUNENRTRE  BEAHREEE S -

I

I

(1) [FER : NIAREFEDRT - BRE—IR/NZE - NEREARR - R2% - FRRE
NRSSR=MEE—1E - Bt VB - ZBEIRBIAR - &R ;]
a. TREKIE - (&) SR=#FBBET -
b #REEIE - (&) sSR=tWBkBE T -

ENERER LREZHELCHNEZEZ- NI F  RMRREETHE(LETWIFEERK
IRIR<ER” o BIUD - HESR (2a ) PRUE-EIEES LEHERMEER (“PhE”) 2HMELT -
B4 (2b) PR - RERBBERAEBRME R 7 - WRFMRBBFRE TR 7 rIERZRE
ZHEENTREIFNEEE(CLHLEPFIERLEZE (von Fintel - 1993 ) - BBE (2b ) PEE-
EOABER BRI PR 7 - SRIAZAPIRXBELENEZHEELMD - RIE Veloudis (1998 ) -
HPE—LRE - BER-HRENZEXZHENER - ZEH%E -

(2)a FNESZBNBHESMW - ~FUAEBEESH -
b. ?2BR Y UE - FIERHNBEZM - #BR E0E - FIUFABEAZM -
HR - REBERORDZEZE - RIRSAEE - BNk —=HECRREEIES
BELZEY - AU BEERMEMSH "8, BER - PEEJLUEARINEEHE D -
g (3a) PROGER; BRIENE(CERD A ABELIREFIA ~ B8 RERMERE A ER”
ZE (W (3b) Firn ) - ERAHASELEE FoffxETHE(L - E2EE(ESIANNUE
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WUFAR - RItERIPEME(IER D EEARRIEE (Liu - 2021 ) - MiEE—DRAMLIE
W Hm—SIAZHEL -

(3) (BEBL/MARL/BEBLH HEREE -
a. BEBEAEESHERE - (HBAZEMT )
b. *{(BEBRE/FAERE/HE A EERERE -
vs. AE{BREBL/FAELEHERERE -

X - ARk B DUR“E B ECHF EE B U HE(CAVEEE - WafUM (1979 :
67 ) BRI DANB L EHE I LUHGERE - BXEFREA - AEZINER” - BB
HERR-EBEREZRRAR - AIEHEEEEAEZSIRE (Xiang - 2020) - W0 (4) Fr
© B AR E-E - EE R E oI IR A=W ELL - E2HE(CRVATRIL AME
- ABERSE MR ME P EHECHARITZER” -

al 2l

(4)a NEFVNFE(EE 1IR3/ QLB AR} °
b. NESE/NFMERFE T/ ? ? RB/OILB R} o ( HENREREEARE )

&% ZHELCEEERGEN—ID & & EREEESLEEEZE ", F
AEE - TEEZIEHEER,; MRRREE (2023 ) 15 - BIERREBENEZaOHBEENA
ZK - HEEARAOURKR - FHE (5) PHMEE - BLEN S 2—EBASMRBEDL#E
WEN - W R=FFORT"RMALNRESER=ZRTEZTNERT - Al NNR (5b) FH
“HRIANEEE(CEH (R - T ETE(E - BEE (Sa) M (5b) BZERERE—HHE
B BIIEHE—#MIAESTATERNE  (FRAEEE  RMDNASES (5) PHWME
FFREBUERECERLBEFAEZE - FCE—TEL  MEVFEREERZR B
REERRAMIBERAREEAEWEE - 40 - WRMEZ "REMFNUHART ?2 < B
BEM (6a) FIRnZBRNDE“EY (S5b) ; MUREEZ "WMmMEART 2 < RIRBEN &0« -
4N (6b) FA/R

(5)ask=MFMEY - b KR=MFMEXT -
(6)af:R=MFMHRKT ? BT &kR=FNF# (& )X7 -
b. [ : WMEAR Y ? & sR=M=FM (#&0) X7 -

b

HMEMBREEE2 LB TBIE ke EAEE - ER M <EE B AR
o RIBRZ AT - B TRREFEN S FICAR PR mEL R - AR AN EER LZ
UARABIRBECDFENRE  “EZ-EEH R alpet - M ABE-& I EZEERMN ( Liao -
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2011;Liu - 2017 ~2021) - [EFF - HMEL - SEONER ESHERIMD (2014 ) BUE

R MBZZETAASERANE "RREHNES  MRFEMIE (7) PAMEE C %
He—EEE  BESAOFRENEEEFE D FRIFEE (Roberts - 2012 ) - ABEEZEN C
PR EmREEEMEENRIES AR -

(7)[s.. &P C...1EI= : S
FAR% : SIEHRAEIRE C P mEE R - ( BESZE RS OIEEM )

BMRER (7) UER - BT “%B”iﬁﬁi%ﬂﬂ%ﬁzﬁ A SRR —EEEER T
BRI EREBOEE  ERZEEMNEREH - HR AR LEEREERGESE
AREHEENRIE - AU OIDIIRESESHE(EBE - BASEIEMNEE - RE - <&
MFER IR IE IR Y EEEIENEK - Mo @B MER - WiBB Famm AL e
EFLEEM T RYsRHIEIR (Liu - 2021 ) -

RE  NREELH  HARKGEEESSBXEABREN " EBIER— 2 - HlE

2R RIBETONMAONEYE - BT wXE P — R EFEm—EIERERR -
MER (2019) -
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B2 5% ( Plurality Split ) Bl AR FEERAVEAR

2E
PR A
B F %8 : liuxing423abc@163.com

11k

BE . ANEMERERBENEE N - KEBERNNERA Fﬁ@%&iﬁ%% :
PHMENAENESIRCETARNERS  THEREH D ZERYEBRET 70 -
Braaaa AEARERE B M TEE, mE - TETJ‘EE’ZAE (2013 ) W0 %8 - EE
P B BRIP NEERHEZS S SPREEIRRK —1& - RERREREAAE; ¢ xl%ﬂE RIIZR
BREEME - “E"REEMEABNEE,; <EEANZERE A0 BB IBEAENRER -
NEESHERAS BB  HEEEANEERaEE - AU

a. Ff2 (AL RE

b. *[E 2 E *E R {E *RTE
) a. FE(E R&(E REME

b. [ 2% 1E EEXE T 2 {

= M B8 BURACIEREF IR - #:Ijiﬁ "REHE+EE L &8 - BERABERERE—TERRIEIR

Fee Bl (3) A (4) Fiom - B REcu 2@ a1 - “EEBE2EREE
) FlEZEME 1/J\@xl%1l REZME
) *HAEEIE *RAEEE *REEE

EEEMBREETHEENRNAZERERE  BERAGEEE - GRIAETHIR
“HELESENEERINET tATE HEEE SEHIRRS - AR EBNFEEE
SAZEC THAEL A TEL O BEECENME - BREKREBEZ=ERE . 1) EERE
REEHERE " AEREHE, 1 " ABRE+4E, NERZRMTE? £ " ABREHE+4
&, mEEEIRCHIRMNIERT - (FRORBIEHE? 2) MEESZRHIEN ", KO8
BT "HE, ZRIHR ? BIREXEBLECRRMREER - 3) EERE DR ( Plurality Split )
MBEE  ARBEENAEERNTZE  ERESHENERENSHEMTE?

HEEAE  XERAEAEHE/EE T BEMEREE” - “€1E ( numeration )
“NEME ( cohesion ) ” ~ “HECME” ~ “SREFIEM ( strong-weak referential ) "HFE_EETT S -
HRENAEE  #ABREHE/LE1EEHRISET 2R - _ENERBMUNAE

1) “BReEZeE - “SEBEZE AT ERRAZE - 2) “NEHEM
“RE+LEE A S mEEEMESEEEN - 3) “KE+HE B REaMBREEeAES
MobcmiEft:g, - %E-RAEakE - RIBEREMENABRUEREE -4) —&
Bt BEFRAPNEASESHEEERNBIRMRE (8EH ) REfEMAR—mWE
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- AEREBHRTFES - 5) BEEmPN-ABNEHEBER[+RIT - +iBaNEE - BR
oP i—*.:WCEEH‘E%Q CCNERHEEN BB - -8 SR B DP BUREER - FIL -
BENATEMRRAIE -

HEREDHNBE - MRS EEECENERERANLEESF  FXEEFERE
MesEFrE  HILtEEEEER - M4(E , WEESEEREE T ( group operator ) - {EFAR
“MEEF+BRANEEFZE  #HEBEEPRELNEANERERESHRI BN —ERFE
i2 - EROMUBEABREHE N ABRE+LE MY  EERE_ENERE - REE
HAEFEENZEANRESE - AIESPHEEERZZHR -2 ( token-type ) BBHESE—EE -
EEACEEFR-ED” ( part-whole ) BARESE—1E -

FAfEzE . AN, B8, EE R, B
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Literal Meaning as Explicatures

‘ln

BE
Tﬁ?ﬂﬁ%ﬁ%%ﬁ%
&E T HBFE : yj9@soas.ac.uk

EREBEANDTFHEGE (BB LFEE ) BEARERSTTM ( semantic underdeterminacy )
M B FHFEZ literal meaning ( A% ) BIEZEBREETH M ( perfect meaning ) . #¢ LF &

2 FERVETE  E—EINEEZRERE  FEULER-EBEATEBERHE - /Mﬁﬁ}ﬁﬁ
FZ2/I3C B - y%ﬂEﬁ%‘FEEU/\TZK&*D?FK&E?:JZ@: EERNEENER - MEKIER
THERE RAHARINERBF®I - R% LF SxNERUMSIESE  HRERESA
aaxhEE - FIUEa#MEARgFHNAE - BEREEEREZS A ME HE%EWE@% :
—EEEER X EIHERERWLF R MERINRESKEER  ©BRIE /HBERC
(utterance ) AR REE - BEESZ T ANEE - SE—DHEHETS (assertion ) * San
(saying ) ~ HFf& (whatissaid ) - SEREMNESEEISWEHE - BEALEREEH -
THAZ LF RWER - MW BHE LF A%iE TNEG - E9FFEN LREE - U2
i BEREOUMEREZEY -

Jiang (2013 ) BRBETBEEZNMELIEER —UTHER  _2E3TER .

=/
FIST
==
Eswam

(1)  Given a set of propositions .Z* and a sentence with the logical form represen-
tation LF, 5 is an explicature set developed from LF if and only if for any P,
P € .7 P both entails and contains LE

—
3]
~—

Containment.
A contains B if and only if all the symbols that appear in B or their variable or
hyponymic instantiations also appear in A.

REHMH LAERBFHRE  BRHTTECRERARTER  MESEEREFN-ARER
( formal lexical definition ) - BB F BERIMELE -

HERNTCERER Y FERE AR 7 IT#HEG - S B REABERNESE
Z& > IR IR OTIE

HEEOFEEERNE FERB Stanley (2000 ) HWESIFHRER - BIHIRNERND
REER TRRENRSIFEMRENERR - FEBERER -
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HBEXNTTHERTES THERASHGENER - ERNERASEBEZERAET
B TR EREEAEZREEZZHAVAIR -

Jiang (2013 ) B4R - HER—E LF ZEMBRENE—EERES  BEMEBR
FRIZEM 5 WARTRERBB—ENER - 208 W / LIER FHBEREE M — L
SHERI - WFEER - 2% (implicatures ) - B¥E ( paraphrases ) 55 - #iE FMIRFEHAOE
GNAE  RERLEFEINAE - ﬁﬁﬁi§3$ﬁ@§5°§§EE§E§%E@ZK§§ - A BERZEIFIR I EE B
AE  UAERESREER  AREMEZRIEANE LF ASRE10T #HEG -
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Donkey Sentences in Chinese: In Defense of the Null Hypothesis

Haihua PAN
The Chinese University of Hong Kong
Email: panhaihua@cuhk.edu.hk
Hang KUANG
The Chinese University of Hong Kong

Cheng and Huang’s (1996) pioneering work on donkey anaphora in Chinese claims that wh -
expressions and pronouns have a complimentary distribution in the consequent clause of Chinese
donkey conditionals: bare conditionals only allow wh-phrases (1a), whereas ruguo/dou conditionals
only permit pronouns (and definite descriptions) (1b and 1c). They propose a construction-specific and
phrase-specific interpretation: the unselective binding mechanism of classic DRT applies to bare
conditionals, in which wh -phrases occurring in pairs are always bound variables (2a); anaphoric
pronouns in ruguo/dou conditionals always function as E-type pronouns (2b). However, Pan and Jiang
(2015) challenge Cheng and Huang’s analysis by presenting substantial evidence against the alleged
complementary distribution of anaphoric expressions in different types of conditionals. They further
argue that, under appropriate contexts, the E-type strategy can be employed for anaphoric wh -phrases,
and anaphoric pronouns can also function as bound variables. We take Pan and Jiang’s proposal as the
null hypothesis concerning the interpretation of anaphoric expressions in Chinese donkey sentences.

(1) a. Shei xian lai, shei xian chi.
who first come who first eat
‘Whoever comes first eats first.’

b. Ruguo ni  kanjian shei, jiao ta lai jian  wo.
if you see who ask he come see me
‘If you see someone, ask him to come see me.’

c. Ni jiao shei jinlai, wo dou jian ta.
you ask who enter I all  see him
‘Whoever you ask to come in, I’ll see him.’

(2) a. NECX[...x..][...x...]
b. 3Ix[..x..] —[... E-type...]

In this work, we examine in detail Cheng and Huang’s (2020) recent responses and demonstrate that
their attempts to defend their original theory are untenable, thereby supporting Pan and Jiang’s null
hypothesis. Cheng and Huang (2020) address the problematic data for their 1996 framework by
recasting the distinction between bare conditionals and ruguo/dou conditionals as a new dichotomy
between wh-wh conditionals and wh-pronoun conditionals, thus maintaining that anaphoric wh-
phrases must be bound variables and anaphoric pronouns always serve as E-type pronouns. We show
that many counter-examples are accounted for in their revised theory in an ad hoc manner, and that the
new dichotomy is essentially a stipulation lacking empirical support. We demonstrate that regardless
of their types, Chinese donkey conditionals allow either a wh -phrase or an anaphoric pronoun as the
anaphoric element, although certain conditional types may have a preferred option. Crucially,
conditionals with either anaphoric wh -phrases or pronouns are ambiguous between a
definite/referential reading and a generic/quantificational reading, which argues against a fixed
interpretation for anaphoric wh -phrases and pronouns. Furthermore, we contend that dou-conditionals
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allow pairs of wh-phrases to be unselectively bound by dou ‘all’ (3), resulting in the interpretation ‘for
all x, if you let x see it, x will say I meant well.” This is a genuine interpretation of (3), rather than an
inference, contra Cheng and Huang’s view.

(3) Gei shei kan, shei dou hui shuo wo shi haoxinhaoyi.
give who see who all hui say I  be good-will
‘Whoever you give it to see, he will say I meant well.’

Selected references

Cheng, Lisa Lai-Shen, and C.-T. James Huang. 1996. Two types of donkey sentences. Natural
Language Semantics, 4, 121-163.

Cheng, Lisa Lai-Shen, and C.-T. James Huang. 2020. Revisiting donkey anaphora in Mandarin
Chinese: A reply to Pan and Jiang (2015). International Journal of Chinese Linguistics, 7(2), 167-
186.

Pan, Haihua, and Yan Jiang. 2015. The bound variable hierarchy and donkey anaphora in Mandarin

Chinese. International Journal of Chinese Linguistics, 2(2), 159-192.
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Wh-relatives as wh-interrogatives in Mandarin Chinese:
Dynamicity, interrogativity and intensionality

Qiangian Ren
The Chinese University of Hong Kong
Email: gianqianren@cuhk.edu.hk

Previously, it has been claimed that Chinese possesses structures parallel to English wh-relatives,
despite differences in word order and presence of overt wi-movement (Aoun & Li, 2003, pp. 182—186;
Huang, Li & Li, 2009, pp. 222-227; Ning, 1993, p. 126). The current investigation reexamines the
syntactic and semantic nature of so-called wh-relatives in Chinese and of the noun phrases containing
them. It reveals that what have been recognized as wh-relatives in Chinese are in fact wh-interrogatives
(at least for the case of Mandarin Chinese, MC henceforth) and the whole noun phrases denote
individual concepts instead of individuals. These claims are supported by diagnoses for interrogative
clauses and results of corpus analyses concerning distributions of such noun phrases. For example, so-
called wh-relatives in MC can tolerate multiple wh-items, reminiscent of multiple wh-questions, are
compatible with interrogative intensifiers daodi ‘on earth’ and jiigjing ‘exactly’ (Lv, 1980, p. 153, p.
314), and can be led the cause-pursuing zénme ‘how come,” which is analyzed as an interrogative
complementizer (Stepanov & Tsai, 2008; Tsai, 2008). These behaviors strongly suggest that the wh-
clause should be analyzed as a wh-interrogative. Furthermore, corpus analyses showed that noun
phrases containing so-called wh-relatives were far more likely to occur as complement to rogative and
responsive verbs compared to noun phrases containing non-wh-relatives, and while the latter were
attested in extensional contexts, the former were not (The Beijing Language and Culture University
Corpus Center (BLCU Corpus Center, BCC) Corpus: http://bcc.blcu.edu.cn). These findings suggest
that noun phrases containing so-called wh-relatives in MC are individual concepts, thus often used as
concealed questions (Heim, 1979; Romero, 2005). It is proposed, then, such noun phrases should be
analyzed as individual concepts embedding a wh-interrogative (WH-ICs for short).

The claim that the concerned noun phrase structures in fact embed interrogatives and the need to
combine the wh-clause and the head noun are however at odds with the mainstream semantic analysis
of questions—the propositional approach (Hamblin, 1973; Karttunen, 1977; Theiler et al., 2018).
Under this approach, the wh-phrase is analyzed as an existential quantifier phrase. Thus, the wh-phrase
in a WH-IC needs to be “re-opened” to be accessible to the head noun, as the two are required to match
(e.g., shijian ‘time’/rigi ‘date’ for a temporal wh-phrase, fangfa/banfa ‘method’ for zénmeyang ‘how’
and yuanyin ‘reason’ for weishénme ‘why,’ etc.). Several different ways to compose WH-ICs are
considered, including the categorial/functional/ structured-meaning approach to question semantics, a
dynamic approach and an E-type pronoun analysis. To decide among them, it is crucial to study some
other properties shown by WH-ICs: First, the more “nominal” the wh-item is, the hard it will be for it
to occur in WH-ICs; Second, constituency tests show that the wh-interrogatives are more like
complements rather than adjuncts to the head nouns in WH-ICs. It is proposed then that the restriction
against nominal wh-types is due to coindexation between the wh-item and the head noun, the latter
having the whole wh-clause in its c-commanding domain, because Binding C effects occur when a
nominal wh-item gets embedded in a WH-IC construction.

A dynamic analysis is spelled out that models sentences as relations between info-states and info-states
as pairs of possible world—assignment function pairs. This way, both informative and inquisitive
updates can be captured. The wh-phrase in a WH-IC construction introduces a new d-ref, which is
picked up later via an index on the head noun.
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The Semantics of Accented/Unaccented Variants of Chinese Focus Particles

Yuan Shen
Fudan University
Email: yshen8@fudan.edu.cn

The typical study of focus association in literature involves focus particles which do not carry focus,
but just associate with the focus constituent. (1) is a schematic representation of additive particles,
exclusive particles, and scalar particles, where F stands for the expression in focus which is typically
marked by accent.

(1)a. [ADDI [... F1..]]: [... F..]' (F* # F[... F*...])
b. [EXCLI [... F1..]|: "3F’ #F[... F’..] ([... F...])
¢. [SCALI [... F1..]]: [... F..] (-3F° #FJ[[... F...] <likely [... F*...]])

The fact that focus particles per se could be accented has only recently come to the attention of
researchers. In this paper, I investigate the accentuation behavior of the Chinese exclusive particle z/i,
the additive particle hai, and the scalar particle dou and what accentuation reveals about the semantics
of these particles and their uses.

Like only, zhi is conceived to have a traditional non- scalar use and a scalar use and caught in the
controversy as to whether there is only one lexical entry (Klinedinst 2005, Beaver & Clark 2008,
Roberts 2011, Coppock & Beaver 2014) or the two uses reflect a lexical ambiguity (Horn 1969). For
those who hold a “single entry” view, the difference between the ‘scalar’ and apparently ‘non-scalar’
uses of only lies in the nature of the scale: with ‘scalar uses’ only operates over a ‘rank order’ scale;
with apparently non-scalar uses only operates over an ‘entailment-based’ scale. Only is inherently a
scalar particle in that it imposes an order on the set of alternatives (‘rank’ or ‘entailment’ scale): It
presupposes that p is the weakest element in the set; it asserts that all alternatives in C stronger than p
are false. We find evidence against the “single entry” hypothesis: whereas the non-scalar zAi can be
either accented or unaccented, the scalar zhi can never be accented. The accented and unaccented
status of zhi in general can be accounted for by Question under Discussion and Question-Answer
Congruity. The unique accentuation behavior of the scalar zAi is due to the fact that it can never be at-
issue information as diagnostic tests would show.

Hai in its accented and unaccented variant can be compared to the additive particle also and the
(additive-)scalar particle even respectively. Classical claim (e.g. Rooth 1985, 1992) holds that even
([[even]] g,c = AC. Ap.Aw: 3q g#p A q(W) =1 AVq €C g#p = P Sunlikely - p(W) = 1) is just like also
in terms of additivity: at least one distinct alternative in C is true in w (Horn 1969, Kartunnen & Peters
1979, Rooth 1985, 1992). The present study raises doubts about the presence of the additive
presupposition: the scalar use of ~ai may or may not have additive presupposition. In neither case can
the scalar use of hai be accented. Diagnostic tests show how the scalar use of 4ai behaves differently
from the non-scalar use of 4ai in cases with and without additive presupposition.

Like the scalar uses of zAi and hai, the scalar particle dou is always unaccented. The study shows that
only at-issue information could be accented and that scalar particles/uses convey not-at-issue
information only and hence should remain unaccented. The at-issue/not-at-issue distinction of focus
particles/uses can be clarified further by resorting to the distinction between focus association and
alternative evaluation.
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Maintaining Mandarin /en as a weak intensifier

Yenan Sun
The Chinese University of Hong Kong
Email: yenansun@cuhk.edu.hk

Grano & Davis (2018) (see also Grano 2012, Bobaljik 2012) establish a language universal that for a
gradable adjective (GA), its comparative form is no more complex than its positive form — it is either
derived from its positive form (i.e. French, English) or is identical to it (i.e. Japanese). Crucially, they
argue that the positive semantics is achieved via POS (a syntactically invisible type-shifting), which is
never realized with overt morphology in languages. Mandarin Chinese, however, seems to pose a
potential counterexample: a bare gradable adjective can readily give rise to a comparative semantics,
but at least in some cases requires an (unstressed )

adverb hen ‘very’ for the positive reading (1), though not always (2).

(1) 895 ° 7 (B)3 - “Johnistall” (2) FLHZ - “Only JOHN is tall”

This paper maintains G&D's universal by arguing that the unstressed hen cannot be the overt

counterpart of POS but is a weak intensifier with the semantics in (3 ) just like English very ( see

also Zhang & Pan 2021 ) .

(3) [[hen]] = MG(d,et) Mx. 3d[G (d ) (x) ANd>"! d.] where >! is a context-dependent relation
‘greater than by some small amount’ and dc is a contextually determined threshold)

Its apparent bleached meaning in (1) is an illusion due to the vague nature of relative GAs: according
to Leffel et al (2019), since the standard of “standing out” in height is heavily context-dependent and
can never be clear-cut even when one fixes the comparison class and imprecision issues (i.e. Sorites
Paradox, see Kennedy 2007), increasing the threshold dc by a small amount, which is what Aen or
English very does, fails to significantly strengthen its truth conditions. Their claim is supported with
experimental data: when increasing a vague threshold with very , participants basically cannot identify
individuals that are tall but not very tall under any context.

By contrast, Leffel et al show that when a weak intensifier modifies absolute GAs whose thresholds
are not inherently vague (Kennedy & McNally 2005, K&M), the intensifying effect should be more
visible and can be differentiated from the unintensified positive semantics of POS. This prediction is
born out in Mandarin. For classical absolute GAs such as wan ‘curved’ and kong ‘empty’ (Liu 2017,
2018), they exhibit similar constraints w.r.t using bare forms to express positive readings as relative
GAs: they sound degraded in a neutral declarative, but improve when focus (or other licensors like
negation, interrogative, etc. see Liu 2010, Zhang 2021) are added:

(4) 77 $EIEEE (/Z5) + Int: “This road is {curved/empty}”
(5) FLISIRES {&/ZE} - “Only THIS road is {curved/empty}”

If hen is an overt counterpart of POS (and /ken is required to occur in (4) for independent reasons in
Chinese grammar, see Grano 2012, Zhang and Pan 2022, a.o., which is not our main concern here),
we predict that adding hen to (4) can result in a standard positive reading for absolute GAs, namely a
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minimal/maximal reading. However, this is not true: adding %en to (4) indeed makes it acceptable, but
the resulted meaning is obligatorily intensified into ‘This room is very {curved/empty}’, which can be
distinguished from the truly neutral positive reading expressed by the bare form in (5) as follows. For
a minimum GA like wan ‘curved’, if we set up a context in which this road possesses a non-zero but
extremely small degree of curvedness as in (6), then (5) can be uttered but not (4) with the unstressed
hen:

(6) Context: This road is slightly curved; all the other roads are perfectly straight.

a. VALIEIEEEE - 'Only THIS road is curved' ( minimal reading )
b. #351REEIRE - “This road is very curved’ (intensified reading)

Moreover, the denial of (4) entails that the relevant subject possesses a zero degree of curvedness, as
shown by the infelicitous follow-up in (6a); by contrast, the denial of the form marked by hen is
compatible with the road having some degree of curvedness (6b):

(7) a. MERBAE - #HAKERR —HHE -
‘This road is not curved, #though I can see some curvedness’
b. EIRIEAZRE - HMATNEER —FHE -

“This road is not very curved, though I can see some curvedness’

The pattern in (6-7) would be fully expected if hen is a weak intensifier like English very , which
increases the threshold from the lower bound of the scale to a higher degree. For a maximum GA like
kong ‘empty’, adding hen also fails to yield the canonical maximal reading. K&M point out that while
an empty restaurant is typically used to describe a restaurant with no diners * a very empty restaurant

strongly implies that the restaurant is not empty, but just with a few diners. This ‘anti-maximal reading’
effect is exactly observed with Mandarin hen:

(8) This restaurant has no diners. All the others have a very low amount of diners from 2 to 5.

a. VALIEZREEEZ - 'Only THIS restaurant is empty' ( maximal reading )

b. #EXEEERZ - ‘This restaurant is very empty’ (‘anti-maximal reading’ effect)
Selected references. Grano & Davis. 2018. Universal markedness in gradable adjectives revisited. |
Leffel et al. 2019. Vagueness in Implicature: The Case of Modified Adjectives. | Chen-Sheng Luther

Liu. 2018. Projecting adjectives in Chinese. | Grano 2012. Mandarin sen and Universal Markedness
in gradable adjectives.
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A QUD-based approach to Mandarin dou

Cheng-Yu Edwin Tsai
University of Macau
Email: cytsai@um.edu.mo

Issue: This talk begins with the comparison between the deontic modal sentence (1) and dou-
construction (2): Both express a free choice (FC) interpretation but are not identical. Following
Chierchia (2013), the FC interpretation of (1) (i.e., 04 A <B) can be derived by a recursive
exhaustification process, where the covert exhaustifier O operates on a set of pre-exhaustified
alternatives of the disjunction 4 v B. By contrast, the FC component of (2) hinges not only on
a possibility modal and disjunction, but also on dou and left-dislocated disjunction.

(1) Ni (*dou) keyi tiao A huo B. (2) A huo B, ni *(dou) keyi tiao.
you DOU can pick Aor B Aor B you DOU can pick
“You can pick A or B.” ‘A or B, you can pick (it).

Xiang (2020) analyzes dou as the special exhaustifier in (3), which presupposes that its preja-
cent p has at least one sub-alt(ernative) in the domain C, while asserting p and the falsehood of
the exhaustification of each sub-alt g (i.e., for each g, it is not the case that only g).

(3) [douc] = ApAw: 3q € SUB(p, C). p(w) =1 A Vg € SUB(p, O)[Oc(g)(w) =0]

This analysis covers many uses of dou but leaves open the following puzzles: (i) 4 huo B is
outside dou’s scope. (ii) Applying (3) to (2) results in the same FC interpretation as in (1); by
Maximize Presupposition! (Heim 1991), (1) should be blocked by (2) because they contribute
the same information but (2) has a stronger presupposition. However, (1) and (2) are both fe-
licitous responses to the question ‘What can I pick?’. (iii) When keyi ‘can’ is changed to bixu
‘must’, (1) retains the FC-ness but (2) entails the stronger [14 A [1B. Xiang however considers
such cases ungrammatical and derives the contradiction [JO(4) A JO(B) based on (3) and the
assumption that ‘must’ embeds O. (iv) Finally, (3) doesn’t explain the contrast of (4) vs. (5),
as applying (3) to ‘you can only pick A or B’ in (5) yields the same FC interpretation as in (4).

(4) Ni zhi keyi tiao A huo B. (5) *A huo B,ni dou zhi keyi tiao.
you only can pick A or B A or B you DOU only can pick
“You can only pick A or B.’ Intended: Same as (4)
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Proposal: I argue that (2) is a contrastive topic (CT) construction where dou is a functional
head marking CT and relating to discourse structure. Specifically: (i) The trace of dou’s preja-
cent is F-marked; thus (2) has the focus semantic value in (6a), which is the question under
discussion (QUD) for (2). (ii) The disjunction is CT-marked; thus (2) has the CT-value in (6b),
namely a set of polar subquestions. Assuming the denotation of a polar question ‘p?’ is a sin-
gleton set {p} (Biezma & Rawlins 2012), (6b) is equivalent to (6c). (iii) Dou is defined in (6d):
It takes a question (Q, here (6a)) and a set of polar questions/singleton sets of propositions (X,
here (6b)) as arguments, presupposes that every member in K is entailed by O, and asserts that
every member which occurs “somewhere in” (i.e., the special membership relation “*€” in Con-
stant 2014) X is true; for (2), this means every subquestion in (6b) is positively answered. The
entailment relation notated as ‘E’ in (6d) is one between questions (Groenendijk & Stokhof
2011, Roberts 2012): Q1 E O iff every proposition that completely answers O also completely
answers (2. Therefore, dou’s presupposition amounts to the requirement that the QUD to which
the dou-construction responds is a superquestion whose complete answer entails the answer to
every subquestion in the CT-value denoted by the CT.

(6) a. [(2)]*= {p | Ix[p = Aw[you can pick x in w]]} (QUD; Roberts 2012)
b. [(2)]* = {‘Can you pick A?’, ‘Can you pick B?’} (CT-value; Biiring 2003)
c. {{*You can pick A’}, {*You can pick B’}} (equiv. to (6b); Biezma & Rawlins 2012)
d. [dou] = XAQ¢se.t) AK (s, Aw: Yk € K[Q E k]. Vg[g(w) *€ K — g(w) = 1]

In the remainder of this talk, I discuss how the definition (6d) addresses the aforementioned
puzzles surrounding (1)-(5) and further observations and how (6d) can be minimally modified
to account for the scalar /ian...dou construction, and suggest a new definition of the particle
lian, which presupposes that its prejacent is the positive answer to the subquestion that is least
likely to be positively answered among all “alternative subquestions”.
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How to Obtain Valid Generalized Modal Syllogisms
from Valid Generalized Syllogisms

Ran Xia
School of Philosophy, Anhui University, Hefei, China
Email: 327546233@qq.com
Jing Xu
School of Philosophy, Anhui University, Hefei, China
School of Marxism, Anhui Medical University, Hefei, China

Abstract: There are many kinds of syllogisms in natural language, such as Aristotelian syllogisms
generalized syllogisms, Aristotelian modal syllogisms, generalized modal syllogisms, and so on. All
the propositions contained in these syllogisms are sentences with quantification which are the largest
number of sentences in natural language. Thefore, studying the validty of these syllogisms is one of
the important aspects of natural language information processing knowledge reasoning in artificial
intelligence. This paper focuses on how to obtain valid generalized modal syllogisms from valid
generalized syllogisms.

Making full use of the truth value definitions of sentences with quantification, possible world
semantics and/or fuzzy logic, one can prove the validity of generalized modal syllogisms. This paper
shows that the proof of the validity of a generalized modal syllogism can be transformed into that of
its corresponding generalized syllogism, and that the generalized syllogism obtained by removing all
modalities in any valid generalized modal syllogism is still valid. Therefore, the simplest way to screen
out valid generalized modal syllogisms is to add modalities to valid generalized syllogisms, and then
to delete all invalid syllogisms by means of the basic rules with which valid generalized modal
syllogisms should meet. And then the remainders are valid. This paper illustrates how to obtain 12
valid generalized modal syllogisms by adding necessary modalities and/or possible modalities to any
valid generalized syllogism. The two kinds of syllogisms discussed in this paper are composed of
sentences with quantification which is the largest number of sentences in natural language. Hence, this
innovative research can provide theoretical support for linguistics, logic, artificial intelligence, and
among other fields.

Keywords: generalized modal syllogisms; generalized syllogisms; validity; truth value definition
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Event Definiteness and The Temporal Interpretation of Shi-de Clefts in
Mandarin Chinese

Xia Xue
The Chinese University of Hong Kong
Email: xia xue@link.cuhk.edu.hk)

Temporal constraints of shi-de clefts revisited: Mandarin shi-de clefts (specifically shi-V-de-O clefts
with pre-object de), compared to bare shi- clefts, are claimed to have more strict temporal constraints:
(1) past interpretations seem obligatory, and (ii) aspect markers (e.g., ‘zai/le/zhe/guo’), negative
markers (e.g., ‘bu/mei’) and modals are not allowed in the verbal domain of shi-de clefts. Most scholars
consider such constraints result from the particle de and view de as a TAM marker: a past tense marker
(Simpson and Wu 2002), or a (perfective) aspect marker with past information (Shi 1984, Paul and
Whitman 2008), or a realis mood marker (Liu and Cheng 2021). However, we found that given proper
contexts, shi-de clefts can be used to describe events that are in the past or present or future of the
utterance time, either ongoing or completed at the reference time, and either real or unreal. This
provides strong evidence that the function of pre-object de is not to express past tense, perfectivity or
realis mood. Moreover, pre-object de cannot function as an independent TAM marker in sentences
other than shi-de clefts. In this paper, we re-analyze the ‘obligatory past interpretation’ of shi-de clefts
as an existential condition on the event in question: the event must have taken place (ongoing or
completed) in the situation of evaluation (possibly not the utterance situation or any situation in the
real world). Next question is how to explain such condition.

Event definiteness in shi-de clefts and in world languages: Previous study (e.g., Shancun 1999) has
pointed out that the key function of shi-de clefts is to uniquely pick up an event in the common ground
and makes some new predications on it. Hole (2011) argued that de semantically functions like a
definite event determiner but without any event reference: it only introduces familiarity and uniqueness
presuppositions of the event. He viewed the exhaustive reading of the focused item as a result of event
definiteness, and the past reading of shi-de clefts as a default setting ([+anterior, -irrealis]) of the
(aboutness) topic structure marked by the copula shi. We believe Hole (2011) on the right track that
shi-de clefts involves event definiteness (and in fact most times are referential to events). We list two
types of evidence here: (i) shi-de clefts and bare shi-clefts are sometimes interchangeable, but when
reference to a definite event is required, only shi-de clefts are acceptable; (ii) recent research found
that event definiteness is marked by the nominal definite determiner in the verbal domain in many
world languages, some of which are similar to shi-de clefts in meaning and distribution, e.g., Ga
(Renans 2016, 2021). Based on language-internal and cross-linguistic observations, we proposed that
the covert definite determiner in the nominal domain in Mandarin (Simpson 2005, Wu and Bodomo
2009) appears in the verbal domain of shi-de clefts and expresses event definiteness. Contrary to Hole
(2011), we further argue that the temporal constraints of shi-de clefts are derived from event
definiteness instead of the topic structure, while the exhaustiveness of the focused item is derived from
shi-clefts instead of de.

Deriving temporal constraints from event definiteness: Given that shi-de clefts involve event
definiteness, we can naturally explain the temporal constraints. First, the obligatory past reading of
shi-de clefts, now revised to an existential condition on the event in question, is itself part of the
presuppositions of event definiteness: an event uniquely satisfying the descriptive content should exist
(therefore having taken place) in the resource situation introduced by the definite determiner (Renans
2016, 2021, based on Schwarz 2009); the resource situation is usually bound by the topic situation (i.e.,
the situation of evaluation) of the sentence, but it can also be bound by quantifiers. Secondly, the
constraint on TAM markers and related constraints follow from their incompatibility with definite
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events: (i) aspect markers (e.g., le/zhe/guo) in Mandarin are claimed to associate with the existential
closure on events (Lin 2004), thus not compatible with definite events (this can be seen as the
‘definiteness effect’ in the event domain); (ii) modals are operators on events/situations and require a
free event variable, which cannot be satisfied in the case of definite events; similarly, habitual readings
and individual-level predicates cannot be licensed in shi-de clefts as well, since here the Gen operator
cannot bind a proper event variable (we adopt the analysis of Chierchia 1995 that individual-level
predicates must be bound by a Gen operator in VP); (iii) negative markers are banned simply because
they contradict with the existential presupposition of the event.

Parallel between the domain of entities and events: In event semantics, events are viewed as
spatiotemporal individuals, parallel to entities (Davidson 1969). The case of event definiteness is one
manifestation of the parallel between the entity domain and the event domain. An issue left over is the
status of de in shi-de clefts: if event definiteness comes from a covert definite determiner and focus-
related properties are ascribed to shi-clefts, what is the function of de? Does de have a parallel function
in nominal and verbal domain? In fact, in the nominal domain, de-modifiers can only introduce
modifications on bare nouns or referential NPs (*XP+de+non-referential NP), that is, only with an
individual-denoting NP of type e (following the idea that Mandarin bare nouns are of type e by
Chierchia 1998). In the verbal domain, shi-de clefts also introduce modifications on an individual-
denoting VP of type v (following the idea that arguments introduced by theta-heads are predicate
modifications on events just like adjuncts in Neo-Davidsonian event semantics, e.g., Parsons 1990). A
preliminary hypothesis of a cross-domain function of de is to mark modifications on individuals (of
type e or v). A finer-grained analysis is still awaited in the future.
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Mandarin epistemic indefinite mou at the syntax-semantics interface
A presuppositional question-based analysis

Bo Xue
The Chinese University of Hong Kong
Email: XUEBo@link.cuhk.edu.hk

Motivation This paper examines the Mandarin prenominal marker mou from the perspective of the syntax-
semantics interface. As shown in (1a), this marker strongly signals an unknown epistemic inference as it is not
compatible with a continuation like (1b) providing specificational information about the identity of the boy.
Although epistemic/modal indefinites from other languages (e.g. German, English, Spanish, Romanian) have
attracted much attention in current semantic theorizing (e.g., Dayal 1997; Farkas 2002; Alonso-Ovalle &
Menéndez-Benito 2015), a compositional analysis of Mandarin mou is still elusive. This paper aims to fill this
gap.
(1)a. Ta zhéngzai gen gébi ban mou yi geé nanshéng tan-lianai ne.

she PROG with neighboring class MOU one CL boy  date SFP

Lit. ‘She is dating with some boy in the class next door.’

b.Na g¢nanshéngjiut shi Xidoming.

that CL boy JIU COP Xiaoming

Lit. ‘That boy is Xiaoming.’
Mou as an Epistemic Determiner Four pieces of evidence, one syntactic and three semantic, establish that
mou is an epistemic indefinite. Syntactically, mou behaves as a determiner as it competes with Mandarin
demonstratives like na ‘that’ (and quantifiers like suoyou ‘all’ and daduoshuo ‘most’), which are assumed to
occupy a determiner position (Huang, Li & Li 2009). Semantically, there are three tests to diagnose the
existential quantificational force of mou. Like an indefinite expression, méu doesn’t allow modification of jihi
‘almost’ and when modified by the exception phrase chule, mou yields an additive reading but not an exceptive
reading as a whole. Moreover, mou can appear in presentational existential constructions and triggers 3 A =V
scalar implicatures.
Data There are six datapoints worth discussing. First, the epistemic unknown inference of mou should be
analysed as a presupposition. Although Mandarin wh-indefinites also induce certain epistemic effects and
convey ignorance, which are treated as conversational implicatures by Liu & Yang (2021), the epistemic
unknown inferences triggered by mou consistently project across intensional and downward entailing contexts
(as shown by the if~conditional in 2), suggesting that the status of the epistemic effects of mou is presuppositional.
(2) Rugu6 ta mou ge¢ shijian zai la1 dardo ni, qing gaosu wo.

if he MOU CL time again come bother you please  tell me

Lit. ‘If he comes to bother you at some time again, please let me know.’
= There exists an evaluator (most likely, the speaker) who does not know when he comes to

bother the addressee again.

Second, the epistemic unknown inference of mou is relativized to a sentient evaluator, to whom the
ignorance inference is attributed. Usually, an evaluator is resolved to the speaker but other sentient attitude
holders are also possible. The evaluator can also be bound by a quantifier as shown in (3), showing that an
evaluator index should be postulated in mou’s lexical semantics.

(3) Guoqu y1 nian, me¢i  ge¢ xuéshéng dou yinwéi ji€chu gud mou yi xieé cailido guomin.

past one year every CL student DOU because contact GUO MOU one CL material allergy

Lit. ‘During last year every student were allergic because of contacting some material.’

The bound evaluator reading: for every student x, there exists material y, x was allergic after
contacting y and x doesn’t know what x contacted).

Third, unlike English whatever that is compatible with both ignorance and indifference (von Fintel 2000),
Mandarin mou tends to convey only epistemic ignorance but not agent indifference as witnessed by the
following example.

(4) Zhangsan nd le zhuozishangde mou ba yusidn jiu chong le chiqu.

Zhangsan take LE  table  DE MOU CL umbrella JIU rush LE out

Lit. ‘Zhangsan took some umbrella on the table and then rushed out.’

-45 -


mailto:XUEBo@link.cuhk.edu.hk

B_EERLAERMEERMFE

= An evaluator, possibly, the speaker doesn’t know which umbrella ZS took.

# Zhangsan doesn’t care which umbrella he took.

Fourth, given mou’s ability to induce extra epistemic effects and mark insignificant or withheld information,
it is not surprising to see that a nominal phrase marked by mdu is not a suitable focus associate of focus-sensitive
operators like zhiyou ‘only’/ y€ ‘also’ as mou’s epistemic unknown presupposition might conflict with the final
determinization of an alternative set for focus quantification.

(5) a. # Zhiyou [mou g¢ tongxuél+rchidaole. b.# [Mou ge tongxuél+rye€ chidao le.
only MOU CL student late LE MOU CL student  also late LE
Fifth, although mou behaves like an indefinite, it can’t be simply considered as variables in the Heim-Kamp
tradition as it does not witness any quantificational variability effects (Compare 6a with 6b). Neither can mou
function as a donkey anaphor.
(6) a. Tongchang, yi gé rén hui gandao giudan
usually  one CL person will feel lonely
Lit. ‘Usually one can feel lonely.” = Usually x [x is-human] [x feels lonely]
b. Tongchang, méu gé rén hui gindao gudan.
usually ~ MOU CL person will ~ feel lonely
# Usually x [x is-human A x is-unknown] [x feels lonely]

Sixth, like canonical indefinites, mou can obtain an island-escaping widest scope interpretation in (7),
yielding the scopal sequence mouP >> if > DOU ‘all’. Besides, mouP can also take intermediate scope, yielding
a situational-variation reading (if > mouP > DOU ‘all’).

(7) Rigud méi g¢ yuangdng dou xudnzai mou yi tian qingjid, zhéng gé¢ bumén de

if every CL employee DOU choose MOU one day leave whole CL department DE
yunzuo  jiu shoudao yingxiang.
operation JIU get  affected

Lit. ‘If every employee chooses to ask for a leave on a certain day, the operation of the whole department
gets affected.’

Proposal Based on the empirical observations above, we suggest a two-dimensional preliminary semantics of
mou as in (8) wherein the above line encodes the epistemic presupposition (as marked by 0) relativized to an
evaluator index G(7) with an embedded question semantics, i.e., the evaluator cannot fully resolve the question
Q signalled by the sentence containing mou. The ignorance effect, i.e., not knowing, is formalized as G(i)-
—[°*_[Ans (Q)] (the evaluator does not know the answer to the question with ANS being an answerhood
operator) and Q can be compositionally resolved based on the sentence containing mou as defined in (8) below.
(8) [mou]regc An embedded question-based semantics

0 [[3y. = Evaluator (G(i)) in C] A [G())-=O"**-[Ans (Q)]]

AF € CH<<e,t>,e>. XfE D<e,t>. T(?\JCef(X))
mou introduces a choice-functional variable
where Q € Decy o> = Apesso. AF <o o0 F (Mo f(X)) Ap = Iw’. g (F(Axe. £(x)))
={p € D<yr>| AF<<ee>. F (MXe. f (X)) Ap = AW, @' (F(Axe. f(x)))}

Instead of treating mdu as introducing variables as in dynamic semantics, its at-issue component (the second
line) denotes a choice function, which can be existentially closed at various scopal positions, accounting for the
island-insensitive scopal property.

Consequences The lexical entry proposed above shows that scope-taking of mou and resolving the value of an
evaluator (i.e., resolved to the speaker in an utterance context) are two independent processes, which are
responsible for deriving both scopal specificity and epistemic specificity witnessed by Mandarin mou (varieties
of specificity have been discussed in the literature e.g., Eng 1991 and von Heusinger 2002).

Selected References Alonso-Ovalle & Menéndez-Benito (2015). Epistemic Indefinites. OUP; von Heusinger
(2002). Specificity and definiteness in sentence and discourse structure. Journal of Semantics, Vol. 19 (3),
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