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This dissertation shows how Mandarin Chinese encodes temporality without tense mor-
phology within the framework of the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1993 et seq.). 1
propose that Mandarin has a T(ense) projection in its clause structure, which is headed
by a phonologically null element 0,;, in a non-future episodic sentence. It is optionally
pronounced as you when the negation marker méi moves obligatorily out of its base
position under Neg(ation) to attach to it in a non-future negative episodic sentence.
Evidence to support this proposal comes from the fact that 0,;,(/méiyou) demonstrates
two major properties of a T(ense) head: the location of the temporal interpretation of
a sentence and the divider of interpretation domains for quantifiers, as proposed in
Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hypothesis. Semantic analyses on the temporality of a non-
future eventive episodic sentence in Mandarin show that its temporal interpretation is
located on 0y;,. It is realized as you phonologically, when the negation marker méi
undergoes obligatory head movement from Neg to attach to it in a non-future negative
episodic sentence. This constitutes the first piece of evidence for the TP proposal for
Mandarin. The second piece of evidence comes from the observation that strong or
presuppositional quantifiers, which include not only canonical ones such as méigerén
(‘everyone’) but also non-canonical ones such as universal free choice expressions
(wiiltin) wh- dou (‘no matter wh-") and scalar quantifiers such as (lidn). .. dou (‘even’),
are interpreted above 0,;,(/méiyou), whereas weak or existential quantifiers such as

yourén (‘someone’) or méiyourén (‘nobody’) and you/méiyou-existential sentences are



interpreted below 0,;,(/méiyou). This property of 0;,(/méiyou) is consistent with the role
played by T in Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hypothesis, which says that presuppositional

quantifiers are interpreted above T and existential quantifiers are interpreted below it.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 The main issue

Time is one of the fundamental elements of human perceptions of the world. Its sig-
nificance to human beings is reflected in human languages among other things. Many
languages employ a small set of affixes to systematically differentiate the concept of
past, present, and/or future. English, for instance, attaches to verbs -s to mark present
when the subject is third person singular, and -ed to mark past for all number and persons.
This system is called tense, and I will call it morphological tense in the sense that this
tense system marks temporality with overt morphology. Within the framework of the
Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1993 et seq.), a functional head called T{ense) is proposed
to encode the temporal information of a sentence; this head projects to a Tense Projection
(TP). In English, for example, T encodes temporality via some relationship set up be-
tween it and the tense morpheme on inflected verbs. However, not every human language
utilizes morphological tense. Mandarin Chinese is such a language, where verbs do not
take any inflectional markings for temporality at all. Clearly, native speakers of Mandarin
understand each other without confusion about temporality. Thus, how temporality is
expressed in Mandarin becomes an issue that bears theoretical relevance to the question
of the universality of TP. In other words, given that there is no morphological tense in
Mandarin, can one still propose a T in the clause structure of Mandarin sentences that is

on a par with T in other languages with morphological tense such as English?

Two approaches to the above question have been discussed in the literature . One
approach, which considers morphological tense indicative of structural T(ense), and vice

versa, argues that there is no TP in Mandarin and temporal interpretation of a sentence



depends on linguistic devices such as aspectual markers, Aktionsarten and temporal
adverbials, or non-linguistic devices such as contexts, or sometimes both. This approach,
which I call the no-T approach, can be found in Smith 1997; Smith & Erbaugh 2005;
Lin 2006; Bittner 2012 among others. The other approach, which I call the null-T
approach, argues that Mandarin has a phonologically null TP based on the assumption
of the universality of TP (Huang et al. 2009 a.o.), temporal interpretation of specific
constructions (Simpson & Wu 2002; Tsai 2008b; Sun 2014), or comparison to other tense

languages (Sybesma 2007).

This dissertation addresses the question from the perspective of negative sentences
and proposes that TP is realized in Mandarin. It utilizes two general properties that T
has been proposed to have as diagnostics. On the semantic side, T is argued to encode
the temporality of a sentence; on the syntactic side, T is proposed in Diesing’s (1992)
Mapping Hypothesis to ‘draw a line’ in the clause structure with respect to quantifier
interpretations. Specifically, presuppositional quantifiers are interpreted above T, whereas

existential quantifiers are interpreted below T.

I show that a phonologically null element 0,;, in an episodic eventive sentence,
which is pronounced as you when attached by the negation marker méi, encodes non-
future temporality, and it resides in T (Chapter 2)!?>. I then show in Chapter 3 that
canonical presuppositional quantifiers such as méigerén (‘everyone’) are interpreted
above 0,;,(/méiyou), whereas existential quantifiers are interpreted below it. This property

of 0,s,(/méiyou) is consistent with the role that T plays in Diesing’s (1992) Mapping

'As is shown in Section 2.6 of Chapter 2, 0ys.(/méiyou) only appears in episodic sentences with
predicates of events (Davidson 1967) or Davidsonian states (Maienborn 2005). Negation of episodic
sentences with predicates of Kimian states (Maienborn 2005), the copular verb shi (‘be’), adjectival
predicates, as well as modals all takes the negation marker bit, which is considered a prefix. I will leave
out the question whether TP also exists in these episodic sentences in this dissertation. See Sun 2014 for a
proposal.

2Unless noted otherwise, I will use the term episodic eventive sentence as a cover term for both episodic
eventive sentences and episodic sentences that describe Davidsonian states.



Hypothesis. To strengthen the argument, I discuss two non-canonical presuppositional
quantifiers: universal free choice items (wiilitn) wh- dou (‘no matter wh-") (Chapter
4) and scalar quantifiers (lidn) ...dou (‘even’) (Chapter 5). I show that they too are

interpreted above 0,;,(/méiyou).

1.2 The syntactic framework

The dissertation is written within the framework of the Minimalist Program (Chomsky
1993 et seq.). In this framework, the derivation of a sentence has three components:
structure building (Syntax), Logical Form (LF), and Phonological Form (PF). Derivations
start in the Syntax and transfer completed units known as phases to LF for interpretation
and to PF for phonological realization. While both LF and PF receive ‘products’ from

Syntax, they are considered two independent systems that do not interact with each other.

Three syntactic operations are mentioned in this dissertation. They are Merge, Move,
and Agree. Merge is the basic structure building operation that puts two linguistic items
into one. Move is the operation that moves a linguistic item from one structural position
to another. Following the copy theory of movement (Nunes 1995), one can equate Move
to Copy + Merge. Agree is the linguistic operation which establishes dependency via

features.

In particular, I assume with Pesetsky & Torrego 2007 that syntactic features have
two parameters: interpretability and valuation. Combination of these two parameters
generates four types of syntactic features: interpretable and valued features ([iF, +val]),
interpretable and unvalued features ([iF, -val]), uninterpretable and valued features ([uF,
+val]), and, uninterpretable and unvalued features ([uF, -val]). Features that match each

other, i.e., having the same syntactic functions, enter into a relation called feature sharing,



after which uninterpretable features get deleted and unvalued features share the value of
a valued feature, if there is one. A grammatical derivation will have all uninterpretable

features deleted and all unvalued features valued before LF>.

For example, Pesetsky & Torrego (2007) proposes that T in English has an inter-
pretable but unvalued tense feature [iF, -val] and inflected verbs in v have an uninter-
pretable but valued tense feature [uF, +val]. For the derivation to succeed, T Agrees
with the inflected verb in v to get its tense feature; meanwhile, the inflected verb gets its
uninterpretable tense feature deleted. Thus, there is no uninterpretable feature left in the

derivation, which is illustrated in (1.1).

(1.1) T in English: Agree with v:

TP
/\
Spec T
/\
T VPfinice
/\
iT,-val DPsubject v’
A

uT,+val V NP

1.3 The semantic framework

The semantic framework of this dissertation is based on Heim & Kratzer 1998. In this

framework, the meaning of a sentence is equated with the truth conditions of the sentence

3 A note on arrow representation in this dissertation: dotted arrows: movement; solid double-headed
arrows: successful Agree-operation; dashed double-headed arrows: unsuccessful Agree-operation.



(Tarski 1935/1956). In other words, to understand a sentence is to know under what
condition the sentence is true. The meaning of a sentence is also assumed to obey
compositionality which says that the meaning of a sentence depends on the meaning of

its lexical items and the way they combine with each other (Frege 1923-6).

Technically, denotations can be characterized in terms of semantic types across
syntactic categories. Two basic types are (a.) type e for individuals; (b.) type t for
truth-values. The semantic domain for type e is defined as D, := D, and the semantic

domain for type # is {0,1}. Semantic types are built recursively, defined in (1.2).

(1.2) Semantic types (Heim & Kratzer 1998: 28):

1. e and ¢ are semantic types.
ii. If o and 7 are semantic types, then < o, T > is a semantic type.

iii. Nothing else is a semantic type.

(1.3) gives several semantic types that are used in this dissertation.

(1.3) 1. properties such as to dance: < e, t >
ii. quantificational phrases such as everyone: << e,t >,t >

iii. quantifiers such as every: << e,t >,<<e,t >,t >>

Semantic derivations proceed via a small set of rules, which are shown in (1.4)*.

(1.4) The basic rules for semantic derivations:

“In Heim & Kratzer 1998, [a] means the denotation of a linguistic expression a.



i. Functional Application (FA): if « is a branching node, {8,y } is the set of a’s
daughters, and [3] is a function whose domain contains [y], then [«] = [S]
(IyD.

ii. Predicate Modification (PM): if « is a branching node, {,y} is the set of @’s
daughters, and[[] and [y] are both in D_, -, then [a] = Ax € D..[B](x) =
[ylx)=1.

iii. Predicate Abstraction (PA): if « is a branching node whose daughters are a

relative pronoun and 3, then [a] = Ax € D. [B]*.

1.4 Scope properties in Mandarin

One scope property that sets Mandarin apart from languages like English is that the
former has no surface scope ambiguity (Huang 1982 a.o.). For example, an English

sentence such as (1.5) is ambiguous.

(1.5) Some student ate every apple in the basket.

On one reading, (1.5) means that there was a certain student who ate all the apples, in
which scenario there was only one student. In this reading, the existential quantifier
some student is said to have scope over the universal quantifier every apple. On the
other reading, where the scope of the two quantifiers is reversed, the sentence means
that for every apple in the basket, there was a possibly different student who ate it. In
this scenario, the relation between the number of apples and the number of boys may be

many to many.

By contrast, the above scope ambiguity between quantifiers is not observed in Man-

darin. For example, the Mandarin counterpart of (1.5) is not ambiguous and only has



the reading where the existential quantifier scopes over the universal quantifier, which is

illustrated in (1.6)°.

(e 5 (—) T F&E iz T By B W (—) T

you (yi) gé xuéshéeng chi le lanzi 1i de méi  (yi) ge
YOU (one) CL student eat LE basket inside POSS every (one) CL
AR

pingguo.

apple

‘Some student ate every apple in the basket.” (4 > V, VY > )

In fact, this property of Mandarin is not only between quantifiers but also between
any two operators that have scope properties such as between universal quantifiers and
negation operators. The Mandarin sentence in (1.7) is not ambiguous, whereas its English
counterpart in (1.8) is. As is shown, the scope interpretation of (1.7), like the one of (1.6),
follows the surface left-to-right linear order, with the word on the left scoping over the

word on the right.

(1.7) SN W R WHiE.
méi ge rén dou méiyou shuohua.
every CL people DOU not.R talk
‘Everyone did not talk.” (V > —, *= > V)

(1.8) Everyone did not talk. (V > -, = > V)

In the Minimalist program, subject is assumed to be base-generated at Spec vP and

moves to Spec TP. The fact that Mandarin does not have surface scope ambiguity can

be considered as a result of lacking quantifier reconstruction. Thus, the linear order for

5Gloss: 3: third person; ABL: ability; CIR: circumstantial; CL: classifier; COP: copula; DEO: deontic;
DUR: durative; EPS: epistemic; EXP: experiential; FUT: future tense; INF: infinitive; IR: irrealis; IMP:
imperative; MASC: masculine; PART: particles; PASS: passives; PAST: past tense; PERF: perfective;
PL: plural; PRES: present tense; PROG: progressive; POSS: possessive; R: realis; REL: relativizer; SG:
singular.



scope interpretation is equivalent to a hierarchical syntactic tree structure, with the left

word above the right word, which is illustrated in (1.9).

(1.9) Linear order - hierarchical structure correspondence in Mandarin:

1.5 Chapter overview

Chapter 2 is concerned with temporal interpretation of non-future episodic eventive
sentences in Mandarin. I argue against the aspect-as-tense theory formalized in Lin 2006,
which claims that the temporal information of a sentence in Mandarin is encoded in
the perfective aspect that projects a functional Asp(ect)P and thus there is no need to
have T(ense) projection in Mandarin. I show that negative sentences pose a challenge
to the aspect-as-tense theory. In Lin 2006, an affirmative sentence with /e, a perfective
aspectual marker that heads AspP, encodes its temporality in le. However, its negated
counterpart with the negation marker méiyou does not have le, which raises the question
of where the temporal interpretation of its negated sentence comes from. I discuss one
account that would potentially save the aspect-as-tense theory, which essentially assumes
a phonologically null counterpart of /e in a negative sentence with méiyou. This account
would put méiyou in the head of NegP. I show that that it cannot be maintained, because
méiyou cannot be under NegP due to constraints on its distribution. Based on temporal
constraints on negative sentences with méiyou and two language-internal diagnostic tests,
I argue that méiyou is located under T. Since negation itself does not contribute temporal

information, I propose that what is actually under T is a phonologically null element



(Z)yovu, which is optionally realized as you when the negation marker méi moves from
Neg to attach to it. At the end, I provide a syntactic account on the non-cooccurrence of
méiyou and le via a feature sharing mechanism proposed in Pesetsky & Torrego 2007,
coupled with a semantics for non-future episodic eventive sentences. In the Appendix, I

put the proposed TP analysis in a larger context and discuss possible future research.

Chapter 3 discusses existential constructions in Mandarin that include you/méiyou-
existential sentences (‘there be’) and existential quantificational phrases (EQPs) such
as yourén (‘someone’) or méiyourén (‘nobody’). These existential constructions use
the same words you/méiyou as do episodic eventive sentences, which is considered
non-accidental. On the one hand, I argue that you/méiyou-existential sentences (‘there
be’) and sentences with existential quantificational phrases (EQPs) in Mandarin share the
same structure. Specifically, the word you in both constructions is base-generated as a
verb in V and assigns a patient role to its NP argument. In a negative existential sentence,
the negation marker méi is merged above VP headed by you. One the other hand, I
propose that a non-future episodic existential sentence has the same phonologically null
element 0y, in T as does a non-future episodic eventive sentence. What is different from
these two types of non-future episodic sentences is that TP headed by Q)yéu are merged
directly above VP in a non-future episodic existential sentence. In other words, unlike the
structure of a non-future episodic eventive sentence, the structure of a non-future episodic
existential sentence does not have AspP and vP between TP and VP. Since quantifiers
are interpreted in situ in Mandarin (Section 1.4), the proposed structure for non-future
episodic existential sentences requires that existential quantifiers are interpreted below
T. I provide evidence to support this proposal. The result is that in non-future episodic
sentences, be it eventive or existential, presuppositional quantifiers are interpreted above
T and existential quantifiers are interpreted below T, which is consistent with Diesing’s

(1992) Mapping Hypothesis.



Chapter 4 gives a detailed syntactic and semantic analysis of one type of universal
free choice items (U-FCls), namely, (wiliun) wh dou U-FCls, which is often translated
into English no matter wh- phrases. I show that this type of U-FCIs must be interpreted
above 0,;,(/méiyou) in a non-future episodic sentence, regardless its base position. This
provides further support for the argument for TP headed by 0,;,(/méiyou) in Mandarin. I
give a semantics for (wiiliun) wh dou U-FClIs that adopts the scalar-implicature proposal
for FClIs developed in Fox 2007; Chierchia 2006, 2013. The new semantic proposal
accounts for both the universal quantification force and the free choice flavor, and it is

thus advantageous over several recent accounts on the same topic.

Following Chapter 4, I present another evidence in Chapter 5 that supports the TP
proposal for Mandarin. I show that, similar to (wilun) wh dou U-FCls, (lidn) ... dou

(‘even’) scalar quantifiers in Mandarin must be interpreted above 0y, (/méiyou) as well.

Chapter 6 concludes the dissertation.

10



CHAPTER 2
T(ENSE) IN MANDARIN CHINESE: FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF
NEGATION

In the Minimalist Program, the temporal interpretation of a sentence is assumed to be
localized in the functional projection T(ense), which checks/agrees with the tense mor-
phemes on verbs in languages such as English (Chomsky 1993 et seq.). This theoretical
assumption raises the issue whether or not T exists in languages, such as Mandarin

Chinese (henceforth Mandarin), that do not have tense morphology.

In the literature on Mandarin, two opposite views on this issue have been expressed.
On the one hand, some linguists propose a covert (i.e., phonologically null) T mainly
based on the assumption that functional categories are universal (e.g., Simpson & Wu
2002; Sybesma 2007; Tsai 2008b; Huang et al. 2009). On this view, if a functional
category can be argued for in one language, it should be present in all the other languages.
On the other hand, some linguists argue against a functional T in Mandarin; they claim
either that temporal interpretation is associated with a functional Asp(ect) projection (e.g.
Lin 2006; Bittner 2012) or is achieved via lexical and/or pragmatic mechanisms (e.g.

Smith & Erbaugh 2005).

The universality assumption should not be taken for granted, especially in light of
recent studies suggesting that functional categories may not be universal (e.g., Despié
2011, 2013 on DP in Serbo-Croatian). The second approach is worth considering since if
temporal interpretation is all encoded in Aspect, there is no need to postulate T. This is

compatible with the Minimalist Program.

In this chapter, I focus on analyzing the aspect-as-tense theory for Mandarin as

formalized in Lin 2006 and its implications for negative sentences. I show that this

11



theory cannot provide a coherent temporal interpretation for non-future episodic eventive
sentences in Mandarin. To solve the problem, I propose a phonologically null element 0,;,
in T in non-future episodic sentences, which is optionally pronounced as you when the
sentence negation marker méi obligatorily moves out of its base position under Neg(ation)
to attach to it in non-future negative episodic sentences. This proposal is supported by
both cross-linguistic considerations and language-internal diagnostics. Finally, I illustrate
a compositional semantics for non-future episodic eventive sentences in Mandarin based

on the newly proposed clause structure.

The chapter is organized as follows. Section 2.1 gives a brief overview of the aspect-
as-tense theory as formalized in Lin 2006; Section 2.2 evaluates the theory from the
perspective of negative sentences. It is shown that the theory cannot provide a coherent
temporal interpretation for negative sentences. This leads to the question about the
structural position of the sentential negation marker méiyou, which is addressed in
Section 2.3. I consider two structural options for méiyou, and propose that it heads
a TP based on cross-linguistic considerations and language-internal tests. In Section
2.4, I illustrate a feature-based account of episodic affirmative and negative sentences
in Mandarin coupled with compositional semantic derivations. Section 2.5 concludes
the chapter. In the appendix (Section 2.6), I propose a new classification of negation
markers in Mandarin, the purpose of which is to put the TP proposal developed in this
chapter in a larger context. I show that it only applies to episodic eventive sentences and
episodic sentences that describe Davidsonian states (Maienborn 2005); thus, future work

on temporality on other types of sentences is called for (see Sun 2014 for an attempt).
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2.1 The aspect-as-tense theory for temporality in Mandarin

2.1.1 Kleinian tense and aspect in formal semantics

In English and many other languages, the temporal information contained in a sentence
is encoded in verbal inflection. For example, the sentence in (2.1) minimally differs from
the one in (2.2) with respect to verbal inflection. When uttered out of the blue, (2.1) has
a habitual present interpretation whereas (2.2) describes either an episodic past event or a
past habitual situation with respect to the utterance time. To disambiguate (2.2), temporal
adverbials can be added, as shown in (2.3) and (2.4). Thus, interpretational difference
with respect to temporal information is encoded in the inflectional morpheme on verbs
in English, i.e., -s in (2.1) and -ed in (2.2). This grammaticalized encoding system of

temporal information is called tense.

(2.1) John plays basketball.

(2.2) John played basketball.

(2.3) John played basketball yesterday. (episodic)

(2.4) John played basketball when he was young. (habitual)

Besides temporal information, some languages also have aspect, a grammaticalized
system to encode aspectual information of a situation. Roughly speaking, aspectual
information is concerned with whether a situation has ended or is still going on with
respect to a time point or a time interval. Aspect, when used in this way, is variously

called grammatical aspect, viewpoint aspect (Smith 1991) or outer aspect (Travis 2010).
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Accordingly, English progressive belongs to the class of imperfective aspect since a
sentence with the progressive suffix -ing on verbs denotes an ongoing event with respect
to a time. For example, (2.5) describes a past event of John playing basketball which was

still going on with respect to a point in time, i.e., ‘4pm yesterday’.

(2.5) John was playing basketball at 4pm yesterday.

Klein 1994 defines three notions of time that are encoded in a sentence: the utterance
time (TU), the situation time (TSit), and the topic time (TT).! The utterance time, as
its name indicates, is the time when a sentence is uttered. Situations are eventualities
that happen or hold in the world (Bach 1986). A sentence describes a situation. The
situation time is defined as the time interval during which the situation as described by

the sentence obtains. The topic time is the time interval about which an assertion is made.

Tense and aspect are defined as relations between two times. Tense is a linear relation
between TU and TT, which encodes the information about whether the event under
discussion is before, after or simultaneous with the utterance time. Aspect, on the other
hand, is an inclusion relation between TT and TSit, which encodes the information about
whether a situation still holds at a topic time, or, a situation is completed within a topic

time. There are three tenses (2.6) and two aspects (2.7).

(2.6) Tenses

1. Present tense: TT overlaps with TU (TT O TU)
ii. Past tense: TT precedes TU (TT < TU)

iii. Future tense: TT follows TU (TU < TT)

'Earlier research on tense and aspect can be found in Kamp & Rohrer 1983.
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(2.7) Aspects

i. Perfective aspect: TT includes TSit (TSit C TT)

ii. Imperfective aspect: TSit includes TT (TT c TSiT)

Thus, (2.8) is a representation of the temporal and aspectual information that is encoded

in (2.5) in the spirit of Klein 1994.

(2.8) 1. TT =[ [ 4pm yesterday ] ]|; TU = the time when (2.5) is uttered; TSiT = the

duration of the event of John’s playing basketball;
1. Pasttense: TT < TU;

iii. Imperfective aspect: TT c TSiT

Kratzer (1998) formalizes Klein’s (1994) semantic notion of aspect with composi-
tional semantic representation. (2.9) is modified from Kratzer’s (1998) formulation in
order to keep consistency of the discussion in this paper. The predicate P denotes a

property of time of type i.
2.9) 1. Perfective aspect: AP ;> Atrop3t[t C t1op A P(1)]

ii. Imperfective aspect: AP; ;s AtropIt[trop € 1 A P(1)]

2.1.2 Event realization and default aspect

Bohnemeyer & Swift (2004) observe that the aspectual interpretation of a sentence

without overt marking of aspect on its event predicate in some languages (e.g., German,

15



Inuktitut, and Russian) depends on telicity of the event predicate’. By default, a sentence
with telic predicates is interpreted with perfective aspect, and a sentence with atelic pred-
icates is interpreted with imperfective aspect. For example, the two Inuktitut sentences in

(2.10) and (2.11) do not have overt aspectual marking on their predicates.

(2.10) Anijug.
ani-juq
go.out-PAR.3.SG
‘He/she went out.” (Bohnemeyer & Swift 2004: ex.4)

(2.11) Pisuttugq.
pisuk-juq
walk-PAR.3.SG
‘He/she is walking.” (Bohnemeyer & Swift 2004: ex.5)

In (2.10), the predicate ‘to go out’ is telic, and by default, the sentence is interpreted
as asserting that there was a completed ‘going out’ event by the utterance time. By
contrast, the predicate ‘to walk’ in (2.11) is atelic, and by default, the sentence asserts
that there is an on-going ‘walking’ event at the utterance time. Bohnemeyer & Swift
(2004) argue that this correlation between telicity of a predicate and viewpoint aspect
is established via event realization, a Gricean implicature3. In other words, a sentence

without overt aspectual marking on its event predicate P implicates that there is an event

2Bohnemeyer & Swift (2004), following Krifka (1989, 1998), separate an event that occurs in our daily
life from a predicate which is a linguistic expression and assume that zelicity is a property of a predicate
not an event.

3 Bohnemeyer & Swift (2004) treat event realization as an implicature based on the aspectual contrast
as illustrated in the following examples which show that default aspect is cancelable.

i. Als ich Marys Biiro betrat, schrieb sie einen Brief. (Bohnemeyer & Swift 2004: ex.9b )
when I Mary’s office entered(PAST), wrote(PAST) she a letter
‘When I entered Mary’s office, she wrote a letter.’

ii. Als ich Marys Biiro betrat, schrieb sie einen Brief. Uberrascht blickte sie auf, legte den Stift zur
Seite, und ldchelte mich an. (Bohnemeyer & Swift 2004: ex.9b’ )
when I Mary’s office entered(PAST), wrote(PAST) she a letter. surprised looked(PAST) she up,
laid(PAST) the pen aside and smiled(PAST) me at.
‘When I entered Mary’s office, she wrote/was writing a letter. Surprised, she looked up, put the pen
away, and smiled at me.’
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e that instantiates the predicate P under a topic time #r.p. In order to fulfill this realization
implicature, predicates with different telicity are correlated with different aspect. The

event realization is defined by Bohnemeyer & Swift (2004) as follows*:

(2.12) VP, trop, e C E[REALE(P, trop, €) < Je’'[P(e') A€’ <g e A T(e’) <t tropl]

Based on the mereological structure of events and telicity as formalized in Krifka 1989,
1998 and topic time in Klein 1994, (2.12) reads as follows: for all event predicates P,
topic time fr,, and event e, e realizes P under fr,, if and only if there exists an event ¢’
such that ¢’ is an instantiation of the predicate P, e’ is a mereological subpart of e, and
7(e’), the duration time of ¢’, is included in f1,,. The last conjunct in this definition, i.e.,

7(e’) <t t1op, €ncodes aspectual information.

In order to derive the aspect of a sentence without overt aspectual marking, an
operator, named default aspect, is proposed to combine with the predicate of the sentence,

which is defined in (2.13).

(2.13) DASP := APAt1oy Fe[REALL(P, 1o, €)]

In a sentence with overt aspectual marking, either perfective or imperfective, the overt
aspect combines with the meaning of vP. But, in a sentence without overt aspectual
marking, it is the operator DASP that combines with vP. This contrast is illustrated in

(2.14).

According to Bohnemeyer & Swift 2004, “(i) suggests that the writing event’s onset coincided with
the entering (at least this reading is more plausible than the overlap reading)”. By contrast, aspectual
interpretation of ‘schrieb sie einen Brief” in (ii) is ambiguous between a perfective and an imperfective
aspect.

4<rin (2.12) is equivalent to the inclusion relation C defined in Kleinian/Kratzerian aspect (section
2.1.1).
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(2.14)

TP TP
A /\
T AspP T AspP
N PN

PERF/IMPF VP DASP P

For a sentence with a telic predicate P, if there is an event e, that realizes P, under
ITop> (1.€., REALE(P;, f1op, €1)), then by (2.12), there exists a subevent ¢ of e; such
that the run time of e} is included in tr, (i.e., T(€]) <t 1) that also realizes P; (i.e.,
dej[P(e)) A e <g e; A T(e]) <1 I1ep]). Since an event e, that realizes a telic predicate
P, has no subevent e| that can also instantiate P;, unless ¢} is e, itself, e} is necessarily
identified with e; in order to satisfy event realization. Thus, by replacing ¢| with e;, we
derive that the run time of e is included in tr, (i.€., 7(e;) <t f1op), Which gives us a

perfective aspect.

The situation is more complicated for a sentence with an atelic predicate. When an
atelic predicate P, combines with DASP, one derives via (2.13) that there is an event e,
that realizes P, at a topic time #t,p; then by (2.12), there exists a subevent ¢} of e, that
also realizes P, (i.e., P(¢€})), and the run time of €/ is included in #1,, (i.€., T(€5) <t f1op)-
Since an atelic predicate has the property of cumulativity, when an event e instantiates an
atelic predicate P, any subevent ¢’ of e would also instantiate P. This provides us with

two possible situations, as illustrated in (2.15) and (2.16).

(2.15)
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IMPF: tror © 7 (&) Pa (e)

ftop

(2.16)

PERF: z(e) C tror posssssmmmssaoes 0 coeeesmsasaaaen '

L J

tror

Given an event e that instantiates an atelic predicate P, in both situations, an event e,
instantiates the predicate P, at f1,p, and a subevent ¢}, of e, does, too. The difference lies
in the relation between f1,, and the run time of e that instantiates P, (i.e., 7(e)). In (2.15),
I1op 18 included in 7(e), which is imperfective; whereas in (2.16), 7(e) is included in frp,

which is perfective.

However, as observed in telicity-dependent languages, an atelic predicate is inter-
preted imperfectly by default, not perfectively. Bohnemeyer & Swift (2004) give an
argument based on the informativity of a proposition. They observe that, for a sentence
with an atelic predicate without any aspectual marking, any subevent that realizes the
atelic predicate at a topic time f1,, when the sentence is interpreted imperfectively at f1,,
can also realize the atelic predicate at a topic time I't,p When the sentence is interpreted

perfectively at For instance, as illustrated in (2.17), when a sentence with an atelic

’
Frop-
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predicate P, and an event e is interpreted imperfectively at a topic time such as #,_r,
(i.e., the upper graph), for any subevent such as ¢’ that instantiates P, at | _rop, it would
also instantiate P,, at any topic time such as #,_t,,, when the sentence is interpreted

perfectively at that topic time (i.e., the lower graph).

(2.17)

IMPF: ti.7or € 1 (e); and r (e’) C t170p, where e'<z e,

w0
w
-

L J

: ti-Top

PERF: t(e) C trror; and 1 (e') C trroe, where e’'<z e,

P f&}

P (8) . i

1 I2-TFP

However, the reverse does not hold. As illustrated in (2.18), when the sentence is
interpreted perfectively at a topic time such as f,_,, (i.e., 7(e) < fr_1op) (i.€., the upper
graph), it is not the case that, for any subevent e’ of e instantiate P, at #,_r,p, it could also
instantiate P, at any topic time when the sentence would be interpreted imperfectively.
In the extreme case shown in the lower graph in (2.18), the sentence is interpreted
imperfectively at #,_rop, but the subevent e’ bears no inclusion relation to #;_g,p. In other

words, ¢’ cannot instantiate P, at f;_op.
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(2.18)

PERF: 1 {e) C tr1or; and, T (') © f210p, where e'<: e.

L

i)

IMPF: tr.70r © tfe);but, timp € t(e’), t{e') € {1.rop, where e’ < e

L J

Bohnemeyer & Swift (2004) argue that this asymmetry indicates that, for a sentence
with an atelic predicate without overt aspectual marking, a perfective reading of the
sentence is stronger than an imperfective reading; thus, the perfective reading needs to be
overtly marked. If there is no perfective marking on an atelic predicate, by the Gricean
maxim of Quantity, i.e., ‘Make your contribution as informative as required’, it means

that the predicate is not interpreted perfectively, therefore, it has an imperfective aspect.

2.1.3 Lin’s (2006) aspect-as-tense theory

Within the framework of the Minimalist Program, the temporal information of a sentence,

which is reflected on tense morphemes on verbs in many languages such as English,
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is assumed to be encoded in a functional Tense projection (TP) in the structure of
the sentence. The fact that verbs in Mandarin do not inflect for temporal information
raises two major questions with respect to this assumption. First, if there is no tense
morphology, how does a sentence get its temporal information? Second, where is the
temporal information of a sentence localized in its clause structure? These questions
have been addressed to various degrees of detail in the literature (e.g. Simpson & Wu
2002; Sybesma 2007). Most recently, Lin (2006) addresses these questions from the
perspective of formal semantics. In essence, he argues that the temporality of a sentence
in Mandarin is encoded in aspect; and, structurally, it is localized in a functional Aspect
projection (AspP). He thus concludes that there is no need to posit a TP on a par with
languages like English for the clause structure of Mandarin. His structural proposal for

Mandarin is given in (2.19):

(2.19) [cp.. .- - [Modaip- - - [aspplasp le/guo/zhengzai/zhe ] . . . [vp. . .]111]

Lin’s (2006) argument is based on the observation that bare sentences in Mandarin,
i.e., sentences without overt temporal adverbials or aspectual markers, have different
temporal interpretations when uttered out of the blue. He gives the sentences in (2.20)

and (2.21) as examples.

(2.20) K= R,
Zhangsan hén mang
Zhangsan very busy
‘Zhangsan is very busy.” (Lin 2006: ex.2a)

(2.21) 5k= T — A fehi-
Zhangsan ddpuo yi ge huaping
Zhangsan break one CL vase
‘Zhangsan broke a vase.” (Lin 2006: ex.3a)’

SLin 2006: fn.5 notes that “ when a predicate is non-punctual, an aspectual marker is usually needed,
...” This intuition is shared by many native speakers of Mandarin, including the current author. In fact,
(2.21) without the particle /e sounds odd when uttered out of the blue. See Sun 2014 for similar judgement.
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When uttered out of the blue, (2.20) has a present interpretation and describes a situation
that overlaps with the utterance time. (2.21), however, describes an event that happened

before the utterance time, thus, it has a past interpretation.

To account for the temporal distinctions in bare sentences such as (2.20) and (2.21),
Lin (2006) adopts the notion of default aspect proposed in Bohnemeyer & Swift 2004. As
discussed in Section 2.1.2, Bohnemeyer & Swift (2004) argue that default aspectuality in
languages without overt aspectual marking can be drived from the telicity of a predicate.
Specifically, an atelic predicate selects an imperfective aspect by default, and a telic
predicate a perfective aspect. Accordingly, the bare sentence in (2.20) has an imperfective
aspect, since ‘fRIT /hén mang/ (‘very busy’)’ is an atelic predicate. Similarly, since the
predicate “FTH¥— 1 1EHf/dApuo yi g& huaping/ (‘to break a vase’)’ is telic, the sentence

in (2.21) has a perfective aspect.

However, as it stands in Kratzer’s (1998) formalization of the Kleinian aspect in
(2.9), repeated here in (2.22), aspectuality itself cannot provide temporal information in a
sentence. It only specifies the inclusion relation between event time and topic time. It is
tense that relates topic time to the utterance time and spells out the precedence relation

between them.

(2.22) 1. Perfective aspect: AP < i,t > Atgopdt[t C t1op A P(2)]

ii. Imperfective aspect: AP < i,t > At At[trop St A P(2)]

Lin (2006) thus assumes two Mandarin-specific rules in (2.23) for the temporal interpre-

tation in a sentence.

(2.23)  i. Anexpression ¢ of type < i,¢ > that serves as a translation of a matrix

sentence is true iff [¢]|(s*)=1, where s™ is the speech time.
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ii. If ¢ is an expression of type < i, < i, >>, apply the formula

‘AR <ip>> A1 AL R(1)(11) to ¢.

He shows that the semantic denotation of (2.20) can be derived compositionally via
(2.231), as illustrated in (2.24). The last line of the semantic calculation says that there is
a time ¢ such that the speech time s* is included in # and Zhangsan is busy during ¢, which

gives a present interpretation of the sentence.

(2.24) [L.[aspp AspivprlagpZhangsan [aq very busyl]]] 1* =
IMPE(At [busy’ (zhangsan’)(1)])(s*) = (by (2.2211))
AP <i,t > Aty At[trop S t A P(D)](At [busy’ (zhangsan’)(1)])(s*) =
Atropltrop C 1 A busy (zhangsan’)(1)](s*) = (by (2.231))

dt[s* C t A [busy’(zhangsan’)(t)]

Note that the rule in (2.231) is fairly standard for evaluating the truth conditions of an
utterance with respect to the utterance time. However, Lin’s (2006) implementation in
(2.24) is not without problems. After the application of the imperfective aspect defined
in (2.22i1), the result Atro, At[t1o, €t A busy’(zhangsan’)(1)](s*) is of type < i,¢ >, which
appears to be a candidate for the application of the rule in (2.23i). But, by applying
(2.231) in the second to the last step in (2.24), Lin seems to equate the utterance time s*

to the topic time of the sentence under discussion, which is by no means standard.

The reason that the derivation in (2.24) seems to obtain the correct semantics for
(2.20) is because the utterance time s* coincides with the topic time in this specific
example. This is not always the case. In fact, later during the discussion on the semantics
of the particle /e, Lin gives the sentence in (2.25) and remarks that “ [...], when a

temporal adverbial is present as in (18b) [i.e., (2.25) here], the state is only asserted to
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be true of an interval overlapping the interval denoted by the temporal adverbial. The
state of being depressed might still be true at the speech time . .. but this is not part of the

assertion made by the speaker.”

225 %M £ 1 A )R HEk.
Lisi shang ge yue  hén jusang.
Lisi last CL month very depressed
‘Lisi was depressed last month.” (Lin 2006: ex.18b)

As is clear from Lin’s remark, he assumes that the topic time of (2.25) bears a relation
with the temporal adverbial ‘ > H/shang gé yue/ (‘last month’)’, but not the utterance
time. But he does not seem to notice a problem, which would arise when one tries
to derive the semantics of (2.25) the same way as he does to (2.20). To simplify the
discussion, let us take the adverbial ‘last month’ as the topic time in (2.25). A semantic
derivation is illustrated in (2.26), which proceeds in a parallel fashion as the one in (2.24)

for (2.20).

(2.26) [[[[astmonth] [ [asp ASpivpr[agiplisi [aqy very depressed]]]]] 1=
IMPF (At [depressed’ (lisi”)(t)])(last — month’)(s*) = (by (2.22i1))
AP < i,t > Atpopdt[t1e, €t A P(1)](At [depressed’ (lisi')(1)])(last — month’)(s*) =
AtropIttrop C t A depressed’ (lisi’)(t)|(last — month’)(s*) = (by (2.231))

dt[last — month’ C t A [depressed’ (lisi")(1)](s™)

However, the last step in (2.26) has a free variable s*, which indicates that the derivation
is not right. The reason is straightforward. As noted above, the utterance time coincides
with the topic time in (2.20); and when the rule in (2.231) applies, the derivation appears
to give us a right semantics for the sentence. However, when the utterance time is

different from the topic time, a problem arises. For Lin’s rule in (2.231), when applied as
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in (2.24), does not provide enough slots for time arguments, which results in s* being a
free variable in the last step of the derivation. Thus, the rule in (2.231) does not give the

right temporal information of a sentence in Mandarin, contrary to Lin’s expectation.

The inadequacy of the rule in (2.231) also casts doubts on the validity of the rule in
(2.2311), since (2.23ii) is proposed as a remedy for the failed application of (2.231) to
derive a correct temporal information for a sentence with a perfective aspect such as

(2.21). This is illustrated in (2.27).

(2.27) [ [.[aspp AspperelvpZhangsan [y- break a vase]]]] ]* =
PERF (At [break’ (vase’)(Zhangsan’)(1)])(s*) = (by (2.221))
Atropdt[t C t1op A break’(vase’)(Zhangsan’)(1)](s™) = (by (2.231))

e[t C s* A break’(vase’)(Zhangsan’)(t)]

According to Lin 2006, the semantic denotation for (2.21) in (2.27) is not quite right,
because the time interval ¢t of Zhangsan’s breaking a vase cannot be included in a time
point s*, but rather ¢ should precede s*. Thus, he proposes a new perfective aspect for
Mandarin in order to incorporate the precedence relation (i.e., tr,, < t), as shown in

(2.28)

(2.28) Perfective aspect = AP < i,t > Atgopdtodt[t C trop A P(2) A trop < 1o]

The result  after applying (2.28) to (2.21) is shown in (2.29), which is of semantic type

< i,< i,t >>. Due to type mismatch, it is not directly combinable with s*.

(2.29) PERF(At [break’ (vase’)(Zhangsan')(t)]) = (by (2.28))

AtropAtot[t C trop A break’ (vase’)(Zhangsan’)(1) A trop < 1ol W)
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The rule in (2.2311) thus comes to rescue and converts a semantic object of type < i, <
i,t >> into one of type < i,t >, as illustrated in (2.30)°. The last line says that there
1S a topic time ft,, which precedes s* and includes ¢, the situation time of Zhangsan’s

breaking a vase.

(2.30) continued from (2.29):
[ AR« <i>> A1 ALR(L)(11) 1(Y)(s7) = (by (2.23i1))
Aty AL At C t, A break’ (vase’)(Zhangsan')(t) A t, < t](s*) =
dt,3t[t C t, A break’(vase’)(Zhangsan')(t) A t, < s*] = (modulo t; [ trop)

Atqop e[t C trop A break’ (vase’)(Zhangsan')(1) A try, < 5*]

Lin (2006) considers this new perfective aspect reflecting an asymmetry between
perfective and imperfective aspect in Mandarin. He notes that perfective aspect in
Mandarin encodes past tense, whereas imperfective aspect does not encode tense at all.
However, encoding temporality into a perfective aspect raises the semantic type of the
perfective aspect, which is not without cost. The price it has paid is the inclusion of
an additional type-lowering rule, i.e., the rule in (2.23i1). This up-and-down derivation
significantly complicates the semantic derivation for a sentence in Mandarin, not to
mention that its motivation is based on a problematic application of a language-specific

rule in the first place.

2.2 Negative sentences: a challenge to the aspect-as-tense theory

In addition to the claim that there is an asymmetry between perfective and imperfective

aspect in bare sentences in Mandarin, as discussed in the above section, Lin (2006) argues

6Structurally, Lin (2006) assumes that the rule in (2.23ii) applies at the IP level. But he does not spell
out what is under IP.
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that this asymmetry is maintained in sentences with overt aspectual markers. Specifically,
the perfective aspectual markers | /le/ (‘LE’)” and 14/gud/ (‘EXP’) encode past tense
in their denotations, whereas the imperfective aspectual markers (1E)7E /(zhéng)zai/
(‘PROG’) and Z&/zhe/ (‘DUR’) do not®. For instance, when uttered out of the blue, the
sentences with perfective aspect markers in (2.31) and (2.32) have a past interpretation,
whereas those with imperfective aspect markers in (2.33) and (2.34) have a present

interpretation.

(2.31) 5k= ¥ T FEN.
Zhangsan piping le Lisi.
Zhangsan criticize LE Lisi

‘Zhangsan criticized Lisi.”’

(2.32) 5K= U
Zhangsan mai guo sha.
Zhangsan buy EXP book
‘Zhangsan bought books before. ’

(2.33) K= EAE MEEK -
Zhangsan zhengzai changge.
Zhangsan PROG  sing

‘Zhangsan is singing.’

3yHm L # F — K Mh.
qiang shang gua zhe yi zhang zhaopian.
wall on hang DUR one CL  picture

“There is a picture hanging on the wall.’

"To avoid confusion that might arise in later discussion, I gloss the word /e as ‘LE’ instead of ‘PERF’.
As will be argued in this chapter, le is not a pure perfective aspectual marker.

8The progressive marker zhéngzai is often abbreviated as zhéng or zai. I use the full form in the
discussion.

°In Mandarin, a sentence with an atelic predicate that has no aspectual marking has a dispositional
or habitual interpretation. For instance, without the particle /e, (2.31) would be roughly paraphrased as
“Zhangsan criticizes Lisi’. The same applies to (2.32) and (2.33).
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Thus, the temporal difference observed among sentences with different aspectual markers
seems to support Lin’s (2006) claim that a perfective aspect located under AspP encodes

tense and therefore there is no need to have a TP in the clause structure of Mandarin.

One prediction that follows from the aspect-as-tense theory is that the temporal
interpretation of a negative sentence in Mandarin should also be localized under AspP on
a par with an affirmative sentence. However, the negated counterpart of (2.31), shown in

(2.35), raises some questions.

(2.35) K= BE O HE (¢T) WM.
Zhangsan méiyou piping (*le) Lisi.
Zhangsan not.R  criticize LE  Lisi
‘Zhangsan did not criticize Lisi.’

As shown above, the perfective aspectual marker /e in the affirmative sentence in
(2.31) cannot occur in its negated sentence in (2.35). If le encodes past tense in (2.31),
its non-occurrence in (2.35) is unexpected. It would leave the negated sentence without
temporal information. This would contradict the observed facts, since (2.35) clearly has
a temporal interpretation: namely, a past meaning as indicated in the English translation.
To derive the temporal interpretation of (2.35), one might argue that méiyou and le are
in complementary distribution (cf. Wang 1965, Chao 1968: 439). The word le heads

an AspP in an affirmative sentence, and the negation marker méiyou replaces le in a
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negative sentence'®:!!

. Accordingly, the negation marker méiyou would occupy the same
structural position and have the same semantics as le. In other words, méiyou heads an
AspP and has a past denotation. However, this argument cannot be maintained on both

semantic and syntactic grounds.

On the semantic side, assuming that méiyou encodes past tense would lead to false
predictions about temporality in negated sentences with other aspectual markers. First,
unlike the perfective aspectual marker e, the experiential perfective aspectual marker

guo occurs with the negation marker méiyou.

(236) &N ¥ o Wi
Lisi xi guo  wan.
Lisi wash PERF bowl

10The sentential negation marker méiydu consists of two characters: the character you and the character
méi. You is used either as a possessive verb meaning ‘to have’ or an existential quantifier, and méi is a
negation marker that is only used to negate you. Thus, méiyou is often abbreviated as a single méi. Its
compositional implication for affirmative sentences in Mandarin will be spelled out in Section 2.4.

Besides méi, there is another negation marker in Mandarin, namely, the character Abi/ (‘not.IR’). Work-
ing within the framework of transformational grammar, Wang (1965) proposes two morpho-phonological
transformational rules to account for the non-cooccurrence between méiyou and le. In essence, Wang
proposes that there is an underlying Aspect head you which becomes /e in an affirmative sentence, and the
single negation marker biz becomes méi in front of you. Wang’s (1965) proposal is criticized in Teng 1973
exactly for the same syntactic reason that will be discussed below, namely, it would predict that for every
negative sentence with méiyou, there must be a corresponding affirmative sentence with le. This prediction
is not borne out, as illustrated in (2.43) and (2.44).

Studies that treat bir and méiyou as two distinct negation markers have focused on their distributional
differences (cf. e.g., Hsieh 2001; Lin 2003a). This issue will be addressed in Section 2.6.

"'There are two alternatives to the complementarity account. One account assumes that /e is phonologi-
cally null, but syntactically and semantically present in a negative sentence. It is thus ‘invisible’ in (2.35),
but not absent. The problems with this account will be discussed in Section 2.3.1. The other account
assumes that the derivation of (2.35) does not even have /e in its numeration to start with; thus, there is no
complementarity problem. However, if we follow Bohnemeyer & Swift’s (2004) default aspect, where
telic predicates have default perfective aspect and atelic predicates have default imperfective aspect, the
sentence in (2.35) should have imperfective aspect, since the predicate ‘to criticize’ is atelic and there
is no overt aspectual marking. In Mandarin, imperfective aspect in an episodic sentence is instantiated
overtly and only shows up in two ways: progressive aspect with overt progressive marker zhéngzai and
durative aspect with overt durative marker zhe. Since neither of them is in (2.35), (2.35) does not have
an imperfective interpretation. In fact, it has a perfective interpretation which says that there was not a
completed event of Zhangsan criticizing Lisi in the past. This qualifies the applicability of default aspect to
predicates in Mandarin.
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(237) &M &H Bk saf) Wi
Lisi méiyou xi guo  wdn.
Lisi not.R  wash PERF bowl

The sentence in (2.36) has the experiential perfective aspectual marker guo which is
argued to encode past tense under the aspect-as-tense theory. Accordingly, (2.36) is
predicted to have the meaning ‘Lisi washed dishes before’ (cf. Lin 2006: 10). As is
shown in (2.37), its negated counterpart still has guo. If the negation marker méiyou
encodes past tense, as assumed above, we would predict the temporal interpretation of
(2.37) to be past-within-past, similar to experiential past perfect in English; thus, (2.37)
would be translated into ‘Lisi had not washed dishes before’. For an English sentence

with past perfect such as (2.38), a salient past time reference is required for its felicity.

(2.38) *(Before Lisi went to college), he had not washed dishes before.

However, the Mandarin sentence in (2.37) can be evaluated with respect to the utterance
time. In other words, when uttered out of the blue, (2.37) means that Lisi has not washed
dishes before, which is more like an experiential present perfect in English. This present
perfect reading is not predicted if both the negation marker méiyou and the experiential
perfective marker guo are assumed to encode past tense, as the aspect-as-tense theory

would do.

Additional false predictions are observed in negated sentences that have imperfective
aspectual markers zhengzai or zhe. As shown above, when uttered out of the blue, sen-
tences with zhengzai (‘PROG’) or zhe (‘DUR’) in Mandarin have present interpretation.

The examples in (2.33) and (2.34) are repeated here as (2.39) and (2.40), respectively.

(2.39) k= EE MR
Zhangsan zhengzai changge.
Zhangsan PROG  sing
‘Zhangsan is singing.’
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(40) % L # FH — 9k A
giang shang gua zhe yi zhang zhaopian.
wall on hang DUR one CL  picture
“There is a picture hanging on the wall.’

To negate (2.39) and (2.40), the negation marker méiyou is used, as shown in (2.41) and

(2.42).

(2.41) K= BE  EAE S EE.
Zhangsan méiyou zhengzai changge.
Zhangsan notR  PROG  sing
‘Zhangsan is not singing.’

4yt L wE # F# — ik HEho
qidng shang méiyou gua zhe yi zhang zhaopian.
wall on notR  hang DUR one CL  picture
“There is not a picture hanging on the wall.’

However, despite the presence of méiyou, (2.41) and (2.42) do not have past interpretation,
they retain present interpretation. This observation directly refutes the claim that méiyou
encodes past tense, which suggests that méiyou and le cannot be in complementary

distribution.

On the syntactic side, if méiyou and le are in complementary distribution, it follows
that every negated sentence with méiyou would have an affirmative counterpart in which
le 1s present. This prediction is not borne out (see also Teng 1973). For instance, it would
falsely predict that the affirmative counterpart of (2.41) is either (2.43) or (2.44), but not

(2.39).

(243) k= I©E£ W T ;.
Zhangsan zheéngzai chang le gée.
Zhangsan PROG sing LE song
‘Intended: Zhangsan is singing.’
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(244) WK= IEfE  MEEC T
Zhangsan zhengzai changge le.
Zhangsan PROG  sing LE
‘Intended: Zhangsan is singing.’

The sentence in (2.43) is syntactically ill-formed, thus ungrammatical. The sentence
in (2.44) does not have the intended simple progressive meaning as (2.39) does. The
sentence in (2.44) is itself a grammatical sentence which means that Zhangsan has already
been singing. This meaning can be brought out more clearly when the word ©.%%/yijing/

(‘already’) is added to the sentence (2.45).

(2.45) K= B4 1EfFE MBI T
Zhangsan yijing zhengzai changge le.
Zhangsan already PROG  sing LE
‘Zhangsan has already been singing.’

This usage of the sentence-le (a.k.a. sentence-final /e ) has long been noted to be
similar to English perfect (Chao 1968; Li & Thompson 1981; Lin 2003b; Soh & Gao
2008). Important for the argument developed here, the negated sentence of (2.45) or the

grammatical reading of (2.44) is not (2.41), but the one in (2.46)'?.

(2.46) K= WA IEE R
Zhangsan hdi méiyou zheéngzai changge.
Zhangsan still notR  PROG  sing
‘Zhangsan has not been singing yet.’

In a word, the assumption of a structural alternation between méiyou and le also leads to

inconsistencies.

To sum up, the analyses above have shown that assuming a complementarity between

méiyou and le based on the contrast between (2.31) and (2.35) leads to false semantic

12See Lobner 1989 for German schon ‘already’ and noch nicht ‘not yet’.
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and syntactic predictions. This means that if /e is under AspP (2.471) as argued in the

aspect-as-tense theory, méiyou cannot be under the same AspP (2.47ii).

(247) 1. [ ...[aspp [asp le/guo/zhengzai/zhe | [yp 1] ]

. *[ ... [aspp [asp méiyou/guo/zhengzai/zhe 1 [vp ... 11 ]

The fact that méiyou can co-occur with the other three aspectual markers suggests that

méiyou is located in a structural position that is higher than AspP, as illustrated in (2.48).

(2.48) [ ...[2 [» méiyou] [aspp [asp guO/zhéngzai/zhe | [wp ... 111 ]

The next issue is to decide what this question mark ‘?” in (2.48) is, i.e., the functional

category that méiyou is located at, which is addressed in the following section.

2.3 The structural position of méiyou in Mandarin

The evaluation of the aspect-as-tense theory shows that any proposal on the functional
category of méiyou needs to be able to explain two issues: the non-cooccurrence of méiyou
and /e, and, the structural location of temporal interpretation in Mandarin sentences,

regardless of its polarity.

2.3.1 Méiyou is not under NegP

One might argue that /e has a phonologically null counterpart @, that only appears in a

negative sentence, and it is this ‘invisible’ /e that contributes to past interpretation, not
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the negation marker méiyou. The structure of a negative sentence in Mandarin would

thus simply add a negation project (NegP) on top of AspP'?, as illustrated in (2.49).

(2.49) [ ...[Negp [Neg méiyou] [aspp [asp Oic/guo/zhengzai/zhe | [vp ... 111 ]

By preserving Lin’s (2006) claim that no T is necessary in Mandarin, this proposal has
to explain why le becomes ‘invisible’ in a negative sentence. Note that the explanation
has to be morpho-phonological, since nothing syntactic or semantic of /e has changed in
a negative sentence'®. In other words, an explanation for the ‘invisible’ /e would have
to spell out conditions that trigger the loss of morpho-phonological properties of le in a

negative sentence.

In fact, even if one puts aside the ‘visibility’ issue of le, the proposal that méiyou
is under NegP cannot be maintained on independent grounds. It is argued that, cross-
linguistically, if a language has a sentential negation marker under a NegP, regardless
whether the negation marker is the head or the specifier of the NegP, the NegP is either

above TP or below it (Laka 1990; Haegeman 1995 a.o.), as illustrated in (2.50).

3That sentential negation markers either head, or are specifiers of, a functional negation projection
in a clause has been argued extensively in the literature (see Pollock 1989; Laka 1990; Ouhalla 1991;
Zanuttini 1991; Haegeman 1995 among others). This view is challenged in Baker 1991 where sentential
negation markers are argued to be an adverb not a functional head. Note that my argument against méiyou
under NegP does not hinge upon the exact grammatical category or syntactic position of méiyou, thus it is
compatible with either approach to sentential negation markers.

14This is different from another possible explanation brought into my attention by Anastasia Giannakidou
(p.c.). As she pointed out, negation markers have been argued to be aspectual markers that change an event
into a state (see Mittwoch 1977; de Swart 1996), so if méiyou has such a function and marks a state, le
would not occur with it, since /e marks an event. This explanation clearly assumes that /e is absent in a
negative sentence, which means that we would go back to where we started, namely, if /e is not present in
a negative sentence, where does temporal interpretation of the negative sentence come from, given Lin’s
(2006) claim?
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(2.50)

NegP TP

N
Neg TP T NegP

T Neg

Crucial for our purposes here, the negation marker that is under NegP can also appear in
non-finite constructions. This correlation is observed in typologically diverse languages,
e.g., Germanic languages such as not in English and nicht in German; in Romance
languages such as ne...pas in French and non in Italian; in Slavic languages such as ne in

Serbo-Croatian; and in Basque, an isolated language, as illustrated below.

(2.51) John did not have a fever. (English)

(2.52) He tried not to laugh. (English)

(2.53) Es regnet nmicht. (German)
it rains not

‘It is not raining.’

(2.54) Ich versuche micht zu lachen. (German)
I try not to laugh

‘I'm trying not to laugh.’

(2.55) Jean (n’) aime pas Marie. (French)
‘John does not like Mary.” (Pollock (1989: ex.2b))

(2.56) Ne pas regarder la télévision consolide 1’esprit critique. (French)

‘Not to watch television strengthens one’s independence.” (Pollock (1989: ex.16e))
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(2.57) Maria (non) ha telefonato a sua madre. (Italian)

‘Maria has (not) called her mother.” (Zanuttini (1991: 3))

(2.58) Non leggere articoli di sintassi ¢ un vero peccato. (Italian)

‘Not to read syntax articles is a real shame.” (Zanuttini (1991: 15))

(2.59) Milan ne poznaje Mariju. (Serbo-Croatian)
Milan not knows Mary

‘Milan does not know Mary.” (Progovac (1994: 35))

(2.60) Ne jesti provrce nije  preporucljivo. (Serbo-Croatian)
not eat vegetables not-is advisable

‘Not to eat vegetables is not advisable.” (Miloje Despié, p.c.)

(2.61) etxea ez da erori. (Basque)
house-the no has fallen

“The house didn’t fall down.” (Laka (1990: 25))

(2.62) mila bider agindu dizut ez ardorik edateko. (Basque)
thousand times ordered I-have-you no wine-PART drink-to

‘I have told you one thousand times not to drink wine.” (Laka (1990: 72))

If méiyou in Mandarin is under NegP, one would expect it to share this cross-linguistic
property. In other words, it should be able to appear in environments that are often trans-
lated into non-finite constructions in languages such as English'>. However, contrary to
this expectation, méiyou is systematically excluded in constructions where the correspond-
ing English sentences would use infinitives. These constructions include complements of

verbs such as £ #5/zhtinbei/ (‘to prepare’) (2.63) (Huang 1982) or 1% i% /shefd/ (“’to try)

5The discussion on (non-)finiteness is directly linked to the absence/presence of T. Since it is under
debate whether T exists in Mandarin at this stage, I resort to equivalence-translation between two languages
as the method for comparison. I thank Molly Diesing for pointing out a previous argumentation flaw that
assumes the existence of non-finite constructions in Mandarin.
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(2.64) (Li 1990), subjects of copular constructions with the verb *&/shi/ (‘to be’) (2.65),
purpose constructions such as /7 | /weile/ (‘in order to’) (2.66), and raising constructions
with predicates such as 1R ¥/hén ndn/ (‘to be difficult’) (Li 1985; Teng 1975) (2.67). As

the examples below show, bit is used instead.

(2.63) K= i = aE] AHEH) 12K
Zhangsan zhunbei chunjié bu/(*méiydu) huijia.

Zhangsan prepare Spring Festival not.IR/(*not.R) return-home
‘Zhangsan planned not to go home during the Spring Festival’.

Qo4) T BIE AHxE) R
wo shefd bu/(*méiyou) k.
I try notIR/(*notR) cry
‘I tried not to cry.” (PKU 2009)

Q.65 AVH) & 8. & AT 2/ R
bu/(*méiyou) wang lishi, shi weile wéihu héping.
not.IR/(*not.R) forget history, be in orderto protect peace
‘Not to forget history is to protect peace.” (Internet Entry'®)

(2.66) NT AHEE) i AR W L, i ko £
weile bu/(*méiyou) shang fuqin de xin, ta fdnér qu
in order to not.IR/(*not.R) hurt father POSS heart, she in-turn go
R AUE
anwei  fuqin.
comfort father

‘In order not to hurt her father, she in turn went to comfort her father. > (Tao &

Xiao 2012)

(2.67) #BHE iR M AER) il IRE
Hanguo dangshi hén nan bu/(*méiyoéu) zuochu paibing
South Korea then very difficult not.IR/(*not.R) do send-troops
R -
juéding.
decision

‘It was very difficult for South Korea not to make the decision of sending troops at
the time. * (PKU 2009)

1Shttp://history.sina.com.cn/lszx/szzz/2014-12-09/0951111214.shtml; accessed on Dec., 2015.
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Examples such as (2.63) and (2.64) have been used to argue for a finite/non-finite
distinction in Mandarin (Huang 1998/1982; Li 1990). But, these examples are disputed
in Xu 1985-1986 whose arguments are expanded by Hu et al. 2001, a major reference
that is often cited as showing that there is no finite vs. non-finite distinction in Mandarin.
For Xu 1985-1986, the ungrammaticality of méiyou in (2.63) is lexical-semantic, not
syntactic. Xu argues that the verb {f & /zhiinbei/ (‘to prepare’) selects “a planned event”
as its complement, but the word méiyou is used to “negate a previous action or state”,

which is semantically incompatible with “a planned event”.

However, semantic incompatibility cannot be used to explain all ungrammatical cases.
For example, the grammaticality contrast in (2.65) seems to be syntactic, because the

copula #&/shi/ (‘to be’) can take a clausal subject, as shown in (2.68).

268 f &H WF ol £ SR OFE K E IEH HY
ta méiyou fangqi xuéye, zai jmtian kan lai  shi zhengque de
he notR giveup study, at today look from be correct = PART
‘It 1s right from today’s viewpoint that he didn’t give up his study.’

Given that (2.65) and (2.68) have the same subject-predicate structure, the ungrammatical-
ity of méiyou in (2.65) can only be due to a structural difference between the subjects in
the two sentences. Thus, the fact that méiyou is ruled out in constructions that correspond

to infinitives in other languages suggests that méiydu is not under NegP'”.

17Given that Mandarin has two negation markers méiydu and bit, one might argue that it might well be
the case that they occur in different linguistic contexts in the first place; therefore, the fact that méiyou
cannot occur in some bii-contexts does not automatically mean that méiyou is not under NegP in its own
contexts. For example, modern Greek has two negation markers that occur in different clause types. (I
thank the audiences at the Cornell Workshop on Aspect for raising this point.)

As far as I can tell, this argument needs to answer two major questions for it to be valid. First, it needs
to specify the nature of the linguistic contexts for the two negation markers. Note that the nature cannot be
semantic, and it must be syntactic. Second, it still needs to explain why méiyou cannot co-occur with le. If
this argument assumes that méiyou is under NegP, then it would face the same question as the ‘invisible’ /e
argument discussed at the beginning of the section.
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2.3.2 Méiyou is under TP

As I have shown above, the sentential negation marker méiyou cannot be under NegP.
Given that méiydu seems to have a temporal restriction, I propose that it is under T'8:1°,
which simultaneously explains why méiyou cannot be under NegP. Cross-linguistically,

negation markers that are under NegP do not encode temporality in their denotation®”.

I present three pieces of evidence for the T proposal for méiyou. First, as mentioned
above, a sentence with méiyou has a non-future interpretation. This is further supported
by its incompatibility with contexts that have future orientation. As shown in (2.69),
the negative sentence cannot combine with mingtian (‘tomorrow’), which suggests an

encoding of temporality.

(2.69) K= CEAFONS FINTER) wH BRI
Zhangsan (*mingtian)/(jintian)/(zuétian)  méiydu hejiu.
Zhangsan (*tomorrow)/(today)/(yesterday) not.R  drink

“*Zhangsan will not drink tomorrow.” compared with ‘Zhangsan did not drink
today/yesterday.’

The second piece of evidence comes from a language-internal phenomenon of the

18See Huang 1990 for a similar proposal from a different research perspective.

19Since sentences with méiyou have non-future temporal interpretations, one hypothesis would be that it
marks realis mood, meaning non-existence. In this case, méiyou would be under a Mood head instead of a
T head. This would weaken the proposal that Mandarin has T. I do not have a good way to distinguish TP
from MoodP at the moment, so I have to leave this issue for further investigation. However, I want to call
attention to some recent research on sentential negation markers in Dravidian languages by Amritavalli &
Jayaseelan (2005); Amritavalli (2014). It is proposed by these authors that in Kannada and Malayalam, the
sentential negation marker i/la in matrix negated sentences is under MoodP, which marks the indicative
mood; and temporal interpretation is on AspP selected by illa, which is either past or non-past, depending
on (im)perfectivity. Thus, temporal interpretation, or tense, is separated from temporal anchoring, i.e., the
finiteness on the indicative mood. I would like to point out that this analysis cannot be applied to Mandarin.
First, as shown above, sentences with méiyou in Mandarin can only be interpreted as non-future. Second,
while negated sentences with illa can have a habitual reading in Dravidian languages, negated sentences
with méiyou in Mandarin only describe episodic events. Thus, if méiyou in Mandarin is under MoodP, this
MoodP in Mandarin have to be differentiated from the MoodP in Dravidian languages.

20In languages that have tensed negation markers such as Standard Arabic, it is often proposed that all
negation markers are generated under NegP, but the tensed negation markers move to T obligatorily (see
Aoun et al. 2010 a.0.). Similar to méiyou in Mandarin, these tensed negation markers cannot occur in
non-finite constructions in their languages.
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structural positions of two adverbs X /you/ (‘again.R’) and f§/zai/(‘again.IR"), both of
which mean ‘again’ in Mandarin?'. Functional grammar has it that sentences with you
denote a realized repetition, whereas sentences with zai denote an unrealized repetition

(Li 1980).

For instance, the sentence in (2.70) with you presupposes that Zhangsan had criticized
Lisi before and asserts that an event of the same type occurred by the utterance time.
Thus, (2.70) entails the proposition that Zhangsan criticized Lisi, which is attested by the

infelicitous continuation that means the opposite.

Zhangsan; you/(*zai) piping le Lisi;. (*Qfishi ta; méiydu
Zhangsan again.R/(*again.IR) criticize LE Lisi in fact he not.R

HIF A )

piping ta;.)

criticize he

‘Zhangsan; criticized Lisi; again. (* In fact, he; did not criticize him;.) ’

The interpretation of (2.71) is different. (2.71) can presuppose either that Zhangsan
criticized Lisi before the utterance time or that Zhangsan will criticize Lisi tomorrow.
Regardless of which presupposition it chooses, it asserts that there is a future time at
which an event of the same type happens. In this sense, the intended repetition has not

realized.

21Unlike again in English, both you and zai in Mandarin have several other uses in addition to repetition.
The following examples are taken from Lii 1980.

ifb & 4 BE AN X H BT

ta shi ge¢ congming rén, you kén nuli.

he be CL clever people again.R willing-to work-hard

‘He is a clever person, and (he is) also willing to work hard.” (Lt 1980: 561)
i XHEH—RUHAT —EH

zhei jian shi zai yi ci shudming le yi gé zhénli.

this CL issue again.IR one time explain LE one CL truth

“This issue explained one truth once again.” (Lii 1980: 571)

It remains to be investigated whether the basic use of you and zai as repetition and the other uses share a
core meaning.
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(2.71) (3k=, SROME T ZW;. 7 K=, AR £

(Zhangsan; jintian piping le Lisi;./ Zhangsan; mingtian hui

Zhangsan today criticize LE Lisi/ Zhangsan tomorrow FUT
o F=W ) M ER = HAxX)

piping  Lisi;.) Ta; houtian hui  zai/(*you)
criticize Lisi he the day after tomorrow FUT again.IR/(*again.R)
B

piping ta;.
criticize he

‘(Zhangsan; criticized Lisi; today. / Zhangsan; will criticize Lisi; tomorrow.) He;
will criticize him; again the day after tomorrow.’

Assuming with Enc¢ (1987) that T in a matrix clause relates the reference time
to the utterance time and thus anchors an event, we can explain the semantic/usage
distinction between you and zai by proposing that you is merged above T, whereas zai
is merged below T. Therefore, by the time when you is merged during the derivation
of (2.70), the event described in the sentence is already anchored by T. This accounts
for the intuition described in traditional grammar that sentences with you assert realized
repetition. Similarly, when zai enters into the derivation of (2.71), the event has not be

anchored yet, thus it is ‘unrealized.’

If the sentential negation marker méiyou is under T, one would predict that the adverbs
you and zai merge in different positions with respect to méiyou. Specifically, you would
merge above méiyou, whereas zai would merge below it. Given that a derivational
hierarchical order of a Mandarin sentence is reflected in its left-to-right linear order, as
discussed in Section 1.4, we would predict that you appears to the left of méiyou, and zai

to the right. This prediction is borne out, as illustrated in (2.72) and (2.73).

(2.72) 3k= 3 BHE () e ==,
Zhangsan you méiyou (*you) piping  Lisi.
Zhangsan again.R notR  (*again.R) criticize Lisi
‘Once again, Zhangsan did not criticize Lisi.’
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(2.73) K= (*F) wE i =
Zhangsan (*zai) méiyou zai piping  Lisi.
Zhangsan (*again.IR) not.R  again.IR criticize Lisi
‘Zhangsan did not criticize Lisi again.’

As shown above, the adverb you cannot appear after the negation marker méiyou; and,
the adverb zai is banned from being in front of méiyou. This structural difference leads to
semantic distinctions as well. Semantically, both (2.72) and (2.73) entail the proposition
that Zhangsan did not criticize Lisi. However, they differ in presupposition. (2.72)
presupposes a non-occurrence of an event of Zhangsan criticizing Lisi before; (2.73),
on the other hand, presupposes an occurrence of an event of Zhangsan criticizing Lisi

before.

In addition, the adverb zdi is located above AspP, which can be illustrated in (2.74).

(2.74) (FER H BN K= f) mHE, M B B )
(zuétian ~ wO kanjian Zhangsan de  shihou, ta zheéngzai pdobu.)
(yesterday I  see Zhangsan REL time, @ he PROG run.)
SR OB BN MR BHME M RE EfE

jintian wo kanjian ta de  shihou, ta méiyou zai zhengzai
today I see he REL time, he notR again.IR PROG
it

paobu.
run

‘(When I saw Zhangsan yesterday, he was running.) When I saw him today, he was
not running again.’

Another evidence that supports the structure where méiyou merges under T comes
from the two readings of /E 4 /zénme/ (‘how’) in Mandarin. Tsai (2008a) observes that
the interrogative manner adverb /& 2 /zénme/ (‘how’) in Mandarin can also be used as an

interrogative reason adverb meaning ‘why’. Four minimal pairs are given below.

Q.75 Mt (Z) EAFE) ®oTE X W O R
ta (shi) zénme(yang) ca  ganjing zhe liang ché de?
he (COP) how wipe clean this CL car DE

‘How did he clean the car?’
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.76) i & EAGF) = T X W

ta yao zénme(yang) ca  ganjing zhe liang che?
he FUT how wipe clean this CL car
‘How will he clean the car?’

Q7 f Ea B THE T X W %2
ta zénme ca  ganjing le zhe liang che?
he how  wipe clean LE this CL car
‘Why did he clean the car?’

Q78) fib Ex B OB TH X W %2
ta zénme yao ca  ganjing zhe liang che?
he how FUT wipe clean this CL car
‘Why will he clean the car?’

As the English translations show, zénme in (2.75) and (2.76) is used as an interrogative
manner adverb asking for the means that he used or will use to clean the car. A proper
answer would be, for example, ‘using a special chemical liquid’. When it is used this way,
zénme alternates with zénmeyang. By contrast, zénme in (2.77) and (2.78) is interpreted
as an interrogative reason adverb, thus both sentences are asking why he did or will
do that. A proper answer in this case would be something like ‘because he does not
want to be scolded by his father’. In this use of zénme, it is interchangeable with A1
2 /weishénme/ (‘why’) in Mandarin. In addition, when zénme is used as a reason adverb,
it can appear at the initial position of a sentence. For example, (2.79) means the same as

(2.77).

(279 Ex B THE T X W %o
zénme ta ca  ganjing le zhe liang ch&?
how he wipe clean LE this CL car

‘Why did he clean the car?’

Tsai (2008a) associates the two readings of zénme with two different structural

positions within a cartographical framework, namely, manner-zénme occupies Spec
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Mod(ifier) P below T, reason-zénme occupies Spec Int(errogative)P above T, as shown in

(2.80).

(2.80) [...[mep reason-zénme [...[tp [T T [Moap manner-zénme [p ... 1111111

If méiyou is in T as proposed above, one would expect that when zénme precedes
méiyou, it is interpreted as a reason adverb; and, when it follows méiydu, it is interpreted
as a manner adverb. The prediction is borne out, which lends more support to the TP

proposal.

Q81 WK &H B4 mZE XA R
Biér méiyou zénme(yang) huida zheéi ge wenti?
Bill not.R how answer this CL question
‘Which is the way that Bill didn’t use to answer the question?’?

(282) WR EBa ®AE  EHE XA [REE?
Biér zénme méiyou huidd zhei ge wenti?
Bill how not.R answer this CL question
‘Why didn’t Bill answer the question?’

More generally in Mandarin, sentential adverbs such as fi.9%/ xidinrdn/ (‘obviously’)
precede méiyou, whereas adverbs modifying VPs such as TVE#/xtinsu de/ (‘rapidly’)

follow it, as illustrated in (2.83)-(2.86).

22The negation marker in (2.81) creates a Neg-island (Ross 1967; Rizzi 1990), which is why zénme(yang)
needs to be emphasized in order to get the intended question. Otherwise, zénme(yang) gets an indefinite
reading with the sentence meaning that Bill didn’t/won’t answer the question in a special way. This
behavior of zénme(yang) within the scope of negation is on a par with indefinite use of 11 Z/shénme/
(‘what’) or ##/shéi/ (‘who’) in Mandarin. With emphasis on zénme(yang), the intended question only
makes sense when uttered in a context where the answer options are contextually given. In that case,
zénme(yang) is interpreted out of the scope of negation, and the sentence in (2.81) can be paraphrased as:
in which of the contextually given ways that did Bill not answer the question?
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(2.83) 5K— ZH% B Uil
Zhangsan xidnrdn  méiyOu shuohudng.
Zhangsan obviously not.R  lie
‘Zhangsan obviously did not lie.’

(2.84) k= wE BR VLT -
*/Zhangsan méiyOu xidnrdn  shuohudng.
Zhangsan not.R  obviously lie

(2.85) M wH  RE H 25E [
ta méiyou xunsu de  chiwan  fan.
he not.R fast REL eat-finish dish
‘He didn’t finish eating rapidly.’

(2.86) *fbh FE M BH 5% e
*ta xunsu de  méiyou chiwan  fan.
he fast REL notR eat-finish dish

2.4 Non-future episodic sentences in Mandarin: structure and

meaning

2.4.1 Syntax for non-future episodic sentences in Mandarin

If the above analysis of méiyou is on the right track, the next question is what is under
T in an affirmative sentence. To answer this question, let’s look at the composition of
the negation marker méiyou. As mentioned briefly in section 2.2, the negation marker
méiyou consists of two characters: méi and you. You is used either as a possessive verb

meaning ‘to have’ (2.87) or as an existential quantifier (2.88).
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Q8N M aF = 1T ET-
ta you san ge haizi.
he have three CL child
‘He has three children.’

288 *H) — X f E EF¥ L.
you yi  bén shii zai zhudzi shang.
thereis one CL book at desk on
‘There is a book on the desk.’

The word méi is a negation marker that is only used to negate you. Thus, we can
understand the negation marker méiyou as a compound word made of a negation marker
and non-negative element. I propose that what is in T in an affirmative sentence in
Mandarin is just a phonologically null form of the non-negative element you, which is
represented as 0y6u here?*. The clause structure of a Mandarin sentence that denotes a

non-future episodic eventuality is given in (2.89).

(2.89) The structure of a non-future episodic sentence: (preliminary)

/\

T AspP

(/)y(ju | méiyou

Since the negation marker méi does not contribute to temporality, I propose that méi is the
head of a NegP that sits between TP headed by wyovu and AspP. It undergoes obligatory
head movement from Neg to T, which results in the sentential negation marker méiyou,

as illustrated in (2.90)%.

23Some Chinese dialects use an overt you instead of le (Tsai 2002; Tan 2012). According to Tsai 2002,
in Taiwanese Chinese, the overt you is observed to have an emphatic function similar to do in English.

24The proposal of méi as a Neg head would not raise the question why it cannot occur in certain contexts
discussed in Section 2.3.1, since if it occurred in those contexts, it would not be able to fulfill its syntactic
requirement for movement. This is consistent with the cross-linguistic observation that Neg heads that
move obligatorily to T can never appear in non-finite contexts (see Aoun et al. 2010 a.o.)
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(2.90) The structure of a non-future episodic negative sentence:

TP
T NegP

| N
Q)yovulméi,-+y6u Neg AspP

14
I speculate that the reason that (/)yovu is pronounced when méi attaches to it is to ‘support’
méi. However, this phonological support should not be necessary. As mentioned above,
méi 1s only used to negate the word you; thus the presence of méi implies the presence of

you. In fact, méiyou is often reduced to just méi in conversation.

Thus, the actual constituent in T is (Z)yovu, which denotes non-future tenses. The
structural difference between an affirmative sentence and a negative sentence is that the
latter has an additional NegP headed by méi. The structure for a non-future episodic

sentence 1s represented in (2.91).

(2.91) The structure of a non-future episodic sentence: (final)

T?
/\
(NegP)
N
wyéu (Neg) AspP

(méi)

TP
T

In Section 2.2, I have discussed the inadequacies of the aspect-as-tense theory as a
theory for temporal interpretation in Mandarin. One major issue there is that the aspect-

as-tense theory cannot give a coherent account of temporality of a negative sentence. The
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core problem to be solved is how to account for the non-cooccurrence of the negation
marker méiyou and the particle le. As I have shown, méiyou and le can neither share
a single structural position (Section 2.2) nor can they be located in different structural
positions at the same time (Section 2.3.1). However, the intuition that you and le are
closely related to each other is shared by many native speakers of Mandarin since Wang
1965. Data from several Chinese dialects where you appears overtly in an affirmative
sentence also seem to support the intuition that you and le are just two variants of the
same thing. An example in Southern Min, a Chinese dialect spoken mainly in several

southeastern provinces in China, is given in (2.92).

Q9 # H k-
y1 you lai.
he YOU come.
‘He came.” (Tsai 2002: ex. 8a)

Meanwhile, many linguists have claimed that le/you represents the realization or existence
of an event (see Sybesma 1997, a.0.), whereas méiyou negates the realization of an event.
To articulate this intuition and avoid the problems noted in the previous discussion, I
propose to adopt the feature sharing mechanism proposed in Pesetsky & Torrego 2007 to

account for the non-cooccurrence of méiyou and le.

I assume that the suffixes le, guo and zhe in Mandarin enter into a derivation with the
verb that they attach to, and the progressive marker zhéngzai is base-generated under the
Asp head, which has an [iAsp, +val] aspectual feature. Guo and zhe have [uAsp, +val]
aspectual features that need to agree with phonologically null aspectual operators with

[i{Asp, -val] under the Asp head.

In addition, I propose a phonologically null perfective aspect operator Qpggr that has

an [iAsp, +val] feature, which is selected by an episodic sentence that does not have
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overt aspectual markings. This proposal accounts for the observation that an episodic
sentence with no overt aspectual marking has a perfective interpretation. For example,

the sentence in (2.93) has a future perfective reading®.

(2.93) K= = W — A -
Zhangsan hui ddpuo yi g& huaping.
Zhangsan will break one CL vase
‘Zhangsan will break a vase.’

Thus, there are four Aspect heads with different feature values in the inventory: overt
progressive aspect zhengzai and covert perfective aspect Qpggr are base-generated under
Aspect Head with [iAsp, +val] features (2.94), whereas covert experiential aspect Qgxp
and covert durative aspect Oy that are under Aspect have [iAsp, -val] features and thus

need to Agree with guo and zhe, respectively (2.95).

(2.94)
TP
T/\(NegP)
.
B @ Asp/\VP

zhéngzdi/Q)pERF([iAsp, +Val])

ZIn Lin’s (2006) account, a future hui-sentence such as (2.93) selects a neutral aspect in the spirit of
Smith 1997. However, as Verkuyl (2008: 170) correctly points out, sentences such as (2.93) with a telic
predicate are not ambiguous with respect to aspectual interpretation. They are interpreted perfectively,
despite being set in the future. The sentence in (2.93) denotes that there is a future topic time within which
the event of Zhangsan breaking a vase is completed.
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(2.95)

TP
/\
T (NegP)
wyovu / I‘néi,-yovu (Neg)/\AspP
A @ As/pi///\VP
U)EXP/Q)DUR([‘iAsp, -val]) V‘P

/\
\'% NP

verb-guolzhe([uAsp, +val])

Q)yéu in T has [iT, +val] features. The tense values that Q)yéu has are non-future®. Its

denotation is given in (2.96).
(2.96) [ [ (/)yéu 11 =AP . A”. A (& < 7 AN P(Y)).

Depending on the selectional properties of aspectual markers or the temporal restrictions
posed by temporal adverbials, either present tense or past tense appears in an episodic
sentence, but they never occur at the same time. In other words, tense in Mandarin is

never vague. This point will be further spelled out below.

I propose that the particle le has an [uT, past] tense feature and an [uAsp, PERF]
aspect feature. To get rid of its T in order for the sentence to be interpretable, it must

enter into a feature sharing relation with 0y,5;,.

Similarly, to delete its uAsp, it must enter
into a feature sharing relation with Qpggr that has an [iAsp, PERF] aspect feature. This

is illustrated in (2.97).

26Note that a non-future tense is typical for South East Asian languages such as Thai. I thank John
Whitman for pointing this out to me.

51



(2.97)

TP
/\
T AspP
0y5,(LIT, +vall) Aép//\vp
(DPERF([iAs‘p, PERF) V‘P

rb-le([uT, past], [uAsp, PERF])

This account has several virtues. First, on this account, the temporal interpretation of
an episodic affirmative sentence with le is not encoded in /e itself, rather it is encoded in
the phonologically null (Z)yéu under T. This is consistent with the location of temporal in-
terpretation for sentences with aspectual markers zhéngzai, guo and zhe. Secondly, on this
account, when le appears, (Dyovu must appear in order to delete the uninterpretable tense
feature of /e; but, since (byéu has [iT, +val] features, its appearance in a sentence does not
require the presence of le. In other words, the presence of /e implies the presence of (/)yovu,
but it does not hold the other way around. Thus, this account captures the intuition about
the affinity between le and (Z)yovu, but it avoids the problems discussed in Section 2.2 that
the complementary distribution account has. Finally, the non-cooccurrence between le
and méiyou can be accounted for if a Neg head would block the Agreeing between /e and
0

y
feature could not be deleted, which would cause the derivation to crash. This derivation

ou- Thus, if le appeared in a negative sentence with méiydu, its uninterpretable tense

is illustrated in (2.98).
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(2.98)

TP
/\
T NegP
/\
Q)yéu([iT, +val]) Neg AspP
/\
‘\\ m‘e’i Asp vP
v
N /\
N \Y NP

’ |
~verb-le([uT, +past])

~_

2.4.2 Semantics for non-future episodic sentences in Mandarin

Based on the discussion for the syntactic properties of non-future episodic sentences in
Mandarin, one can give a semantics for them by adopting the Kleinian tense and aspect.

I illustrate two examples below.

A syntactic derivation for the sentence in (2.99), modified from (2.21), is given in
(2.100). Following Chomsky 1995, the NP in [Spec vP] moves to [Spec TP] to check its

structural Case; the verb under V moves to v to check accusative Case on the object NP.

(2.99) K= e 7 — 4 -
Zhangsan ddpuo le yi ge huaping
Zhangsan break LE one CL vase

‘Zhangsan broke a vase.’
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(2.100)

TP

/\

NP ™
/\

Zhan‘gsanz T AspP
~ S
Oy liTytval] Asp vP
(DPERF[iAs‘p,PERF] NP v’

/\
‘ v VP
..... - ‘ /\

-les[uT,past],[uAsp,PERF] V NP

13 avase

As shown in (2.100), (Dyovu as the head of TP enters into an Agree relation with /e to
check off its uninterpretable tense feature uT, and Qpggr as the head of AspP deletes the

uninterpretable aspect feature of le via feature sharing.

The feature sharing mechanism adopted here allows a simplified semantic composi-
tion in that elements that Agree with each other only get interpreted once in the semantic
derivation. For example, in an episodic affirmative sentence with le such as (2.99), (Z)yovu
and le Agree with each other (2.100), but only the former gets interpreted in the semantic

derivation of the sentence. The tree in (2.101) illustrates the LF of (2.99)%.

?TThe parentheses notation for semantic types in LF trees is equivalent to notations in angle brackets.
For example, the semantic type (it) is equivalent to <i,t>.
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(2.101)

TP

/\

NP T i)

/\
Tanciny AspPr
\ T
Oy [ITpast] - Aspinn VP

‘ /\
PERF NPE v’ (e(it))

Zhangsan v VP (in)

A
Vieteiiny NP

break avase

Denotations of main terminal nodes in (2.101) are given in (2.102), and the semantic

derivation for (2.99) is illustrated in (2.103).

(2.102) [ [ break ] | = Ax. dy. Az. break(x)(y)(t).
[ [avase] ] =vase.
[ [ Zhangsan ] ] = zs.
[ [ PERF | ]| = AP.; .. Atgop. It (¢ C trop A P(2)).

L1 Opgy 1 1= AP 7.3 (1 < 1 A PN

(2.103) [l [r Oygy [asp PERF [,p Zhangsan [vp break a vase ]]]] I =
(05 (PERF (1. break(vase)(zs)(1))) (s") =
@y 5 (Attop- 3t (1 C t1op A break(vase)(zs)(1))) (s7) =

Ar (¢ < s* AJt(t Ct A break(vase)(zs)(t))

The last line in (2.103) says that there is a time ¢’ such that it precedes the utterance time

s* and it includes another time ¢ at which Zhangsan broke a vase. This gives us the right

28The tense value in this specific example is past, therefore ' < 1.
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interpretation of (2.99), i.e., the event of Zhangsan breaking a vase happened before the

utterance time s*.

A semantic derivation for a negated sentence proceeds in a similar fashion. The
sentence in (2.104) is the negation of (2.99), and (2.105) illustrates a syntactic structure
forit. Asdiscussed in Section 2.4.1, an episodic sentence without overt aspectual marking
on its verbal predicate is interpreted perfectively. Accordingly, the aspect in (2.104) is

perfective.

(2.104) 5K = wE T — A e
Zhangsan méiyou ddapud yi ge huaping
Zhangsan not.R  break one CL vase

‘Zhangsan did not break a vase.’

(2.105)

NP ™

| T

Zhangsan, T NegP

g | —
" méiyouliT,+val] Neg AspP

| — T
t Asp vP

\ T

T ) q)pERF[lASp,PERF] NP v’

1) Vv VP

N

break; V NP

~ ‘ ‘

13 avase

The LF for (2.104) is illustrated in (2.106), and the semantic derivation is in (2.108).
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(2.106)

TP

/\

NP T o

/\
Tcaryiny NegP

\ T
Oygu  Negnn AspP;)

you
\ T

méi Aspinn) VP

‘ /\
PERF NPe V’ (e(it))

\
Zhangsan v VPiry

A
Vieeiny NP,

bre‘ak a VLSC
(2.107) [ [ break ] ] = Ax. y. At. break(x)(y)(?).
[[avase]] = vase.
[ [ Zhangsan ] ] = zs.
[ [PERF ] ] = AP.;.. Atrop. At (t C trop A P(2)).
[[méi]ll=AP <it>.A ~P(t).

(10 11=APaips. 4”3 (¢ < 17 A P(1)).

(2.108) [ [ [1 Oy5 [Nee Méi [as PERF [,p Zhangsan [vp break — leavase [111111" =
(Dy5 (éi(PERF (A1. break(vase)(zs)(1))))) (s7) =
(Oygy (Atrop- =t (t S trop A break(vase)(zs) (1)) (s*) =

Y (¢ < s* A=dt(t Ct A break(vase)(zs)(1)))

The last line in the semantic calculation above says that at some time ¢’ either before or
at the utterance time s*, there was no ¢ that is included in #', during which an event of

breaking a vase by Zhangsan happened.
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2.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, I discussed the predictions that the aspect-as-tense theory (Lin 2006) has
with respect to negative sentences. The negation marker méiyou (‘not.R’) in a negative
sentence cannot occur with the so-called perfective aspectual marker /e, but it can do so
with the other aspectual markers guo, zhe and zhengzai. This poses important questions
to the aspect-as-tense theory because /e is assumed to encode temporal information. If /e
is not present, where would the temporal interpretation of a negative sentence come from?
I gave arguments against treating the negation marker méiyou as heading a NegP based
on a cross-linguistic generalization on distribution of sentential negation markers and
proposed that méiyou is under TP based on some language-internal diagnostic tests. At
the end, I presented a syntactic and a semantic structure for non-future episodic sentences
in Mandarin that utilizes the feature-sharing mechanism proposed in Pesetsky & Torrego
2007 and the standard Kleinian/Kratzerian tense and aspect. The new proposal, which is
shown to have several advantages over previous proposals, can give a principled account

on the properties of non-future episodic sentences in Mandarin.

2.6 Appendix: The distribution of negation markers in Mandarin:

a new proposal

The purpose of this appendix is to put the proposal for TP in Mandarin developed in this
chapter in a larger context. I show that the proposal that (Z)yovu/méiyéu are under T applies
only to a subset of sentence types, namely, an episodic eventive or Davidsonian state
sentence (Maienborn 2005). It does not apply to sentences describing a Kimian state

(Maienborn 2005), because méiyou cannot negate this type of sentence, which suggests
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that (Z)yovu does not occur in this type of sentence either. The negation marker that may
appear in a sentence of Kimian states is but (‘not.IR”). The temporal structure of this type

of sentences needs further investigation (See Sun 2014 for a proposal on this topic).

2.6.1 Where do méiyou (‘not.R’) and bt (‘not.IR’) appear?

As discussed in this chapter, the negation marker méiyou (‘not.R’) is used in an episodic
sentence®’. The sentences in (2.35), (2.37), (2.41), and (2.42) are repeated in (2.109)-

(2.112) respectively for illustration purposes.

(2.109) K= e (¢T) ZFM.
Zhangsan méiyou piping (*le) Lisi.
Zhangsan not.R  criticize LE  Lisi

‘Zhangsan did not criticize Lisi.’

.1100 &8 %8 ¥ o ®i-
Lisi méiyou xi gud  wan.

Lisi not.R wash EXP bowl

‘Lisi has not washed bowls before.’

(2.111) K= BH O EE PR
Zhangsan méiyOu zhengzai changge.
Zhangsan notR  PROG  sing

‘Zhangsan is not singing.’

2The negation markers méiyou (‘not.R’) and bit (‘not.IR’) appear in a declarative or an interrogative
sentence. The negation marker 5] /bié/ (‘not.IMP’) is used in imperative sentences, as illustrated below.

i 7 P -
Bié hgjit.
not.IMP drink
‘Don’t drink!’

I will leave out the discussion on bié here.
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uyH L ®E #= & — kK HEh.
giang shang méiyou gua zhe yi zhang zhaopian.
wall on not.R  hang DUR one CL  picture
“There is not a picture hanging on the wall.’

The negation marker bit occurs with stative verbal predicates, the copular verb shi,

adjectival predicates, and modals, as illustrated in (2.113)-3!,

(2.113) . stative verbs: EX/xihuan/ (‘to like’), £13&/zhidao/ (‘to know’) ,

% /xiang/ (‘to resemble’), ...
i1. the copula verb: *&/shi/ (‘to be’)
iii. adjectivals: f51>%/gaoxing/ (‘happy’), #PH/congming/ (‘intelligent’), ...

iv. modals: A LA/kéyi/ (‘can.DEO’), F] f£/kénéng/ (‘can.EPS’), ...

Some illustrative examples are given in (2.114)-(2.117).

30The possessive verb 5 /ydu/ (‘to have’) is an exception in this respect. It cannot be negated by bit, as
shown below.

ik =ANH K-
Zhangsan bu you péngyou.
Zhangsan not.IR have friend
‘Intended: Zhangsan does not have friends.’

It can only be negated by méi, as shown in the example below. As mentioned in footnote 9 in section 2.2,
Wang (1965) considers this as a morpho-phonological transformation from bi to méi in front of the verb
you. I do not share Wang’s (1965) view, and I consider it as an exception in the lexicon.

31'The deontic necessity modal /7ji/bixi/ (‘must’) does not have a negative form. Unlike other modals,
the circumstantial possibility modal fE/néng/ (‘can.CIR’) can also be negated by méi, as shown below. In
this case, the sentence describes an episodic event. This is contrasted with negation by bt as shown in (ii)
which has a modal meaning.

i Al e AE G EH HESFIL . (Xiao & Jin 2013)
késhi baba que méi néng zOuchtt MéiLiXuéShan
but father but not.R can walk-out Maini Snow Mountains
‘However, (his) father could not walk out of the Maini Snow Mountains. ’

ii. B ES, FTLLAVERE G B4 . (Xiao & Jin 2013)
dongwu méi you ylyan, sudyl bi/*méiyou néng stwéi
animal not.R have language, therefore not.IR/*not.R can.CIR think
‘Animals do not have language, therefore (they) cannot think.’
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(2.114) K= it 4s] e X B H
Zhangsan bu/*méiyou zhidao zhe jian shi.
Zhangsan not.IR/*not.R know this CL issue

‘Zhangsan does not know this issue.’

(2.115) K= g & - & 2.
Zhangsan bu/*méiyou shi yi ming xuéshéng.
Zhangsan not.IR/*not.R be one CL  student

‘Zhangsan is not a student. ’

(2.116) 5k= N %
Zhangsan bu/*méiydou  gaoxing.
Zhangsan not.IR/*not.R happy

‘Zhangsan is not happy.’*?

117) Br - HKHE BE BT M B Bl AT
chu yizhao fali su0 guiding de  gingkuang hé zhixing

except according-to law SUO require REL situation and execution
Ve it SE] AL W HEE - (Xiao & Jin 2013)
fangshi wai, bu/*méiyou  kéyi jianshi  zhuzhai.
means outside, not.IR/*not.R can.DEO monitor residence

‘Except for situations and means of execution that are required by the law, one
cannot monitor residence.’

2.6.2 Previous proposals for the distribution of méiyou and bu

That there are temporal/modal differences between méiyou and bu have been noted for a
long time in functional grammar (Chao 1968, Li & Thompson 1981, Lii 1980). Roughly,
it is said that sentences with méiyou describe an event that happened, whereas sentences
with bur describe a modal context. However, neither temporality nor modality is sufficient
to describe their distribution. For example, the example in (2.114) as discussed above is

an episodic sentence but but is used.

32Mandarin adjectives can function as predicates directly. They do not combine with the copular verb
shi.
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Several recent studies focus on the selectional differences between méiyou and b
(Ernst 1995; Hsieh 2001; Lin 2003a, etc.). For example, Hsieh (2001: 52) argues that
méiyou selects dynamic situations, whereas bu selects non-dynamic situations. The
definition of a dynamic situation is taken from Comrie 1976: 49 as a situation that “will
only continue if it is continually subject to a new input of energy.” A similar proposal
comes from Lin 2003a where it is argued that méiyou selects an event as its complement,
whereas bit selects “a stative situation that requires no input of energy in order to obtain
that situation.” According to Lin 2003a, a sentence with the durative marker zhe such
as (2.34), repeated here as (2.118), describes a stative situation that is a result of an
action which needs input of energy in the first place. For example, in (2.118), the stative
situation of a picture hanging on the wall is considered not to be able to obtain without
the action of someone hanging the picture on the wall in the first place; and since the
action of someone hanging a picture on the wall needs energy to achieve, the sentence in

(2.118) cannot be negated by bit (2.119).

euy % L # OFH  — K HA
giang shang gua zhe yi zhang zhaopian.
wall on hang DUR one CL picture
“There is a picture hanging on the wall.’

2119 = £ A~ HE F  — K HEAH.
giang shang bu gua zhe yi zhang zhaopian.
wall on not.IR hang DUR one CL  picture

‘Intended: There is not a picture hanging on the wall.’

This kind of stative situation is to be contrasted with stative situation as described by
sentences with an adjectival predicate. Lin (2003a) argues that a sentence such as ‘He is
clever’ “needs no initial conscious effort and energy in order to obtain the state.” Thus,

bu is used to negate the sentence ‘He is clever’. Since bu is used to negate a variety of
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stative predicates as listed in (2.113), Lin would be forced to explain the use of bi in

stative predicates other than adjectives in a similar way.

The use of ‘an input of energy’ as a criterion to classify situations as described in
linguistic expressions raises some questions. It is not clear what ‘an input of energy’
really means. Is the term ‘energy’ to be understood as a physics term? If so, in what
sense does the state as described by a sentence such as ‘He is clever’ not need energy to
obtain? Wouldn’t the person need energy to sustain his life in the first place for the state
of ‘being clever’ to obtain? Wouldn’t the person need to do something, e.g., studying, in
order to be clever? I do not see how the ‘input of energy’ criterion could give a coherent
explanation. Moreover, because of the vague use of a non-linguistic term, one still does
not know what is at stake that separates a stative sentence with durative marker zhe from
a stative sentence with an adjectival predicate or, broadly speaking, any other stative

predicate, if one takes the different negation markings seriously.

2.6.3 A new proposal

Maienborn 2005 argues that, contrary to Neo-Davidsonian view that all verbal predicates
may denote properties of eventualities (Bach 1986), copula sentences do not introduce an
eventuality argument in that they systematically fail linguistic diagnostics for eventualities.
In this respect, copula sentences pattern with stative verbs such as know and hate, which
is to be contrasted with state verbs like stand and sit that pass all the eventuality tests.
She proposes to enrich our linguistic ontology with two different types of states: Kimian

states (K-states) for the former and Davidsonian states (D-states) for the latter.

Davidsonian states, just like Davidsonian events, are directly observable, can be

located in space and time, and can vary in the way that they are realized; whereas Kimian

63



states are not directly observable and cannot be located in space, but they can be located
in time. Several linguistic diagnostics are proposed to show their properties. For example,
in English and German, a linguistic expression describing a Davidsonian state can be
an infinitival complement of a perception verb, which is not possible for an expression

describing a Kimian state, as illustrated in (2.120).

(2.120) I saw John stand under the tree. vs. * I saw John be happy. / * I saw John know

the answer.

In addition, a linguistic expression describing a Davidsonian state can be modified by a
locative expression, whereas a linguistic expression describing a Kimian state cannot,

which is shown in (2.121).

(2.121) A statue stands under the tree. vs. * John knows the answer at home.

However, the sentence in (2.122) appears to be a counter-example since a locative

expression is in a sentence with an adjective predicate.

(2.122) Mary is happy at school.

Assuming that an eventuality is encoded as VP in a syntactic structure, Maienborn (2005),
following her previous work in Maienborn 2001, distinguishes three types of locative
modifiers: “frame-setting” modifiers, “external” modifiers, and “internal” modifiers.
She argues that only the last two types of modifiers are part of VP, i.e., related to the
eventuality; and, the first type of modifiers is outside VP and serves to set a frame for
the proposition. She gives several syntactic tests to show that a locative phrase such

‘at school’ in (2.122) does not modify the state as described by the predicate, but it is
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rather a “frame-setting” modifier. Accordingly, the interpretation of (2.122) is more like
‘when she is at school, Mary is happy’ **. Maienborn’s (2005) ontological proposal is

summarized in (2.123).

(2.123)
action verbs state verbs | stative verbs | to be + SLP/ILP
e(vent) v v X X
Davidsonian events | D-states K-states K-states

The distribution of méiyou and bu in Mandarin reflects this finer linguistic ontology
proposed in Maienborn 2005. In particular, as shown in (2.113), bit negates adjectival
predicates regardless whether they are individual-level predicates or stage-level predi-
cates; bu also negates stative verbs such as zhidao (‘to know’). In addition, bit negates
modal verbs. However, bt does not negate state verbs such as gua (‘to hang’) in (2.118),
as shown in (2.119), in which case méiyou is used instead, as illustrated in (2.112). This

1s illustrated in (2.124).

(2.124)
action verbs | state verbs | stative verbs | copula | adj. pred. | modals
méiyou v v X X X X
bit X X v v v v
D-events D-states K-states K-states | K-states | K-states

3Since the syntactic tests that Maienborn (2005) adopts are mostly specific to German and are not

directly transferable to Mandarin, I refer readers to her original papers for details.
34SLP is short for stage-level predicates; ILP is short for individual-level predicates. (Carlson 1980)
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CHAPTER 3
EXISTENTIAL CONSTRUCTIONS IN MANDARIN

This chapter is concerned with existential constructions in Mandarin, whose relevance to
the TP proposal in Chapter 2 lies in the fact that they use the same words you and méiyou
as episodic eventive sentences do. I entertain the hypothesis that these phenomena are
non-accidental. Specifically, I propose that a non-future episodic existential sentence
has a TP projection headed by a phonologically null (Z)yovu, the same way as a non-future
episodic eventive sentence does. Unlike an episodic eventive sentence, an episodic
existential sentence does not have vP and AspP in its clause structure. The verb you in an

existential sentence is argued to be in V and assign a patient role to its NP argument'.

The proposed structure for a non-future episodic existential sentence dictates that
existential constructions are interpreted below T in Mandarin, which is contrary to
Huang’s (2003) suggestion that at least some existential quantifiers in Mandarin can be
interpreted in Spec TP above T. I provide evidence showing that an existential quantifier
such as yourén, which is often translated into someone in English, can never be in Spec
TP in a clause, and thus is never interpreted above T. By contrast, a proper name or a
presuppositional quantifier may occur and get interpreted in Spec TP. Thus, the proposed
structure provides us with a coherent picture of quantifier interpretation in Mandarin,

which is consistent with Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hypothesis’.

This chapter is organized in the following way. The first three sections give a brief
description of three existential constructions that involve the use of you/méiyou: exis-

tential sentences (Section 3.1), sentences that have indefinite subjects (Section 3.2), and

"My proposal for existential constructions is different from Huang’s (1990). In Huang 1990, the word
you in an existential sentence is argued to be in I(nfl). I will show that this is not right.

2While the idea that Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hypothesis is valid for Mandarin has been expressed in
the literature (Cheng 1991; Hole 2006), there has been no detailed analysis to spell it out. This chapter is
meant to fill this gap.
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existential quantificational phrases (Section 3.3). Section 3.4 points out the similarities
among existential constructions in Mandarin and proposes a unified structure for them.
In Section 3.5, I argue that existential quantificational phrases can never appear at the
canonical subject position (i.e., Spec TP), contrary to some suggestion that they can (e.g.
Huang 2003). Section 3.6 shows that EQPs are base-generated and interpreted below T.

Section 3.7 concludes the chapter.
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3.1 Existential sentences in Mandarin

I use the term existential sentence to refer to a type of sentences in the form of (NP)

you/méiyou NP (XP) in Mandarin, as illustrated in (3.1) and (3.2)**.

(3.1) (SRMAER/AHK) Gl — K H  (E H7r L)
(Jintian/zudtian/*mingtian)  yOu yi  bén shi (zai zhuozi shang).
(today/yesterday/*tomorrow) there be one CL book at desk on
“There is/was a book (on the desk) (today/yesterday/*tomorrow).’

(3.2) (B RMER/HIR) H — K B (FE ET
(jintian/zudtian/*mingtian)  méiyou yi  bén shi (zai zhuozi
(today/yesterday/*tomorrow) not.R-there be one CL book at desk
£)e
shang).
on

“There is/was not a book (on the desk) (today/yesterday/*tomorrow).’

As the translations show, when uttered out of the blue, (3.1) and (3.2) have non-future

interpretations that are compatible with non-future temporal modifiers.

3The word H/ydu/ is also used in possessive constructions meaning ‘to have’, as shown in (i).

i fH = ETF
ta you san ge hdizi
he have three CL child
‘He has three children.’

While I think this use of you is a special case of existential constructions, I will leave out the discussion on
this use for future research.

“In the literature, the term existential sentence has also been used semantically. For example, besides
the you/méiyou existential sentence type, Huang (1987) lists three more types of sentences that express
existence. They are: (1.) sentences with unaccusatives such as 4 4 /fashéng/ (‘to happen’); (2.) sentences
with locative verbs such as A4/zud/ (‘to sit’); and (3.) sentences with verbs suffixed with the experiential
aspectual marker guo or the perfective marker le. See also Teng 1977.
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3.2 Ban on indefinite subjects in Mandarin

Mandarin does not allow indefinite subjects (Li & Thompson 1981; Duanmu 1988; Cheng
1991; Tsai 2001). For example, a verbatim translation of the English sentence in (3.3)

into Mandarin is ungrammatical, as shown in (3.4).

(3.3) Two boys laughed.

G4 W N BHEZ K T
lidng g¢ ndnhdi xiao le.
two CL boy laugh LE
‘Intended: Two boys laughed.’

To save (3.4), the word you needs to be added in front of the indefinite phrase; thus, we

have (3.5) as the counterpart of (3.3) in Mandarin.

(35 *H) W 1 BZ KX T
*(you) lidng ge¢ ndnhdi xiao le.
YOU two CL boy laugh LE
“Two boys laughed.’

The obligatory use of you makes a sentence with an indefinite subject such as (3.5) have
the same form and meaning as an existential sentence. This is different from English
where existential meaning can be expressed in two linguistic forms: one with indefinite
subjects like (3.3) and the other with the there be-existential construction. In Mandarin,
these two forms collapse into one form; therefore, I will use the term existential sentences

to cover both cases in the discussion to follow.
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3.3 EQPsin Mandarin

The existential quantificational phrases (EQPs) someone/somebody or no one/nobody in
English are often translated into 5 A/ySurén/ (lit. you-people, i.e., ‘someone/somebody’)
or (% H N/méiydurén/ (lit. méiydu-people, i.e., ‘no one/nobody’) in Mandarin. For
example, (3.7) and (3.9) are the Mandarin counterparts of (3.6) and (3.8), respectively.
Here, again, we have a construction with you/méiyou followed by an indefinite bare noun

A/rén/ (‘people’).

(3.6) Someone handed in homework.

(3.7 AA T 7 AR
yourén  jiao le zuoye.
someone hand-in LE homework
‘Someone handed in homework.’

(3.8) No one handed in homework.

39 wHEAN X (*7) 1Bk
méiyOurén jiao (*le) zuoye.
no one hand-in LE homework
‘No one handed in homework.’

3.4 The structure of existential constructions

The surface similarities between existential sentences and sentences with existential
quantificational phrases are hard to miss. The question is whether their surface similarities
reflect structural similarities. In other words, do they share the same syntactic structure?

I propose that they do, and the common structure for them is illustrated in (3.10), where
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you heads a VP and assigns a patient role to its NP argument (cf. Teng 1977). In negative

sentences and negative EQPs, a NegP headed by méi is merged between TP and AspP.

(3.10)
TP TP
/\ T/\NegP
f RS
Neg VP
V NP \ N
‘ ‘ méi V NP
|
you ... you ‘

In the structures in (3.10), there is no vP since you does not assign accusative case.
There is also no AspP between TP and VP because aspectual markers do not occur in
existential constructions. For example, the sentence in (3.11) is ungrammatical, where the

progressive aspectual marker zhengzai (‘PROG’) is before the EQP yourén (‘someone’).

@1y =HE  IEE JA R
*xianzai zheéngzai yourén  changge.
now PROG  someone sing
“*Now there is being someone who is singing.’

Aspectual markers can only occur after existentials. For example, the sentence in (3.12)

i1s grammatical, in contrast to (3.11).

(3.12) ME  BHA EE FEHR.
xianzai yourén  zhengzai changge.
now someone PROG  sing
‘Someone is singing now. ’
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Accordingly, the structure of a minimal you NP sentence such as (3.13), adapted from

(3.1), where there is only a simple NP after you/méiyou, is (3.14).

(3.13) H — K H
you yi  bén sha.
there be one CL book
‘There is/was a book.’

(3.14)
TP
/\
T VP
/\
\% NP
‘ /\
you Num N’
N
one Cl N
I
bén book

A more complicated existential sentence such as (3.4) or a sentence with an existential
quantifier such as (3.7) involves a CP that modifies the noun in its front, as illustrated in

(3.15).

(3.15)
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(3.16) illustrates the structures of (3.4) and (3.7) in detail’.

(3.16)
TP TP
/\ /\
T VP T VP
/\ A
v NP \Y NP
you Num N’ you N’
two Cl N’ N CP
ge N CP person Ax TP
boy Ax TP x ™
X T T AspP
N T
T AspP myriu Asp vP
iju Asp vP v VP
/\
v VP A% NP
| \ \
laugh-LE hand-in-LE  homework

I propose that a phonologically null (Z)yéu merges in T in a non-future episodic
existential sentence the same way as it does in a non-future episodic eventive sentence
discussed in Chapter 2. When the existential sentence is negative, a NegP headed by méi

is merged above VP. This is illustrated in (3.17).

(3.17)

/\

T (NegP)
‘ N
(Dyéu (Neg) VP
N

(méi) V NP

you

>In order to save space, I will omit the functional projections AspP and/or vP in places where confusion
would not arise in the following discussion.
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Unlike méi in a negative episodic eventive sentence, the one in a negative episodic
existential sentence does not need to undergo Neg to T movement to merge with (i)yovu.
This is because the verb you only takes méi as its negation marker, and méi only negates

you. This one-to-one relation is reflected in the structure proposal in (3.10).

In a future episodic existential sentence, 2/hui/ is merged in T; similarly, méi is

merged in Neg when the sentence is negative, as shown in (3.18).

(3.18)

TP
/\
T (NegP)

A
hui (Neg) VP

|
(méi) V NP

v

you ...

This structure is supported by sentences such as (3.19) or (3.20), where the future marker

hui is obligatory.

(3.19) MK, %) B — K B E Er Lk
mingtian, *(hui) you yi bén shi zai zhudzi shang.
tomorrow, *(will) there be one CL book at desk on
‘There will be a book on the desk.
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(3.20) IR (A x, = AN K o
mingtian w0 hui Jia, hui méiydurén jie wo.
tomorrow I  goback home, will no one pickup I

‘I am going home tomorrow, and no one will pick me up.” ¢’

The fact that the word you in an existential sentence stays in a future context lends
support to the structural proposal that it is a lexical verb in V (3.10), since a functional

T-head Q)yovu/méiyéu cannot occur in a future context.

3.5 Against EQPs in subject position

In the structural proposal for a sentence with an existential quantifier in Mandarin in
(3.10), the elements in an existential quantifier such as yourén (‘someone’) occupy
different positions. Take (3.7), repeated in (3.21), as an example. As illustrated in (3.16),
repeated in (3.22), the word you is originated under V, whereas the rén is a noun. Thus,
an existential quantifier in Mandarin is formed in the syntactic derivation, rather than

appearing as a single lexical item that enters into the syntactic derivation.

6 Another way to say (3.20), which might be more common, is to negate the future marker, not you, as
illustrated below.

L \URFER, NeBANEHL
mingtian wo huf jia, bd hui yourén ji€ wo.
tomorrow I go back home, not.R will someone pick up I

This seems to be a Neg-raising. If it really is, it would suggest that the Neg head above you-VP might just
be a Neg feature whose phonological realization depends on where it ends up in the syntactic derivation. If
it remains in situ, it becomes you; if it moves up, it becomes bi. I am not going to make a choice here and
will leave it for future research.

"The example in (3.20) is modified from the alternative question in (i), which is found online. Similar
examples can be found online in abundance.

i R EZE, 2482 EEANE
mingtian [e] hui jia, hui bd hui méiyourén ji€ [e]?
tomorrow [I] go back home, will not.R will no one pick up [I]
‘I'm going home tomorrow, and [ I am wondering | whether there will be no one who will pick me

up.’
(source: http://tieba.baidu.com/p/1357573451; accessed on Dec. 10, 2015.)
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(3.21) BA T T fElk.
yourén  jiao le zuoye.
someone hand-in LE homework
‘Someone handed in homework.’

(3.22)

Cp
/\
person Ax TP

X T
\ |

VP

T

v NP

hand-in-LE  homework

(Dyzfu

Existential quantifiers in English, by contrast, are lexical nouns. For example, ‘some-
one’ in (3.6), repeated in (3.23), is a lexical NP in Spec TP position at the surface

structure, as illustrated in (3.24).

(3.23) Someone handed in homework.

324)
/\

NP ™

e TN

someone
| |

[+past] VP

N

v NP

bought three books
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Being a lexical NP, an EQP in English can also be the direct object of a verb (3.25),

the indirect object of a ditransitive verb (3.26), or the object of a preposition (3.27).

(3.25) Mary met someone/no one on her way home.

(3.26) Mary gave someone/no one a book.

(3.27) Mary was cheated by someone/no one.

By contrast, as predicted by the structural proposal in (3.10),, Mandarin EQPs can be
none of them, as illustrated in (3.28) - (3.30) (cf. Huang 2003). This is because Mandarin

EQPs are not NPs.

(328) *HE &£ B K 8 B b @I T d»EA
*Mdli zai hui  jia de 1o shang yujian le (méi)yOurén.
Mary at return home REL road on meet LE someone/no one
‘Intended: Mary met someone/no one on her way home.’

(329) *HE %7 T (WAEA — & i
*Mali géi le  (méi)yOurén yi  bén shi.

Mary give LE someone/noone one CL book
‘Intended: Mary gave someone/no one a book.’

(3.30) *Hm B (AN W T
*Madli bei (méi)ydurén pian le.
Mary PASS someone/no one cheat LE
‘Intended: Mary was cheated by someone/no one.’

In fact, the proposal in (3.10) makes a even stronger prediction, i.e., EQPs in Mandarin
can never be in Spec TP, the canonical subject postion. However, sentences like (3.7)
(ak.a. (3.21)) and (3.9), as well as those in (3.31)-(3.34), seem to suggest some structural

parallelism between the Mandarin sentences and their English translations.
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(3.31) BA HHR () = BHE-
yourén mingtian (bud) hui hejiu.
someone tomorrow (not.IR) will drink
‘Someone will (not) drink tomorrow.’

(3.32) HWEAN XK (*T) 1Rk
méiyOurén jiao (*le) zuoye.
nobody hand-in LE  homework
‘Nobody handed in homework.’

(333) ®HHAN  BwWH X TR -
méiyourén méiyou jiao zuoye.
nobody not.R  hand-in homework
‘Nobody didn’t hand in homework.’

(334 AN X ) = MEH-.
méiyourén mingtian (bu) hui  hgjiu.
nobody tomorrow (not.JR) will drink
‘Nobody will (not) drink tomorrow.’

On the one hand, the Mandarin sentences can be translated into English ones word by
word without word order alternation, which could suggest some structural parallelism;
on the other hand, if le agrees with a phonologically null element (byéu in T as argued in
Chapter 2, the sentence in (3.21) seems to have a structure where yourén being in Spec
TP position and (Z)yovu in T Agrees with /e that is attached to the verb, as illustrated in
(3.35). This would give us a structure that is the same as its English translation ‘someone
handed in homework’, again in (3.35). The same argument applies to the other examples

in (3.9) as well as (3.31)-(3.34)8.

8Huang (2003) assumes that méiydu rén in examples such as (3.32)-(3.34) is in subject position. As for
the structure of méiyou rén, he says:

“Concerning Mandarin, one might reasonably suggest that the language (like Japanese) does not have a negative NP. All the
putative negative NPs are simply a sequence of méiydu ‘not have’ followed by a polarity NP that does not reanalyze into a negative
NP constituent. My assumption is that it should be possibile to optionally regard such a sequence as having reanalyzed into an NP,
based on two considerations. First, native speakers tend to equate nobody with méiyou rén (say, in word-for-word translation), even
without realizing that méiyou rén does not occur post-verbally. Second, it was pointed out to me (by a member of the audience when
I presented this material at Havorford College) that postverbal méiyou rén is used by some young speakers, and also in pop song
lyrics.”

Thus, it is clear that the structural parallelism in (3.35) is in the spirit of Huang’s (2003) claim.
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(3.35)

TP
/\
NP P P
| :
yourén T/\ . N‘P /T\
‘ ‘ someone T o
o X | |
v NP [+past] VP
A
‘ ‘ A\ NP

iido-le zuoye ‘ ‘

handed-in homework

In the following, I am going to show that the structure for (3.21) in (3.35) is wrong,
and yourén may not be in Spec TP position. I make two assumptions for the argument
below. First, every proposition p has a negative counterpart —p which is contradictory to
it (Law of Excluded Middle)’; second, two clauses that have the same structure have the
same structural properties, and crucial for our purposes here, they will have the sentential

negation marker at the same structural position.

One piece of evidence against the structure in (3.35) comes from the observation that
negating the sentence in (3.7) (a.k.a (3.21) and (3.56)), given its structure in (3.35), would
lead to a different logical relation from negating a sentence with the same structure but
having a proper name as subject. For example, if (3.35) is a correct structure for (3.21),

(3.21) would have the same structure as (3.36) does, which is illustrated in (3.37).

(3.36) A A T 1R
Yuéhan jiao le zuoye.
John hand-in LE homework
‘John handed in homework.’

°I put aside situations when a proposition with a presupposition quantifier or a definite phrase such as
‘the French king’ has an empty quantificational domain.

79



(3.37)

VP

PN

v NP

iao-le zuoye

This means that they would have the same structural properties. One property is the
structural position of sentential negation. For example, the sentence in (3.36) makes the
assertion that at some time before the utterance time, there was an event of John handing
in homework at that time; the negation of this sentence, which is illustrated in (3.38),
asserts the opposite, i.e., at some time before the utterance time, there was not an event
of John handing in homework at that time. In structure, the element in T in (3.37) has

changed to méiyou in (3.39), after the negation marker méi raises to merge with (Z)yovu.

(338) Ey  wH K YE -
Yuéhan méiydu jiao zuoye.
John not.R  hand-in homework
‘John did not hand in homework.’

(3.39) TP
/\
NP T
‘ /\
John T NegP

méi;you Neg

B | |

RN

VvV NP

jido zuoye
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If (3.21) has the same structure as (3.36), as illustrated in (3.35), one would expect the

negation of (3.21) to have the same structure as (3.38), which is illustrated in (3.40).

(3.40)
TP
/\
NP T
‘ A
yourén T NegP

méi;you Neg

T |
K VP

/N

V. NP

Jjido zuoye

This would give us the sentence in (3.41) as the negated sentence of (3.21).

34 EAN ®EB =X e o (A> - %> 1)
yourén méiyou jiao Zuoye.
someone not.R  hand-in homework

‘Someone didn’t hand in homework. I.e., There was someone who didn’t hand in
homework. NOT: There was not anyone who handed in homework.’

Although (3.41) is grammatical, it is not the real negated sentence of (3.21). By
definition, an affirmative sentence and its negated one stand in contradiction. When (3.36)
and (3.38) are asserted at the same time, the whole utterance results in contradiction, as

illustrated in (3.42).

(3.42) NE X A 1 N &= Y YR - (L)
Yuéhan jiao le zuoye, Yuéhan méiyou jiao Zuoye.
John hand-in LE homework John not.R  hand-in homework

‘John handed in homework, and John did not hand in homework.’
(CONTRADICTION)
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Howeyver, there is no contradiction when (3.21) and (3.41) are asserted at the same time,

as illustrated in (3.43).

(3.43) HA T T {El, =PN e R PEML - (*1)
yourén  jiao le zuoye, yourén  méiyou jiao zuoye.
someone hand-in LE homework someone not.R  hand-in homework

‘Idiomatic: There are people who handed in homework, and there are people who
didn’t hand in homework.” (NO CONTRADICTION)

This logical contrast is unexpected if (3.21) has the same structure as (3.36).

Another piece of evidence is the differences observed between (3.21) and (3.36) with

respect to the formation of polar questions'® and the interpretation of their answers.

In Mandarin, there are three kinds of polar questions: (i) questions with a sentence-
final question marker '%/ma/ (‘Q,,,’) (henceforth ma-questions); (ii) questions with a
sentence-final negation word, which are dubbed as negative particle questions (NPQs) in
Cheng et al. 1996; (iii) A-not-A questions, a special kind of disjunctive polar question
(Huang 1990; McCawley 1994)!!. If one assumes that polar questions are formed by
attaching a question operator in the CP domain (Cheng 1991), one should be able to
derive three polar questions by attaching the question operators to the CP domain of the

clause'?.

The sentence in (3.36) with a proper name as subject can form the three types of polar

questions, as illustrated in (3.44)-(3.46). Moreover, the three questions share a common

191 use polar questions here as a cover term for a question that has as its denotation a set of two
contradictory propositions (Hamblin 1973). In notation: Qpojar(p) = { p, —p}. Thus, this term not only
includes Mandarin ma-questions and negative particle questions (Cheng et al. 1996), but also A-not-A
questions in Mandarin, which is a special disjunctive question.

T use the term ‘A-not-A questions’ as a cover term for a type of questions where there is a common
part, represented by ‘A’, before and after the negation, represented by ‘not’. See Huang 1990; McCawley
1994 for discussions on variants of A-not-A questions.

121n this case, one could think A-not-A questions as being formed by attaching a question operator to a
disjunctive proposition. The exact syntactic generation of A-not-A questions are under debate (see Gasde
2004; Law 2006; Simpson 2015 a.o.). But, the argument below does not hinge on it.
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answer in (3.47). The affirmative answer in (3.47) is an elliptical form for (3.36) and the

negative one for (3.38).

(3.44) g T 1R ng 2
Yuéhan jiao le zuoye ma?
John hand-in LE homework Q,,
‘Did John hand in homework?’

(3.45) AF A T Rl 5?2
Yuéhan jiao le zuoye méi?
John hand-in LE homework not.R
‘Did John hand in homework?’

(3.46) A& " X 1EML 2
Yuéhan jiao méi  jiao zuoye?

John hand-in not.R hand-in homework
‘Did John hand in homework or not?’

(3.47) ¢ T-/M& He
jiao le./méi you.

hand-in LE./not.R.
‘(Lit.) (e) handed in (e)./(e) did not (e). i.e., Yes, he did. / No, he didn’t."*

If the existential sentence in (3.21) has the same structure as the sentence in (3.36),
one would expect it to form the same types of polar questions. However, as shown
below, the ma-question in (3.48) and the NPQ in (3.49) are grammatical, but the A-not-A

question in (3.50) is not.

(348 HA & TR g 2
yourén  jiao le zuoye ma?
someone hand-in LE homework Q,,,
‘Did anyone hand in homework?’

13Mandarin is a discourse pro-drop language (see Huang 1984 a.o.).

83



(349 AN &K TR 52
yourén  jiao le zuoye m’ei?
someone hand-in LE homework not.R
‘Did anyone hand in homework?’

(3.50) *HA &K "% (%
*yourén jiao méi  jido zuoye?
someone hand-in not.R hand-in homework?
‘Intended: Did anyone hand in homework?’

One might argue that A-not-A questions are established via Agree between the
question operator in CP and the disjunctive phrase under T (Huang 1991), but there is
no such Agree operation in sentence-final particle questions. One could then argue that
the Agree operation between Qy;,; and the A-not-A constituent is blocked by the EQP

yourén (3.51); therefore, (3.50) is ungrammatical.

(3.51)

\ NP T

\

A ‘ /\
N
\\\yv 3 T .

~
~
~

|
S ji\do,i méi jiao VP
" V NP
|

|
t;  zuoyé

By contrast, the EQP yourén in (3.48) and (3.49) does not cause intervention because
there is no Agree operation in sentence-final particle questions. Thus, the fact that (3.50)
is ungrammatical would not necessarily falsify the structure for (3.21) in (3.35), since the

ungrammaticality might be due to an idiosyncratic property of A-not-A questions.
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However, when turning to the answers to the two grammatical polar questions (3.48)

and (3.49), one finds another serious problem. These answers are illustrated in (3.52).

352 H- /&KEH- /¥ T /M8 Ao
you. /méiydu. / *jido le./*méi jido.

YOU /not.R / *hand-in LE./*not.R hand-in.

‘Lit. there was. / there wasn’t.” i.e., ‘Yes, someone did. / No, no one did.’
But, ‘Lit. *hand-in LE./*not.R hand-in.’, i.e., * ‘Yes, someone did. / No, no one
did.

Between the two grammatical answers, the affirmative one can be considered as an
elliptical form of (3.21), but, the negative one méiyou cannot be interpreted as an elliptical
form of (3.41), the negative sentence of (3.21) when it is assumed to have the structure in

(3.35). It can only be interpreted as an elliptical form of (3.53).

(353 wHEAN =X (*7) 1Flk-
méiydurén jiao (*le) zuoye.
no one hand-in (*LE) homework
‘No one handed in homework?’

In other words, one cannot form a polar question with (3.21) and its alleged negative
sentence (3.41) as possible answers, which indicates that (3.41) is not the negation of

(3.21).

Notice that (3.53), unlike (3.41), is a contradictory sentence to (3.21), as illustrated in

(3.54), which indicates that (3.53) is the negated sentence on (3.21).

B54) AN & TR, BEN X (*7) 1Edko (1)
yourén  jiao le zuoye, méiyourén jiao (*le)  zuoye.
someone hand-in LE homework no one hand-in (*LE) homework

‘Idiomatic: Someone handed in homework, and no one handed in homework.’
(CONTRADICTION)
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Notice further that (3.48) and (3.49) with yourén as subject also have different answers
from the polar questions in (3.44)-(3.46) with John as subject. While the answers to the
polar questions with John as subject either affirm or negate the element in T, those with
yourén as subject seem to either affirm or negate the element in Spec TP, which cannot
be right for independent reasons. Again, this difference is unexpected if yourén and John

have the same syntactic status in the same syntactic tree, as claimed in (3.35) and (3.37).

To summarize so far, if one assumes that yourén in (3.7) (a.k.a. 3.21), repeated in
(3.55), and John in (3.36), repeated in (3.56), occupy the same structural position, as
illustrated in (3.35) and (3.37), repeated in (3.57), one would not expect the differences

observed in (3.58).

(3.55) A L T R
yourén  jiao le zuoye.
someone hand-in LE homework
‘Someone handed in homework.’

(3.56) AJE A T 1R
Yuéhan jiao le zuoye.
John hand-in LE homework
‘John handed in homework.’

(3.57)

TP TP

NP
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(3.58) Differences based on different types of elements at Spec TP (i.e., different

subjects), given the structural proposals in (3.57):

yourén (SUBJ) | John (SUBJ)

(a) | Possibility to negate T v v

(b) | An affirmative sent. and X v

its negation stand in con-

tradiction
(c) | Form A-not-A questions X v
(d) | Form ma-questions v v
(e) | Form NPQs v v
(f) | Answers to polar ques- X v

tions include the result of

(a)

Since yourén and John are assumed to be in the same structural position, the differ-
ences could only be explained as due to some semantic differences between the two types
of subjects. In fact, one might argue that unlike proper names, the subject yourén as a
quantificational phrase prevents the sentential negation operator from targeting T, which
explains why (3.41) cannot be the negative form of (3.21). However, this argument would
have to explain two things. First, as shown in (3.54), the sentence in (3.53) is the negated
sentence of (3.21). Assuming that yourén is the subject would amount to suggesting that
the sentential negation operator could negate the subject NP. This does not make sense;
since by definition, a sentential negation operator takes a sentence as its argument, not an

NP.

Second, strong quantifiers (SQs) such as -1~ \/méi-geé-rén/ (Lit. every-CL-people,
i.e., ‘everyone’) or R-E}5-(1)- A/da-bufen-(de)-rén/ (Lit. big-part-(POSS)-people,

1.e., ‘most people’) do not block sentential negation, when they are in subject position. In

87



fact, they pattern with proper names in all the aspects discussed in (3.58). For example,
the sentence in (3.59), if given a structure in (3.60), can have a negative counterpart
where the element under T is negated. When asserted at the same time, they result in

contradiction, as shown in (3.61).

(359 & 4 A xHh) X TR
méi ge rén dou jiao le zuoye.
every CL people DOU hand-in LE homework.
‘Everyone handed in homework.’

(3.60)

TP

/\

NP T

| T

méi ge rén DOU i

VP
v NP

iido le zuoye

Gen = 4~ A #H K T Rl T~ A
méi ge rén dou jiao le zuoye. méi ge rén
every CL people DOU hand-in LE homework. every CL people
# e X TEML - (1)
dou méiydu jiao Zuoye.

DOU not.R  hand-in homework

“*Everyone handed in homework, and, everyone did not hand in homework'*.’
(CONTRADICTION)’

14Since quantifiers in Mandarin do not reconstruct, the English translation ‘everyone did not hand in
homework’ has to be interpreted as the universal quantifier scoping over the negation operator in order to
get the right meaning of its counterpart in Mandarin (in notation: ¥V > -, *= > V)
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Moreover, as illustrated in (3.62)-(3.64), one can also form the three types of polar
questions with méi-ge-rén in subject position and have (3.59) and its negated counterpart

as possible answers, as shown in (3.65) (see also McCawley 1994).

B6) & 1 AN A X TR i 2
méi ge rén dou jiao le zuoye ma?
every CL people DOU hand-in LE homework Q.
‘Did everyone hand in homework?’

(3.63) SN xR T Rk B2
méi ge rén dou jiao le zuoye méi?
every CL people DOU hand-in LE homework not.R
‘Did everyone hand in homework?’

(3.64) ~ AW "% ek ?
méi ge rén dou jiao méi  jiao zuoye?
every CL people DOU hand-in not.R hand-in homework?
‘Did everyone hand in homework?’

(3.65) # % Te A ’H-
dou jiao le. /dou méiyou.
DOU hand-in LE. /DOU not.R.
‘(Lit.) (e) DOU handed in (e)./(e) DOU did not (e). i.e., Yes, everyone did. / No,
everyone didn’t. 1

The examples in (3.66) and (3.72) show the parallel behavior when the quantifier
K-ER4r-(F))- N/da-bufen-(de)-rén/ (Lit. big-part-(POSS)-people, i.e., ‘most people’) is

in subject position.

(3.66) K-HBor-(H]) A “(HE) A T AR
da-bufen-(de) rén *(dou) jiao le zuoye.
most people DOU hand-in LE homework.
‘Most people handed in homework.’

SThe scope interpretation for the negative answer in Mandarin is V > —, but not = > V.
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(3.67)

NP T

‘ A
da-bufen-(de) rén DOU
|
A"

yéu P

/\

iido le zuoye

(3.68) *K-#ar-(#1) A #woox TR, R-#RIr-(H)

da-bufen-(de) rén dou jiao le zuoye, da-bufen-(de)
most people DOU hand-in LE homework, most

A #H ®E X (R

rén dou méiydu jiao zuoye.

people DOU not.R  hand-in homework,
‘Most people handed in homework, and most people did not hand in homework.”'®

(3.69) K-#or-(H) AN #W K T R Bk
da-bufen-(de) rén dou jiao le zuoye ma?
most people DOU hand-in LE homework Q,,,
‘Did most people hand in homework?’

(3.70) R-#bm-w)) N #H 0K TR 4
da-bufen-(de) rén dou jiao le zuoye méi?
most people DOU hand-in LE homework not.R
‘Did most people hand in homework?’

(371 K-#a-H) A W K BxR ek
da-bufen-(de) rén dou jiao méi  jiao zuoye?
most people DOU hand-in not.R hand-in homework?
‘Did most people hand in homework?’

16Similarly, the English translation ‘most people did not hand in homework’ has to be interpreted as
the quantifier scoping over the negation operator in order to get the right meaning of its counterpart in
Mandarin (in notation: MOST > -, *= > MOST).
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(372) #H &K T /A WE-
dou jiao le. /dou méiyou.
DOU hand-in LE. /DOU not.R.
‘(Lit.) (e) DOU handed in (e)./(e) DOU did not (e). i.e., Yes, most people did. / No,
most people didn’t.”!”

Thus, strong quantifiers can be added to (3.58), as illustrated in (3.73).

(3.73) Differences based on different types of elements at Spec TP, given the structural

proposals in (3.57):

yourén (SUBJ) | John (SUBJ) | SQs (SUBJ)

(a) | Possibility to negate T v v v

(b) | An affirmative sent. and X v v

its negation stand in con-

tradiction
(c) | Form A-not-A questions X v v
(d) | Form ma-questions v v v
(e) | Form NPQs v v v
(f) | Answers to polar ques- X v v

tions include the result of

(a)

To sum up, positing that an existential quantifier such as yourén in a sentence such
as (3.7) (a.k.a. 3.21) is at Spec TP, the canonical subject position in a sentence, fails to
arrive at predictions that come from a sentence with the same structure but has either a
proper name or a strong quantifier as subject. This indicates that an existential quantifier

cannot be in Spec TP position in a sentence.

1"The scope interpretation for the negative answer in Mandarin is MOST > —, but not - > MOST.
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3.6 EQPs are generated below T

The problems identified above for positing an existential quantifier such as yourén in the
subject position of a sentence such as (3.7) (a.k.a. 3.21 or 3.55) can be avoided by the

structural proposal in (3.22) (a.k.a 3.16), repeated here in (3.74).

(3.74)

Cp
person Ax TP

T

™

x A
\

v NP

hand-in-LE homework

In (3.74), yourén is analyzed as consisting of two parts that are located in different
positions. The word you is considered a verb and takes an NP phrase headed by rén
(‘person’). The negated sentence of (3.7) has an additional NegP between TP and VP, as

proposed in (3.10). Its structure is illustrated in (3.75).
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hand-in homework

This gives us (3.76) as the negated sentence of (3.7).

376) WHEAN X (*7) 1EMb-
méiyOurén jiao (*le)  zuoye.
no one hand-in (*LE) homework
‘No one handed in homework?’

It follows that asserting (3.7) and (3.76) would lead to contradiction. The prediction is

borne out, as illustrated in (3.77).

371 BN X 7 1R HEAN X e (L)
yourén  jiao le zuoye. méiyourén jiao Zuoye.
someone hand-in LE homework no one hand-in homework

“**Someone handed in homework, and no one handed in homework.’
(CONTRADICTION)

Moreover, given the structure in (3.74), the A-not-A type of questions for (3.55) is

predicted to be the one in (3.78), which is grammatical.
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378 H wEH A AL TEAL?
you méiy0u rén jiao zuoye?
YOU notR  people hand-in homework
‘Did anyone hand in homework?’

(3.78) has the same answer as the other two types of polar questions in (3.48) and (3.49);

and, the negative answer to (3.78) is just (3.76) which is identical with (3.53).

Thus, the structure in (3.74) for an EQP such as yourén in (3.74), where the EQP is
base-generated in VP below TP, gives us a consistent picture with respect to the formation
and properties of negative sentences and polar questions in Mandarin. An existential
sentence with an EQP shows the same properties as a non-existential sentence with

proper names (PNs) or strong quantifiers (SQs) in subject position, as summarized in

(3.79).

(3.79) No differences when EQPs are in VP:

EQPs (VP) | PNs (SBUJ) | SQs (SUBJ)

(a) | Possibility to negate T v v v

(b) | An affirmative sent. and v v v
its negation stand in con-

tradiction

(c) | Form A-not-A questions

(d) | Form ma-questions

(e) | Form NPQs

SSIENE NN
ESIENEIENEIEN
SSIENEENEEN

(f) | Answers to polar ques-
tions including the result

of (a)

The arguments developed above to argue against EQPs in subject position also apply

to other types of existential sentences, which is suggested by the data in Section 3.1-3.3
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and predicted by the structural proposal in (3.10). For instance, a sentence such as (3.1),
repeated here in (3.80), cannot have a structure where you yi bén shii is in Spec TP

position, as illustrated in (3.81).

(3.80) (S RMER/AAK) H — K B (FE E7 b
(jintian/zudtian/*mingtian)  you yi  bén shii (zai zhuozi shang).
(today/yesterday/*tomorrow) there be one CL book at desk on
“There is/was a book (on the desk) (today/yesterday/*tomorrow).’

(3.81) An incorrect structure for (3.80):

TP
NP T
youyibénshi T PP

wyovu (zai zhuozi shang).

Thus, one can generalize (3.79) into (3.82) by substituting ‘existential sentences in VP

(ESes (VP))” with ‘EQPs (VP)’.

(3.82) A generalization:

ESes (VP) | EQPs (VP) | PNs (SUBJ) | SQs (SUBJ)

(a) | Possibility to negate T v v v v

(b) | An affirmative sent. and its v v v v
negation stand in contradic-

tion

(c) | Form A-not-A questions

(d) | Form ma-questions

(e) | Form NPQs

ASIENEENEEN
ASIENEENEIEN
ASIENEENEEN
ASIENEENEEN

(f) | Answers to polar questions

including the result of (a)
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One can summarize the table in (3.82) into two structures for a non-future episodic
sentence in Mandarin. The one in (3.83) illustrates the structure of a non-future episodic
eventive sentence proposed in Chapter 2, and the one (3.84) illustrates the structure of a

non-future episodic existential sentence.

(3.83)
TP
/\
PNs/SQs T
/\
T (NegP)
| T
Q)yovu/méiiyo“u (Neg) AspP
| PN
(t) Asp VP
v VP
(3.84)
TP
A
T (NegP)
‘ N
Oysu (Neg) VP
|
(méi;)) V NP
|
you ‘
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3.7 Conclusion

In this chapter, I took as non-accidental the fact that several types of existential con-
structions in Mandarin utilize an obligatory you/méiyou, the same word as used in an
episodic eventive sentence discussed in Chapter 2. Specifically, I proposed that existential
sentences share one single structure, regardless of their surface differences, as illustrated

in (3.10), repeated in (3.85).

(3.85)
TP TP

/\ T/}:gP
TR

Neg VP

V NP N VAN

‘ ‘ méi V. NP
|

you ... you ‘

In (3.85), an existential sentence is proposed to be base-generated and get interpreted
below T. I presented two pieces of evidence to argue against an EQP in Mandarin being in
Spec TP, and showed that the proposed structure in (3.85) shares crucial properties with
a sentence with proper names or strong quantifiers as subject, regarding the formation

and properties of negative sentences and polar questions.

As shown in (3.83) and (3.84), in an episodic sentence in Mandarin, proper names and
strong quantifiers are interpreted above T, and existential quantifiers are base-generated
and interpreted below T. This is consistent with Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hypothesis.
In essence, Diesing shows that presuppositional or strong quantifiers in English are

interpreted at Spec TP and existential/weak quantifiers are interpreted under VP at LF.
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What one sees in (3.83) and (3.84) is that her Mapping Hypothesis is instantiated at the

surface structure in Mandarin.
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CHAPTER 4
FREE CHOICE EXPRESSIONS IN MANDARIN

Mandarin Chinese has several linguistic forms to express free choice meaning. Depending
on their quantificational force, these forms are further divided into universal free choice
items (U-FClIs) and existential free choice items (E-FCIs). Each group consists of a
couple of different expressions. This chapter is concerned with the syntax and semantics
of one type of U-FClIs in Mandarin, namely, the type of (wiilun/biilun/biigudn) wh dou
(‘(no matter) wh-") U-FCIs, which is also referred to as wh-DOU U-FClIs in the literature,

as illustrated in (4.1)-(4.5)"%3.

4.1) (fie) WA ATl Sk
(wulun) shui dou kéyi lai.
(no-matter) who DOU may come
‘Whoever can come.’

42) Rx i # &F A — A W7 Hy Ik
dajia shui dou méiyou xidngchu yi ge kéxing de banfa.

everyone who DOU not.R  think-out one CL feasibleness DE solution
‘Idiomatic: No one thought out a feasible solution.” (Tao & Xiao 2012)

43) ft A A H, gt AR IR B
ta shui dou bu 11, jiu zhi gén ni dahua.
he who DOU notIR pay attention, JIU only with you getin a word

ISince the three words TC1& (wiiliim), N8 (biilin), and /N (biigudin) are equivalent syntactically as
well as semantically, I only use wiiliin in the following discussion.

2(Wiilin) wh dou U-FCIs have a variant where dou is replaced by #1/y&/ (‘also’). Since (wiiliin) wh yé
U-FCIs means the same as (wuliin) wh dou U-FCls, I will only focus on the latter in this thesis. However,
this does not mean that these two variants share the same syntactic and semantic analyses. One notable
difference between them is the meaning difference between dou and yé. While dou is analyzed as a
distributor by many linguists including the current author, yé is a presuppositional additive particle. Thus,
the syntactic and semantic analyses on (wiiliin) wh dou U-FCls developed in this chapter cannot be applied
to (wiilin) wh yé U-FClIs without necessary modifications.

3Lin (1996) distinguishes two types of (wiiliin) wh déou constructions: sentential and nominal. The
sentential type has a sentence with a wh word that comes after wiilun and before dou, whereas the nominal
type only has a nominal wh-phrase in that position. Despite their constituency differences, I think these
two types share the same semantic analysis; therefore, I will only concentrate on the nominal type in this
thesis.
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b

‘He does not pay attention to anyone, except only getting in a word with you.

(Xiao & Jin 2013)
44) 2015 F Hx — F¥ T, fa W KA HE.
2015 nidan guoqu yi ban le, shénme dou méiyou gaibian.

2015 year pass-go one half LE, what DOU notR change
‘Half of the year 2015 has gone, but nothing changed.” (Internet Entry)*

45) i o #WH o’ e
ta shénme dou méi shuo.
she what DOU not.R say
‘She did not say anything.’

I show that the phrase (wiilitn) wh is always interpreted above the negation marker
méiyou, no matter it is a thematic subject or object. This lends further support to the
argument developed in Chapter 2 that the negation marker méiydu is in T, since it is
consistent with the property of T proposed in Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hypothesis,
which says that presuppositional quantifiers are interpreted above T. I propose a semantic
analysis to derive the free choice meaning in the spirit of the scalar implicature approach

to free choice items developed in Fox 2007; Chierchia 2006, 2013 a.o..

This chapter is organized as follows. Section 4.1 briefly introduces FCIs in Mandarin
and points out their major differences from FCIs in other languages. Section 4.2 is
concerned with the structure of (wiiliin) wh dou U-FClIs and its syntactic position in a
clause. After discussing some basic properties of dou (Section 4.97), I will show in
Section 4.2.2 that wiilin, despite its phonological optionality, is always present in the
semantic derivation; moreover, it has to take wh components as its argument. Section
4.2.3 shows that the phrase (wiilun) wh is always interpreted above the negation marker

méiyou, no matter it is a thematic subject or object. Section 4.3 is concerned with the

4Accessed on Oct. 21st, 2015. http://j.news.163.com/docs/8/2015070316/ATK3HE05052583 1P.html
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semantic composition of (wuilun) wh dou U-FCIs. After reviewing two previous analyses
(Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2), I put forward a new semantic proposal in the spirit of the
scalar implicature approach to free choice items developed in Fox 2007; Chierchia 2006,

2013 a. o. (Sections 4.3.3, 4.3.4, and 4.3.5). Section 4.4 concludes this chapter.
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4.1 Two types of free choice items in Mandarin

Free choice items in Mandarin can be divided into two groups with respect to quantifica-
tional force: Universal FCIs (U-FCls) and Existential FCIs (E-FCIs). In this thesis, I will
only give a syntactic and semantic analysis for one type of U-FClIs, namely, (wiiltin) wh

dou U-FCls, and leave the other types of FClIs for future research.

4.1.1 Universal FCls

There are two forms of Universal FCIs in Mandarin. One is (FCI8//NB/ANE) /T
LIR-1 R (wiklim/biilin/biigucin) shui/shénme/nd-geé dou), which is often translated
into ‘(no matter) wh-" in English, and the other is 1E{f](rénhé) + Noun, which is often

translated into ‘any + N’ in English. They are summarized in (4.6).%-

(4.6) Universal FCIs in Mandarin:’

SUnlike Giannakidou & Cheng 2006; Cheng & Giannakidou 2013, I do not make a semantic distinction
between (wriliin) wh dou and (wiiliin) nd-CL N dou. 1 will come back to their proposals regarding Mandarin
U-FClIs in Section 4.3.2.

®The word rénhé is glosses as ‘any’ for the convenience of presentation here. In fact, it consists of
two independent morphemes: rén (‘depend on’) and hé (‘what’). The morpheme rén (‘depend on’) also
occurs in Existential FCIs as shown in Section 4.1.2. The fact that one single morpheme can appear in both
Universal and Existential FCIs is reminiscent of any in English; however, as is shown in Section 4.1.2, one
major difference between any and ren (‘depend on’) is that any by itself can appear in both universal and
existential free choice environments, whereas rén has to combine with different words in order to appear in
the right context.

"To facilitate readability, only the component(s) that varies and corresponds to the items in boldface is
shown in Table 4.6.
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(wiilun) wh dou

(wiilin) wh dou (wiiluin) nd-ge-N | renhé (‘any’) + N | Glosses
(‘which CL N”) dou

shui (‘who’) rén (‘people’) rén | ‘anyone’
shénme (‘what”) dongxi (‘thing’) dongxi | ‘anything’
shénme difang difang (‘place’) difang | ‘anywhere’
shénme shijian shijian (‘time’) shijian | ‘any time’
shénme dongwii dongwu (‘animal’) dongwmn | ‘any animal’
shénme N (‘what N”) N(ouns) N | ‘any N’

Some examples are given in (4.7)-(4.13).

4.7) fb (FEB) 1 Y N
ta (wdlun) shui *(dou) bu Ii.
he (no-matter) who DOU not.IR pay attention

‘He does not pay attention to anyone.” (Adapted from (4.3))

(4.8) (F£1B) W ) A~ .
(willn) shui ta *(dou) bu Ii.
(no-matter) who he DOU not.IR pay attention
‘He does not pay attention to anyone.’

4.9) ft (FiB) N ) A -
ta (wulun) na ge rén *(dou)bu Ii.
he (no-matter) which CL people DOU not.IR pay attention
‘He does not pay attention to anyone.’

4.10) (Foit) wm oA il =) A H
(wulun) na ge rén ta *(dou) bu Ii.
(no-matter) which CL people he DOU notIR pay attention
‘He does not pay attention to anyone.’
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(411 fib (2T A #) A Ho
ta rénhé rén *(dou) bu Ii.
he any people DOU not.IR pay attention
‘He does not pay attention to anyone.’

412) BT N Al o) A~ o
renhé rén ta *(dou) bu Ii.
any people he DOU notIR pay attention
‘He does not pay attention to anyone.’

(4.13) fl (<&F) A H A
ta (*dou) bu Ii rénhé rén.
he (*DOU) not.IR pay attention any  people
‘He does not pay attention to anyone.’

Suppose that our domain of individuals is D = {Ann, Bob, Chris}. The sentences in
(4.7)-(4.13) all entail that he does not pay attention to Ann, he does not pay attention
to Bob, and he does not pay attention to Chris, which gives the sentences the flavor of

universal quantification®.

8Sentences with (wiilin) wh dou U-FCIs are argued to be ambiguous between a simple universal
quantification reading on a par with sentences with méi-geé-rén (‘everyone’) and a universal free choice
reading in Dong 2009; Giannakidou & Cheng 2006. This is not correct. I will take up this issue in Section
4.3.2.

Lin (1996: 107-109) also claims that (wiilin) wh dou constructions are ambiguous. For example, he
argues that the sentence in (i) can be paraphrased as the one in (ii), where one reading means that I buy all
the things for you and the other reading can have what he calls ‘a free choice reading’ where “one [... ]
you like will be bought although it does not matter which one”. To support the existence of this ‘free
choice’ reading, he argues that (i) can be felicitously followed by (iii) without causing contradiction. He
further points out the ambiguity in (i) is similar to the following English sentence in (iv), as discussed by
Haspelmath (1995: 374), which is argued to be able to “be felicitously used in a situation when there are
hundreds of guests, but only one of them is actually allowed inside because of a specific restriction.”

i TR ZE A4, FE AT K 4 IR .
wiilun ni yao shénme, wo dou kéyi mdi géi ni.
no-matter you want what, I can buy to you
‘No matter what you want, I can buy it for you.’

ii. I can buy all/any thing(s) you want for you.

ii. AR, WABIEE — DA IR
késhi, wo bu néng ba méi yi gé dou géi ni.
but, I not can BA every one CL all give you
‘But I cannot give every one of them to you.’
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Both (wiilin) wh phrases and rénhé phrases can appear either after or before the
subject without changing the meaning of a sentence, as shown in (4.7)-(4.12). However,
(wiilin) wh dou FCls also have some superficial differences from renhé-FCls. As
indicated in (4.7) and (4.9), wiilun in (wiliin) wh dou FCls is optional (Chao 1968; Li &
Thompson 1981; Lin 1996). Thus, the example sentences in (4.2)-(4.5) at the beginning
of this chapter all elide the word wiiliin in front of the wh-word. For instance, the sentence

in (4.5), repeated here in (4.14), is in fact short for the sentence in (4.15).

@14 W &k Ui
ta shénme dou mei shuo.
she what DOU not.R say
‘She did not say anything.’

(4.15) fh  (Foik) o # &’ e
ta (wulun) shénme dou mei  shuo.
she (no-matter) what DOU not.R say

‘Lit. No matter what it was, she did not say it. Idiomatic: She did not say anything.’

The word rénhé in renhé-FCls can occur before or after the main predicate, as shown
in (4.11) and (4.13). When it occurs before the main predicate, dou is obligatory (4.11);

when it occurs after the main predicate as object, dou is disallowed (4.13). Despite the

iv. Any guest can come in.

v. Every guest can come in.

The comparison between (i) and (iv) that Lin attempts to draw is not valid. The reason that (iv) can
be used in the above mentioned scenario is because it can be paraphrased as it is possible that any guest
can come in. In other words, the subject any guest in (iv) is interpreted below the modal verb can in this
case. This is not possible for the Mandarin sentence in (i). As Lin’s translation for it shows, the wiilun
(‘no matter’) phrase must scope over the modal kéyi (‘can’); and (i) cannot be interpreted as it is possible
that no matter what you want, I buy it for you. The fact that (i) is not contradictory to (iii) is also due to
the different scope relation between quantifiers and modal verbs. With quantifiers scoping above modals,
(i) can be paraphrased as ‘for every x that you want, no matter what x is, there exists a possible world w
accessible from the real world w=, where I buy x for you’. Thus, (i) is true as long as for every x there is a
possible world w for x; and it does not require that this possible world w to be same for all xes, which is
exactly what the Mandarin sentence in (iii) means. With modals scoping above quantifiers, (iii) means that
there does not exist a possible world w accessible from the real world w+ where for every x that you want,
I buy x for you. Thus, (wiilitn) wh dou constructions are not ambiguous.
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positional difference of renhé, the two sentences in (4.11) and (4.13) have the same
interpretation. By contrast, (wiilitn) wh dou FCls always occur with dou in front of
the main predicate, as illustrated in (4.7) and (4.9). In particular, unlike renhé, (wiiliin)
wh, the part that is in front of dou, cannot occur to the right of the main predicate of a

sentence. The sentence in (4.16) is ungrammatical.

(4.16) *l A H (FTTik) e
*ta bu Ii (wulun) shui.
he notIR pay attention (no-matter) who

4.1.2 Existential FCls

Many languages have a noun phrase that gives rise to an existential free choice in-
terpretation under certain linguistic contexts such as English any (4.17) (Giannaki-
dou 2001), German irgendein (4.18) (Kratzer & Shimoyama 2002)'°, and Italian un N
qualunque/qualsiasi (4.19) (Chierchia 2006). For example, the sentence in (4.17) can be
paraphrased as ‘press a key to continue, and it does not matter which one’, and it does

not mean that you are required to press every key to continue, no matter what it is.

(4.17) Press any key to continue. (Giannakidou (2001: ex.2))

(4.18) Mary musste irgendeinen Mann heiraten.
Mary hadto irgend-one man marry

‘Mary had to marry a man, [and] any man was a permitted marriage option for her.
> (original translation from Kratzer & Shimoyama (2002: ex.8))

10K ratzer & Shimoyama (2002) notes an epistemic reading of (4.18), which is “there was some man
Mary had to marry, [and] the speaker doesn’t know or care who it was.”
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(4.19) Domani  interroghero uno Sstudente qualsiasi.
tomorrow (I) will interrogate a student whatever
(Chierchia (2006: ex.10b))

Generally speaking, Mandarin has two ways to express an existential FC meaning in
an imperative sentence. They are 1E& rényi + NP or 117+ Verb+NP. For instance, the

Mandarin counterpart of (4.17) can be expressed in (4.20) or (4.21).

(420) ¥ BB W RS
an  ren-yi jlan  jixu.
press REN-will key continue
‘Press any key to continue.’

@20y E8 % — 4 B 4REE.
ren-yi an yi ge jian jixu.

REN-will press one CL key continue
‘Press any key to continue.’

Important for our purposes here is that neither wiilun wh-words nor renhé can appear
in similar contexts (4.23). English any, however, can appear in a sentence with a
universal free choice interpretation as well as in a sentence with an existential free choice

interpretation.

(4.22) % T fttoa fiE YREL.
an  wiulun shénme jian jixu.
press no matter what  key continue
‘Intended: Press any key to continue.’

(4.23) *  ALf BEOgREE.
an renhé jian  jixu.
press REN-what key continue
‘Intended: Press any key to continue.’
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4.2 The syntax of (wulun) wh dou universal FCls

This section has two parts. The first part provides evidence for a syntactic structure of
the (wiilitn) wh dou phrase where wiiliin is always present syntactically and semantically
despite its phonological optionality and combines first with wh then with dou. The second
part shows that the phrase (wilun) wh is always interpreted above the negation marker
méiyou, no matter it is a thematic subject or object. This lends further support to the
argument developed in Chapter 2 that the negation marker méiydu is in T, since it is
consistent with the property of T proposed in Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hypothesis,

which says that presuppositional quantifiers are interpreted above T.
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4.2.1 The syntactic and semantic constraints of dou

The word déu has two basic syntactic and semantic properties (Cheng 1995)!!12, Syn-
tactically, dou must be left-adjacent to the main predicate in a clause; thus, (4.24) is

ill-formed because dou is placed to the right of the main predicate ‘to lift up’.

(424) 8 A WIR JB-E T W AP sk HT.
John hé Bill tdi-qi le dou na zhang zhuozi.
John and Bill lifttup LE DOU that CL  table
‘Intended: John and Bill each can lift the table.’

UFor a historical overview on studies on dou, one is referred to Lin 1996; Huang 1996.
12The word dou also occurs in some sentences that do not show an obvious distributive reading such as
(12) (see Xiang 2008 a.o.).

LkK=EEE TS T
Zhangsan (dou) yijing shi sui le.
Zhangsan (DOU) already ten age LE
‘Zhangsan has already been ten years old.’

I have nothing deep to say about this use of dou except that I would like to point out a couple of
observations about these cases. First, deletion of dou does not seem to alter the truth condition of the
sentence. Second, dou cannot be accented. Third, according to my intuition, with the presence of dou,
the sentence seems to emphasize the unexpectedness of the assertion from the speaker’s point of view
(cf. Xiang 2008). Similar phenomena are found in Mandarin with some usage of you (‘again.R’) or zai
(‘again.IR’) such as the one in the following sentence.

LOGR= AR E ok, 4R OO R K-
Zhangsan bénlai yao 1ai, ji€égud (you) méi lai.
Zhangsan originally want-to come, result (YOU) not.R come
‘Zhangsan originally planned to come; eventually, he did not.’

In this sentence, you (‘again.R’) is optional and cannot bear accent. When it is present in the sentence, it
does not seem to mean repetition of a similar event, at least not on the surface. However, there seems to be
some sort of emphasis on disappointment/dissatisfaction from the speaker.

My hunch is that this ‘special’ use of dou or you (‘again.R’) or zai might fall into the domain of discourse
particles (Zimmerman 2011; Potts 2003) which needs an analysis that might be fundamentally different
from its basic or more common usage.
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t13

Semantically, dou requires a plural subject or a mass noun to precede it'”. A singular

term with normal intonation would lead to ungrammaticality, as illustrated in (4.25)'4.

(425) *J§ #  #E AR AP sk R=T
*John dou néng tdi-qi na zhang zhuozi.
John DOU can lift-up that CL  table

A well-formed sentence with dou gives rise to a distributive reading (Lee 1986; Cheng
1991; Lin 1996, 1998). For instance, the sentence in (4.26) can only be interpreted as
saying that John can lift the table by himself, and so can Bill. This is contrasted with
(4.27) in which both the Mandarin sentence and its English counterpart have two possible
readings: a distributive reading which is the same as (4.26), and a collective reading that

John and Bill can lift the table together.

(420) 298 MR W #E AR O sk H=Te
John hé Bill dou néng tdi-qi na zhang zhuozi.
John and Bill DOU can lift-up that CL  table

‘John and Bill each can lift the table.” Not: ‘*John and Bill together can lift the
table.’

13The following example of dou occurring with a mass noun is given in Lin (1996: 20).

i AR K ER - T
na pén shui dou lit-guang le.
that container water all run-out PAR
‘That container ran out of water.” (original glosses and translation)

This thesis focuses on analyses with plural terms and simply says in the following that dou requires a plural
subject, a drastic simplification that readers should bear in mind.

“When ‘John’ in (4.25) is emphasized, the sentence has a scalar meaning, in which case it is a reduced
form of (i).

i (%) 298 # BE - AP 5K =7 -
lian John dou néng tdi-qi na zhang zhuozi.
and John DOU can lift-up that CL table
‘Even John can lift that table.’

110



(427) 298 A OHUR BE fR-E B 3k He
John hé Bill néng tai-qi na zhang zhuozi.
John and Bill can lift-up that CL  table
‘John and Bill can lift the table.’

However, a disjunctive phrase is disallowed before dou (4.28). As shown in the next
section, this property will play a decisive role in giving a correct structure to U-FClIs in

Mandarin.

(428) *2NE B HUR A #E AR B 5k s
*John huo Bill dou néng tdi-qi na zhang zhuozi.
John or Bill DOU can lift-up that CL  table

“*John or Bill each can lift the table.” Also not: “*Either John or Bill can lift the
table.

4.2.2 The syntax of (wilun) wh dou U-FCIs in Mandarin

Given the optionality of wiilun in (wiilun) wh dou U-FCls, it is worth asking whether the
word wiiliin is in fact also semantically vacuous. If so, the meaning of wilun wh dou
U-FCIs would be the same as wh dou U-FCls. In fact, some recent analyses on this topic
are based exactly on wh dou without wiilitn (Dong 2009; Liao 2011; Tsai 2014; Xiang
2015). If it is not, one needs to present evidence showing that wiilun is still needed for
semantic interpretation despite its phonological absence. In this respect, Lin (1996) does
not show evidence of this sort. Based on his data, Lin (1996: 75) claims that the word
wiilin only combines with“question-like” constituents; thus, he considers wh dou U-FCls
short for wiiliitn wh dou U-FCIs. He subsequently gives a semantic proposal where wiiliin
contributes to the semantics of the whole construction. Thus, it seems that for Lin, the
semantic presence of wiilun is guaranteed by its selectional property. However, this does
not rule out the possibility that wiiliin, in spite of its syntactic selection, may well be

semantically vacuous in the first place.
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The evidence against the semantic vacuity of wiilitn comes from a fact that is over-
looked in Lin 1996, namely, the word wiiliin, in addition to preceding wh words, can
also precede a disjunctive phrase with the disjunctive word B(#) /hud(zh&)/ (‘or’), in
which case dou is also obligatory, as illustrated in (4.29). In this case, the sentence also
has a universal free choice interpretation, the same as the sentence with (wiilitn) wh dou

U-FClIs. I thus dub this case as wiilun Disjunctive-phrases dou U-FCls.

(4.29) Tt 20§ B R x#F) B2 A& O sk R
wiulun John huo Bill dou néng tdi-qi na zhang zhuozi.
no matter John or Bill DOU can lift-up that CL  table
‘No matter John or Bill, they can lift the table.’

As I have noted at the end of the last section, a disjunctive phrase is disallowed before

dou, as illustrated in (4.28), repeated here in (4.30).

(430) *2NE =2 HUR A #E AR A sk HTe
*John huo Bill dou néng tdi-qi na zhang zhuozi.
John or Bill DOU can lift-up that CL  table

“*John or Bill each can lift the table.” Also not: ‘*Either John or Bill can lift the
table.

Thus, the grammaticality of (4.29) can only be accounted for if wiilin forms a constituent
with the disjunctive phrase ‘John or Bill’, the result of which can combine with dou.
Since dou semantically requires a conjunctive phrase as its argument on its left, the
combination of wiilin and a disjunctive phrase must be a conjunctive phrase. Therefore,

wiilin has to play a semantic role and cannot be semantically vacuous.

That wiilitn combines with a disjunctive phrase is further supported by the example
in (4.31), where a conjunctive phrase appearing after wiilun and before dou leads to

ungrammaticality.
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(431 = NE M WR A BE /AR AP sk HT
*wualun  John hé Bill dou néng tdi-qi na zhang zhuozi.
no matter John and Bill DOU can lift-up that CL  table
“*No matter John and Bill, they can lift the table.’

Since the sentence in (4.26), repeated in (4.32) below, which minimally differs from
(4.31) in not having wiiliin, 1s grammatical, the ungrammaticality of (4.31) must be due
to the incompatibility of wiiliin with a conjunctive phrase. This in turn indicates that

wiilun indeed selects a disjunctive phrase, as, for example, in (4.29).

(432) 2 M HUR W #E fR-E O sk H=T
John hé Bill dou néng tdi-qi na zhang zhuozi.
John and Bill DOU can lift-up that CL  table

‘John and Bill each can lift the table.” Not: ‘*John and Bill together can lift the
table.’

Thus, the correct syntax for wilin Disjunctive-phrases dou is (4.331), not (4.33ii).

(4.33) i. [ [ wilin Disjunctive-phrases | dou ]

ii. *[ wulun [ Disjunctive-phrases dou | |

The above structural analysis of wiilun Disjunctive-phrases dou U-FCls can be carried
over to the analyses of (wiilitn) wh dou U-FCls, since wiilitn, at least when it is present,
has selectional requirements that need to be met and a semantic contribution that has to be
made. So what about when it is phonologically absent? Is it still present for semantics?
The answer is yes. One thing we can conclude from the grammatical contrast among
(4.29)-(4.32) is that the type of phrases that wiilun selects has to be different from the
type of phrases that dou selects. In other words, given a grammatical phrase wiilun X
dou U-FCIs where X stands for the constituent that sits in between, X dou cannot be

grammatical, as illustrated in (4.29) and (4.30). Similarly, given a grammatical phrase
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Y dou, wiilun Y dou U-FClIs cannot be grammatical, as illustrated in (4.32) and (4.31).
Going back to (wilun) wh dou U-FCls, this means that wiilitn must be semantically
present in wh dou U-FCls in order to keep the construction grammatical; otherwise, wh

dou alone would be ungrammatical.

Thus, the correct syntax for wilin wh dou U-FCls is (4.341), not (4.34i1).

(4.34) 1. [ [ wilun wh ] dou ]

1. *[ wilan [ wh dou | |

The discussion above supports Lin’s (1996) claim of the selectional property of wiiliin.
More importantly, it presents evidence for the semantic necessity of wiiliin even when it
is phonologically absent in the U-FClIs, which directly refutes the proposals developed in

Dong 2009; Liao 2011; Tsai 2014; Xiang 2015 that focus only on wh dou parts.

4.2.3 The syntactic position of (wiulun) wh dou U-FCls

When the phrase (wiilun) wh is a thematic subject in an episodic sentence, it occurs to

the left of the negation marker méiyou. The sentence in (4.2), repeated in (4.35), is such

an example.

435 Kz H ®E A — A HAT h)
dajia shui dou méiyou xiangcha yi ge¢ kéxing de
everyone who DOU not.R  think-out one CL feasibleness DE
INE -
banfa.
solution

‘Idiomatic: No one thought out a feasible solution.” (Tao & Xiao 2012)
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In fact, it can only occur to the left of méiyou. The sentences in (4.36) and (4.37) are

both ungrammatical on the intended reading.

436) *Ax # &H O Bl — A AT iy
dajia dou méiyou shui xidngchu yi ge kéxing de
everyone DOU not.R  who think-out one CL feasibleness DE
DISER
banfa.
solution

‘Intended: No one thought out a feasible solution.’

437) *Kzx  &®E #E Al — > " i
dajia méiy0u shui dou xidngcha yi ge kéxing de
everyone not.R  who DOU think-out one CL feasibleness DE
INE -
banfa.
solution

‘Intended: No one thought out a feasible solution.’

When the phrase (wiiltin) wh is a thematic object in an episodic sentence, it has to
move to the left of the negation marker méiyou. For example, the phrase (wiiliin) shénme
(‘(no matter) what’) in (4.15), repeated in (4.38), is the thematic object of the verbal
predicate shuo (‘to say’). Since Mandarin is an SVO language, the canonical object
position is right after the predicate. However, the phrase (wiilitn) shénme cannot stay

behind the verb shuo, rather it has to move out of its base position, as illustrated in (4.39).

(4.38) fth (FCiB) fto & ' Ui
ta (wulun) shénme dou méi shuo.
she (no-matter) what DOU not.R say

‘Lit. No matter what it was, she did not say it. Idiomatic: She did not say anything.

b

(4.39) =t # & U (TB) 2
ta dou méi shudo (wulun) shénme.
she DOU not.R say (no-matter) what

‘Intended: No matter what it was, she did not say it.’
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Similarly to (wiilun) wh phrases as subject, those phrases as object must appear before

méiyou. They cannot appear behind it. (4.40) illustrates this point'>.

(4.40) =ty & (FoB) ta ' .
*ta méi  (wulun) shénme dou shuo.
she not.R (no-matter) what DOU say

‘Intended: She did not say anything.’

Note that the sentences in (4.37) and (4.40) are grammatical by themselves, but it
means something different from their intended meaning. Take (4.40) as an example. It
actually means that it was not the case that no matter what it was, she said it. In this
case, the negation marker méiyou serves as a meta-negation that scope over the whole
sentence. When méiydu functions as a meta-negation, it is equivalent to /~-&/bu-shi/(‘lit.
not.IR-be; i.e., it is not the case that...”); thus the sentence in (4.40) means the same as

(4.41).

(4.41) 2 (TEit) fta E W T
ta  bu-shi (wulun) shénme dou shuo le.
she not.IR-be (no-matter) what DOU say LE

‘It was not the case that no matter what it was, she said it.’

If méiyou is a meta-negation when it is before (wiilun) wh dou FCls, one would predict
that it can scope over a negative sentence as well. This prediction is borne out. The
sentence in (4.42) has two negation markers and is interpreted as a case of double

negation.

(442) b % (Te) e # ®E Ui
ta méi (wulun) shénme dou méiyou shuo.
she not.R (no-matter) what  DOU not.R say
‘It was not the case that she did not say anything.’

I5Note that the non-cooccurrence of méiyou and le shows up in (4.40), too. I do not know why it is like
this.
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This is to be contrasted with méiyou in (4.38), where adding another negation marker

below it is disallowed, as illustrated in (4.43).

(4.43) it (FCiR) e & & w’E U
*ta  (wulun) shénme dou méi méiyou shuo.
she (no-matter) what  DOU not.R not.R  say

This indicates that the negation marker méiyou that is to the left of (wilun) wh dou
U-FClIs has a different syntactic status from méiyou that is to the right of (wiilun) wh
dou U-FCls. Thus, the sentence in (4.40), despite its grammaticality by itself, would not
constitute a counter-example to the claim that (wiilun) wh dou U-FCls are always to the

left of the sentential negation marker méiyou.

Given that the scope interpretation among operators is from left to right in Mandarin,
with the element to the left scoping over the one to the right, (wiilitn) wh dou U-FCls
are interpreted as scoping over méiyou. In fact, they can never be interpreted as scoping
below méiyou. This fact lends support to the proposal developed in Chapter 2 that méiyou
is under T, as it is consistent with Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hypothesis which proposes

that presuppositional quantifiers are interpreted above T.

4.2.4 Appendix: Against dou as a maximality or presuppositional

operator

Recently, in attempting to unify the use of dou in various contexts, there have been two
additional proposals, both of which argue against Lin’s (1996) proposal that dou is a

generalized distributor in the sense of Schwarzschild 1991, 1996.
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The three major contexts that are under discussion in these two proposals are: (i) in a
sentence with a distributive reading (4.44); (ii) in a sentence with (wiilin) wh dou U-FCls

(4.45); (iii) in a scalar sentence with (lidn) ...dou (‘even’) (4.46 and 4.47).

444 fbA1 #H 1z T — A ER. (Xiang 2008: ex.1)
tamén dou chi le yi g& pingguo.
they DOU eat LE one CL apple
‘They both ate an apple.” NOT: ‘They ate an apple together.’

(4.45) (ciw) . #H AL K. (Giannakidou & Cheng 2006: ex.74a)
(walun)  shui dou kéyi Il4i.
no-matter who DOU can come
‘No matter who can come.’

(446) = Hk= #  FhE =N
litn ~ Zhangsan dou zhidao Lisi.
LIAN Zhangsan DOU know Lisi
‘Even Zhangsan knows Lisi.’

(4.47) k= 0E) — N AN #W ) iF-
Zhangsan (lidan) yi ge rén dou *(méi) qing.
Zhangsan LIAN one CL people DOU *(not.R) invite
(Xiang 2015: ex.6)

‘John didn’t even invite one person.’

In a nutshell, one proposal considers dou a maximality operator that picks up the
maximal member in a contextually given set (Giannakidou & Cheng 2006; Cheng &
Giannakidou 2013; Cheng 2009; Xiang 2008), and the other proposal claims that it is
a presuppositional operator that invokes a set of alternatives (Tsai 2014; Xiang 2015).
I will refer the former as the maximality approach, and the latter the presupposition

approach.
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The biggest problem of the maximality approach lies in its failure to account for the
basic distributive property of dou. Suppose tamén (‘they’) in (4.44) refers to John and
Mary. According to the maximality approach, dou will pick up the maximal member,
namely, John and Mary. This maximal member will then combine with the predicate,
which gives us ‘John and Mary ate an apple’, a sentence with ambiguity between a
collective and a distributive reading. However, (4.44) is not ambiguous and only has a
distributive reading. Thus, the maximality approach wrongly predicts the interpretation

for an unambiguous distributive sentence with dou.

The problem for the presupposition approach is different. While it can account
for the distributivity of dou, it does not give a semantics of different dou sentences
that accord with native speakers’ intuition. For example, Xiang (2015) treats dou as
“a special exhaustivity operator: a presuppositional exhaustivity operator that operates
on sub-alternatives and has a pre-exhaustification effect.” In the footnote, she points
out dou’s affinity to the recursive exhaustification operation in Fox 2007 and the pre-
exhaustification operator in (Chierchia 2006, 2013), which is reflected in the semantics of
dou that she proposes. In (4.48), dou is defined to have two components: presupposition

and assertion.

(4.48) Xiang’s (2015) denotation for dou:
dou(p) = 4qg € Sub - Alt(p).p A Yq € Sub— Alt(p)[ - O(q)]

i. Presupposition: p has some sub-alternatives.

il. Assertion: the prejacent p is true, and the exhaustification of each

sub-alternative is false.

The sub-alternatives of a proposition p, i.e. Sub — Alt(p), is defined as all the alternatives

that are semantically weaker than p, thus are included in p, as illustrated in (4.49).
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(4.49) Sub - Alt(p) = {q: g € Alt(p) A pC gq}.

These sub-alternatives will then undergo exhaustification, which is done by an exhaustifi-
cation operator O that takes a proposition p as its argument and asserts that p is true, but

all the semantically stronger alternatives of p are false, as defined in (4.50).

(4.50) O(p) = p AV q € Alp)[p £ g = ~q].

Putting (4.49) and (4.50) together, one derives the meaning of dou(p) under the denotation
in (4.48) as follows: dou(p) presupposes that p has some semantically weaker sub-
alternatives, and it asserts that p is true and it is not the case that only the sub-alternatives
are true. For example, under Xiang’s proposal, the meaning of (4.26), repeated here in
(4.51), is that John and Bill can lift up the table, and it is not the case that only John can

lift up the table, and it is not the case that only Bill can lift up the table.

(451) 2@ MR B BE fBGE A 5k ETe
John hé Bill dou néng tdi-qi na zhang zhuozi.
John and Bill DOU can lift-up that CL  table

‘John and Bill each can lift the table.” Not: ‘*John and Bill together can lift the
table.’

Unlike the maximality approach, Xiang’s proposal can derive the basic distributive
reading associated with a dou sentence such as (4.51), and the distributivity comes from
the presupposition of dou'®. It is clear from Xiang’s definition that dou is treated as
a sentential operator that takes propositions as arguments. Thus, the logical form of a
dou sentence will have dou take the whole sentence without it as an argument. This is

schematized in (4.52)"".

16Xiang (2015) does not specify how to get the distributive reading, and her examples only include
predicates that take singular arguments.
"The details of the clause structure is ignored here.
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(4.52) Surface Form: A and B DOU VP.
Logical Form: DOU [ A and B VP ]

Accordingly, the logical form of (4.51) is going to be (4.53).

(4.53) DOU [ John and Bill can lift-up that CL table ]

With this logical form, the presupposition of dou requires that the prejacent John and
Bill can lift up the table has some sub-alternatives, according to (4.48). In order for
the prejacent to be able to have sub-alternatives in this case, the prejacent has to have a
distributive reading. In other words, if j stands for the proposition john can lift up the
table and b for the proposition bill can lift up the table, the meaning of the prejacent
p has to be j + b, in which case, the sub-alternatives of the prejacent are j and b. If
the prejacent were interpreted collectively, it would end up having no sub-alternatives
under certain scenarios, since the collective reading of John and Bill can lift up the table
does not necessarily entail either j or b. One such scenario would be that neither John
nor Bill alone can lift up the table but the two together can. In this case, the collective
reading would be true, but both j and b are false. In other words, one cannot find any

sub-alternatives for the prejacent, thus violating the presupposition of dou.

Thus the presupposition approach to dou seems to capture the distributive property
nicely, though not as straightforwardly as Lin’s (1996)/Lin’s (1998) proposal of dou as a
generalized distributive operator. However, the derivation of the semantics of U-FClIs is
much complicated by the presupposition approach to dou on the one hand, and Xiang’s
(2015) misrepresentation of the form of U-FCIs on the other hand. Xiang, like Dong
(2009); Liao (2011), wrongly identifies the U-FCIs in Mandarin with the form of wh DOU

instead of (wiilun) wh dou. She analyzes Mandarin wh-words as existential indefinites,
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and claims that the prejacent of dou in a universal free choice sentence such as (4.54)
is equivalent to a disjunction. Thus, given a domain of two people John and Mary, the
prejacent p of dou in (4.54) is shiii got an invitation, as illustrated in (4.55); and p equals
the disjunction of john got an invitation and mary got an invitation, which is shown in

(4.56).

4.54) i #H U 2T #iE. (Xiang (2015: ex.27))
shii dou shou dao le yaoqing.
who DOU receive arrive LE invitation

‘Everyone got an invitation.” (Xiang’s (2005) original translation)

(4.55) LF of (4.54):

[ A ] (L #qoT #iF )
[ dou ] ( shdi shou dao le yaoqing )
[ DOU ] ( who receive arrive LE invitation )

‘[ DOU ] ( shii got an invitation )’

(4.56) p = shiii got an invitation = john got an invitation ¥ mary got an invitation

Xiang claims that sub-alternatives of a disjunction are the disjuncts'®; accordingly, the
sub-alternatives of p is john got an invitation and mary got an invitation, abbreviated as
f(j) and f(b), where f stands for the one-place predicate Ax.GotAnlnvitation(x), for the
discussion below. Xiang gives the following derivation for the meaning of (4.54) on the

logical form in (4.55), as illustrated in (4.57).

(4.57) [DOU | p=p A =0(f(j) A ~O(f(D))
=(f() vV f(B) A =O(f(j) A ~O(f(D))

8This is against her definition of sub-alternatives. However, as it stands, the prejacent p does not
seem to have stronger sub-alternatives, since both of the disjuncts in (4.56) are stronger than p. Xiang is
equivocal on this issue.
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=(f() vV fB) AL = fB)] ALFD) = f(D]
=f() A fb)

Note that the meaning of (4.54) in (4.57) is John got an invitation and Mary got an
invitation, which is semantically simpler than the sentence in (4.58). For the meaning
of (4.58), according to Xiang’s (2015) semantics in (4.48), is John and Mary got an
invitation, and not only John got an invitation, and not only Mary got an invitation. This
is contrary to native speakers’ intuition. Intuitively, the sentence with U-FClIs in (4.59),
which is another way to say (4.54) on the domain of John and Mary, has a richer meaning

than the ‘ordinary’ dou sentence in (4.58).

4.58) 2yE M B A I g T #&iF-
Yuehan hé Maili dou shou dao le yaoqing.
John and Mary DOU receive arrive LE invitation
‘Both John and Mary got an invitation.’

(4.59) 298 A HW O O I g7 BiF-
Yuéhan hé Maili shdi dou shou dao le yaoqing.
John and Mary who DOU receive arrive LE invitation
‘John and Mary, no matter who they are, they got invitation.’

In fact, the intuition about the meaning difference between (4.58) and (4.59) is not without
reason. If one assumes a strict compositionality for semantics and does not assume that
shiii (‘who’) in (4.59) is semantically vacuous, the fact that (4.59) has one more lexical

item than (4.58) does imply that the former is semantically richer than the latter.

Xiang might argue that the meaning of (4.54)/(4.59) is not simply the last step in
(4.57), but rather the whole derivation. However, the best that this modification could do
as far as I can tell is equate the meaning of the U-FC sentence in (4.59) with the ordinary

dou sentence in (4.58), which is still contrary to the intuition. Thus, the presupposition
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approach to dou cannot give an adequate account for the meaning of various kinds of

dou sentences.

To sum up, the maximality approach gives a wrong prediction on a simple distributive
reading, whereas the presuppositional approach fails to give an adequate semantics for
various kinds of sentences with dou. Therefore, neither of them has succeeded in what

they have claimed to do.

Before moving on to the next section, I would like to briefly re-examine the original
arguments against Lin’s (1998) proposal of dou as a generalized distributor put forward in
Xiang 2008. The necessity for such a re-examination lies in the fact that Xiang’s (2008)
arguments have been followed in many later works that try to give a unified semantics

for dou that could account for its ability to appear in seemingly diverse contexts.

In a nutshell, Xiang’s (2008) main argument is that if dou is strictly a generalized
distributive operator (D-operator) as defined in Schwarzschild 1996, a sentence with
plural subjects and dou should allow a collective reading. This is because the definition
of cover as defined in (4.60) allows a cover that is a set of a singleton set with each

individual in the domain of discourse.

(4.60) The definition of cover: (Schwarzschild 1996: 69)
C covers A if:
1. Cis a set of subsets of A
2. Every member of A belongs to some set in C

3. gisnotin C

For example, given a domain of D = {a, b, ¢}, a possible cover over the domain D would
be the set { {a, b, c} }. Since a cover like this only has one element, when it combines with

the D-operator as defined in (4.61), the result is a collective reading.
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(4.61) The semantics of D-operator: (Schwarzschild 1996: 70)
x € [D(Cov)(alpha)] iff Vy[(y € [Cov] Ay C x) = y € [a]

Thus, the dichotomy between distributive and collective can be eliminated and the collec-
tive reading is just a ‘special’ distributive reading, a point advocated in Schwarzschild
1996: §5.3 in particular. However, as known from section 4.97, a sentence with dou can
never have such a collective reading, which constitutes Xiang’s (2008) main argument

against Lin’s (1998) proposal.

Although Xiang’s (2008) argument is valid that dou is not a strict D-operator as
defined in Schwarzschild 1996, it does not give a knockdown argument against dou as a
distributive operator, since one could simply add a condition to restrict cover C over A to
a non-singleton set for the semantics of dou. In other words, dou could be considered a
modified D-operator that shares some important properties with the original one such as
allowing an intermediate reading, a point that cannot be given an adequate account in

some recent proposals on the semantics of dou including Xiang’s (2008) own.

4.3 The semantic composition of (wulun) wh dou U-FCls

4.3.1 Lin 1996

Lin (1996) proposes a semantics for (wiilitn) wh dou U-FCls that starts with the basic
properties of dou. Contrary to previous work treating dou as a universal quantifier
(see Lee 1986; Cheng 1991, 1995), he proposes that dou is an overt realization of the
generalized distributive operator proposed in Schwarzschild 1991 which requires a plural

argument. For Lin, this means that the semantic denotation of (wiiluin) wh in (wiilun) wh
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dou FCIs must be a plurality. Coupled with a Hamblin-style semantics for wh-words and
a set-denotation for pluralities in the spirit of Schwarzschild 1991, 1996, Lin proposes
that wiliin denotes a generalized union operator on sets, a step that forces him to assign a
singleton set as the denotation of an individual. Accordingly, the semantics of (wiilun)
shénme shii (‘(no matter) what book’) in (4.62) is a set of all the books in the domain. If
we assume a universe with three books a, b, and ¢ for the domain, the semantic calculation

of (wiilun) shénme shii will be the one illustrated in (4.63).

(4.62) i it fto  H  #H O Eo
ta wulun shénme shia dou bu kan.
he no-matter what book DOU notIR read

‘He does not read any books.’

(4.63) [ (wiiliin) shénme shii || = [ wilan || ([ shénme shii ||)
=U {{a}, {0}, {c} }={a} U {b} U{c}={a,b.c}

Since dou is proposed to be a distributor, dou will distribute the property denoted by
the predicate of a sentence over each member of the set, which gives rise to a universal

reading of the sentence.

Lin’s (1996) proposal has two problems: one is semantic, and the other one is
ontological. As the brief summary above shows, his proposal on the meaning of (wzilun)
wh dou U-FClIs can account for its universal quantificational force. However, this turns
out to be the only component in the denotation of (wiilun) wh dou U-FCls, which is
undesirable since this would suggest that a sentence like (4.64) with a (wiliin) wh dou U-
FCI would mean exactly the same as a sentence such as (4.65) or (4.66) with a canonical

universal quantifier such as méi (‘every’) or sudyou (‘all’).
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(4.64) K= i ffo.  H W & F-
Zhangsan wulun shénme shit dou méi kan.
Zhangsan no-matter what  book DOU not.R read

‘No matter what book it was, Zhangsan did not read it.’ 19

(4.65) 5k= ¥ A # #H B &
Zhangsan mé bén shi dou méi kan.
Zhangsan every CL book DOU not.R read
‘Lit. For each book x, Zhangsan did not read x.’

(4.66) 5k= SiG= TN OB A S S
Zhangsan suoyou de sha dou méi kan.
Zhangsan all DE book DOU not.R read

‘Lit. For every book x, Zhangsan did not read x.’

It is true that these three sentences have the same truth conditions, but (4.64) seems to
have a free choice ‘flavor’ in addition to a simple universal quantification. This free
choice flavor is missing in Lin’s semantics for (wiiliin) wh dou U-FCIs*. However,
Lin does not seem to think this is a problem, since he does point out the free choice
meaning associated with (wiiliin) wh dou and treats it as a result of widening the domain
of quantification to all the entities in the universe (Lin 2006: 109-111). This treatment is
clearly too strong. For example, the sentence in (4.2), repeated in (4.67) below, has a free
choice flavor despite its domain is confined to the contextual denotation of dajia (‘we’),
which is clearly not equal to the individuals in the whole universe. Thus, Lin’s (1996)
proposal captures the universal force of (wiilitn) wh dou U-FClIs, but it does not spell out

its free choice component?'.

19The Mandarin sentence denotes an episodic event. Thus, the English translation is to be interpreted
episodically.

20A recent proposal in the spirit of Lin 1996 for constructions similar to (wiilin) wh dou U-FCIs in
English can be found in Rawlins 2013 a.o.

2ISimilar issues have been pointed out by Barbara Partee to Lin, as noted in the footnote on Lin
1996: 110.
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4.67) Rx . # WH AU — Al W) ke
dajia shui dou méiyou xidngchu yi ge kéxing de banfa.
we  who DOU not.R think-out one CL feasibleness DE solution
‘Idiomatic: No one thought out a feasible solution.” (Tao & Xiao 2012)

A more serious problem with Lin’s (1996) proposal lies in his choice of set-denotation
for pluralities and of Hamblin semantics for wh words. He does not seem to notice that
the intended plurality denoted by the phrase (wiiliin) shénme shii, as illustrated in (4.63),
repeated in (4.68), essentially means the same as a Hamblin-style wh word, since the

Hamblin-style denotation of a wh word is also a set of entities in the domain (4.69).

(4.68) [ (wiiliin) shénme shii || = [ wilan || ([ shénme shii )
= U{ {a} (b} {c} } = {a} U {b} U {c} = {a, by c }

(4.69) [ shénme shi]l={a,b,c}

This is undesirable, since no one would want to claim that pluralities are wh words, or
vice versa. In fact, this problem is not only for Lin 1996, rather it is a general problem
when one combines a set-denotation for pluralities with a set-denotation for wh words.
The application of sets in each field may give a consistent picture in that specific field, but

as shown above, the combination of these two leads to some undesirable implications.

4.3.2 Giannakidou & Cheng 2006; Cheng & Giannakidou 2013

Giannakidou & Cheng’s (2006)/Cheng & Giannakidou’s (2013) proposal on the semantics

of FCIs in Mandarin is based on a two-way classification as illustrated in (4.70)-(4.72)%.

221 leave out rénhé U-FClISs for the discussion here, which is included in Cheng & Giannakidou 2013,
but not in Giannakidou & Cheng 2006.
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4.70) i # o R T
shui dou jinlai le.
who DOU enter LE

‘Everyone entered.” (original translation, Giannakidou & Cheng (2006: ex.5a))

@71 = A ' R T
*nda  g¢& xuéshéng dou jinldi le.
which CL student DOU enter LE

‘Every/any student entered.” (original judgement and translation, Giannakidou &
Cheng (2006: ex.5b))

4.72) WF = # AL k.
na g¢ xuéshéng dou kéyi jinlai.
which CL student DOU can enter
‘Any student can enter.” (Giannakidou & Cheng (2006: ex.5¢))

For Giannakidou & Cheng (2006), bare wh phrases do not always give rise to FC
readings since they can also occur in episodic contexts where they are considered to be
a universal quantifier as indicated in their original translation of (4.70); by contrast, nd
CL NPs cannot occur in episodic contexts and have to occur in non-veridical contexts

(Giannakidou 1998), which means that they are always FCls.

However, their intuitions on the above data are not shared by all native speakers
of Mandarin. For example, Lin (1996: 117) marks the episodic sentence in (4.73)

ungrammatical, which is quite similar to (4.70).

473) =i #H 2% BIF T
shui dou yijing likai le.
who DOU already leave LE
(Lin 1996: 117)

The following sentence from the internet sounds perfectly fine with nd CL NPs occurring

in an episodic sentence.
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(4.74) Jitt 4 P EE yim | I i [ AV
weishénme Zhonggud gudai wulun na ge chdodai dou
why China ancient times no matter which CL dynasty DOU
G Gi— 02
méiyou wanquan  tongyl Chdoxidn Banddo?
not.R  completely unify Korea peninsula

‘Why is it the case that no matter which dynasty in ancient China it was, it did not
unify the Korean Peninsula completely?’??

While these counter-examples are not a knockdown argument against their empirical gen-
eralization, they at least suggest subtlety on speakers’ judgments on the grammaticality

of this type of construction.

Even if one puts aside the counter examples and gives Giannakidou & Cheng (2006)
the benefit of the doubt, their proposal on FCIs in Mandarin still suffers from false pre-
dictions. Adapting Lin’s (1996) insights on (wiiliin) wh dou constructions, Giannakidou
& Cheng (2006) propose to analyze wiilun as an intensionalization operator (4.75), given

that the sentence in (4.76), as opposed to (4.70), appears in a modal context.

(4.75) [ wulun ]| = AP e» AWAx.P(x)(w) (Giannakidou & Cheng 2006: 175)

4.76) (Fo18) W E AL R
(wulun) shui dou kéyi lai.
(no-matter) who DOU can come
‘No matter who can come.” (original translation in Lin (1996))

Since nd CL NPs only occurs in intensional contexts as illustrated in examples such as
(4.72), wiilun is argued to be always present in nd CL NPs FCls either overtly or covertly
(Giannakidou & Cheng 2006: 176). In other words, whether a wh phrase is a FCI depends

on whether wiilun is present.

Bhttp://tieba.baidu.com/p/2986741569 (accessed on Dec. 03, 2015)
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Giannakidou & Cheng (2006) argues further that Mandarin has definite as well as
indefinite FCIs, depending on whether dou is present or not. For them, the phrase nd bén
shii without dou in (4.77) is an indefinite FCI, whereas the one with dou in (4.78) is a
definite FCI. (In)definiteness to them seems to be context-dependent. As Giannakidou
& Cheng (2006: 174) put it, “...(73b) (here 4.78) can only be interpreted as ‘there is
absolutely no book what-so-ever (from a contextually determined set) that he wants to
buy. In (73a) (here 4.77) there is no contextually determined set of books that we are

talking about.”

@77 f A~ 8 X W R $
ta bu xidng madi nd bén sha.
he not.R want buy which CL book

‘He doesn’t want to buy any book (in particular).” (original translation,
Giannakidou & Cheng 2006: ex.73a)

@78 b W A H #H A B K.
ta na bén shi dou bu xidng mdi.
he which CL book DOU not.R want buy

‘He doesn’t want to buy any book at all.” (original translation, Giannakidou &
Cheng 2006: ex.73b)

Since the only difference between (4.77) and (4.78) with respect to definiteness seems to
be the availability of dou, dou is argued to function like a definite article that picks out

the maximal member of a set, as defined in (4.79).

(4.79) [ dou ]| = AP ;o= t(AwAx.P(x)(w)) (Giannakidou & Cheng 2006: 176)

One major issue that Giannakidou & Cheng’s (2006) proposal seems to overlook is
that by tying wiilun with nd CL NPs to form FCls, it is predicted that wiiltin should be
able to appear in front of nd bén shii, an indefinite FCI according to them, in (4.77); but,

in fact, it cannot (4.80), which has already been shown in the previous sections.
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(4.80) i A~ A X T i B N o
*ta bu xidng mdi wulun na bén shu.
he not.R want buy no matter which CL book
‘Intended: He doesn’t want to buy any book (in particular).’

Another major issue is that the iota operator dou also appears in sentences with bare
wh phrases such as (4.70). As defined in (4.79), dou takes an intensionalized property as
its argument. However, since the bare wh phrase in (4.70) has been explicitly argued not
to have wiilun in its front, it is hard to see how they would derive the meaning of (4.70).
This is crucial for them, since sentences with bare wh phrases constitute the empirical
basis for their theoretical claims that “wh-indeterminates do not form a uniform class”
(Giannakidou & Cheng 2006: 135). Without a principled account for the meaning of a

sentence with a bare wh phrase, their claims would be left groundless.

4.3.3 The semantics of wh-words

Following Hamblin 1973, I assume that the semantic denotation of a wh word consists of
all possible elements of the same kind in a contextualized domain. However, differing
from him in treating wh words denotating a set of entities, I assume that the semantic
denotation of a wh word is a ‘special’ disjunction of each element of the same kind in
that domain (cf. Karttunen 1977; Ciardelli et al. 2013; Ciardelli & Roelofsen 2014).
Following Partee & Rooth 1983, I define a ‘special’ disjunctive operator V.., as a
two-place operator that takes NP arguments of type < ef, > and gives back an NP

argument of the same type, as illustrated in (4.81)%.

(4-81) [[V<et,t>]] = /1<gz<et,t>- /Lg<et,t>- /1P<e,t>- Q(P) Vi Q(P)

24In principle, one could define a V,, but this would blur the possibility to treat proper names as
quantifiers on a par with standard strong quantifiers.
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This‘special’ disjunctive operator V., 1s to be differentiated from the logical disjunctive
operator V, that takes propositions as arguments, but V... is related to V, by a type-
shifting rule that is defined in Partee & Rooth 1983%°. Thus, given a domain of individuals
D = {Ann, Bob, Chris}, the semantic denotation of shui (‘who’) on this domain will be

the disjunctive form in (4.82), where a stands for the person Ann, etc.

(4.82) [shuil=a V,, b Vy, 0

This disjunctive meaning for wh-words is considered to be identical to a disjunctive phrase
in natural language. Thus, the meaning of shui'in (4.82) is identical to the meaning of the
disjunctive phrase a or b or c, i.e., Ann or Bob or Chris in English, or AnnE{BobI{Chris
in Mandarin. In other words, V. corresponds to disjunctive words in natural language

such as or in English or &,(#) (‘or’) in Mandarin.

There are several advantages to equating the meaning of a wh-word to a disjunction
of entities rather than a set of entities. Firstly, a set does not automatically work with
logical operators such as conjunction or negation, but a disjunctive form does. Secondly,
a disjunctive form can also be considered equivalent to the meaning of a disjunctive
phrase. For example, shui given the denotation in (4.82) means the same as ‘Ann or Bob
or Chris’, which gives us a straightforward interpretation when they are under the scope
of negation. Thus, (4.83) means the same as (4.84), i.e., John did not see Ann, and John

did not see Bob, and John did not see Chris.

(483) 28 &H BN .
yuehan méiyou kanjian shui.
John  not see who
‘John did not see anyone.’

2In the following discussion, V is equivalent to V,.
26The semantic type of proper names is changed accordingly from e to < et,t > (Montague 1973/1974).
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484 A wEH  ENWN % B 8E s WL
yuehan méiyou kanjian Ann huo Bob huo Chris.
John  not see Ann or Bob or Chris
‘John did not see anyone.’

Finally, as discussed in Section 4.2.2, the word wiilun requires either a disjunctive phrase
or a wh word to form a grammatical sentence; thus, equating the meaning of a wh-word

with a disjunctive phrase fulfills the syntax and semantics of wiilitn automatically.

4.3.4 The semantics of (wiliin) wh dou universal FCIs

Now that we have specified the structure of (wilun) wh dou Universal FCIs based on
the properties of dou and wiilun, and we have also specified the semantic denotation of
question words, we are now in a position to spell out the semantic composition of (wilin)

wh dou Universal FCIs. Take (4.85) as an example.

(4.85) Tk W ®E g
wulun shui dou méiyou shuohua.
no-matter who DOU notR talk
‘No matter who he was, he did not talk.’

Suppose the domain of universe contains two individuals Ann and Bob. In notation:
D = {a, b}. The meaning of shui on this domain is given in (4.86), meaning Ann or

Bob.

(4.86) [shuil=a Ve b

Since V. 1s defined as a two-place functor that takes NP arguments of type < et,t > in

(4.81), repeated here in (4.87), it requires that the denotation of individuals in the domain
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have a quantifier type of < et,t > instead of the basic type of e (Montague 1973/1974).

Thus, we have the denotations for the individuals as illustrated in (4.88) and (4.89).

(4-87) I Vetr> 1= /ng<et,t>- /1&02<et,t>- /1P<e,t>- @(P) \ Q(P)

(4.88) [ [xe Ann] | = AP . a(P).

(4.89) [ [xe Bob] [ = AP, D(P).

Putting (4.87), (4.88), and (4.89) together gives us the meaning of shui in the domain

defined above, as illustrated in (4.90).

(4.90) [ [ne shufl 1=a Veerrs b=[Veer> 1(TA]) ([Bob [)=AP.-.a(P) V b(P).

As argued in Section 4.2.2, the correct syntax for (wilin) wh dou Universal FCIs has

the form in (4.91), where wiilitn combines with wh first.

4.91) [ [ wilan wh ] dou ]

Thus, we need a denotation for wiilun. Here I take the negation marker wii in wiiliin as non-
accidental and propose to define [wiiluin] as a ‘special’ negation operator =i, s> <err>>
that takes NP arguments of type <et,r>and returns a property of predicates of type <e,t>,

as illustrated in (4.92).

(4.92) [wiilun] = Te<et t> <ett>> — /ng<et,t>-/1p<e,t>- —|<@(P).

Applying (4.92) to (4.90), we arrive at the denotation of [ [ wiilitn wh ] ] on the

domain D = {a, b} as the one illustrated in (4.93).
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(4.93) [wilun] (I [np shuid] ]) = [_'<<et,t>,<et,t>>] (a Vet > b)=
[APceris AP <o s> 7P (P).] (AP<eys.a(P) NV b(P). ) = AP ¢ p».~(a(P) V b(P)).

The last step in (4.93) can be further simplified via De Morgan’s Laws, and we thus have

the meaning of (wiliin) wh as in (4.94).

(4.94) [ [ wiilim wh 11 = APy ss.~(a(P) V b(P)). = APy rs.ma(P) A =b(P).

Note that the result of (4.94) denotes a set of properties that neither Ann or Bill has,
which is still a single element of a quantifier type. Since dou requires a conjunctive
phrase, the result above cannot serve as an argument of dou as it stands. In order to
solve this problem, we again follow Partee & Rooth 1983 to define a ‘special’ two-place
conjunctive operator A . that takes arguments of type <et,r>and returns a constituent

of the same type, as defined in (4.95)%".

(4.95) Neetp> = /L@«t,»- /lc@<ez71>- /1P<e7t>- P(P) A 2(P).

What (4.95) says is that the result of A, ,~-conjoining two sets of properties is a set of
properties that commonly shared by the two sets. Accordingly, a set of properties that

neither Ann or Bill has is equivalent to a A, ,~-conjunction of the set of properties that

A does not have and the set of properties that B does not have, as defined in (4.96).

(4.96) /lP<e,t>-_'a(P) A _‘b(P)- = /1P<e,t>-_'a(P)- A<etr> /1P<e,t>-_'b(P)-

Since (4.96) is a conjunctive phrase, it can serve as an argument of dou, whose denotation

is defined in (4.97).

2 This conjunctive operator A~ is on a par with the disjunctive operator Vs, as defined in (4.81).
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(4.97) [ doull = AP ey 1o APy rn. 2(P).

Now that we have got each component, we are ready to assign a semantics for the

sentence in (4.85) at the beginning of this section, repeated here in (4.113).

(4.98) it WA wE Ui
wulun shui dou méiyou shuohua.
no-matter who DOU not.R talk
‘No matter who he was, he did not talk.’

The syntax/LF of (4.113) is illustrated in (4.99).

(4.99)

TP

A

NP T

SN T

wulun  shui DOU T

SN

T VP

not.R talk

Ignoring the temporal component, we define the denotation of méiyou in (4.100).

(4.100) The denotation of méiyou, ignoring the temporal component:

[[Tnot.R]]=APp.=P.

The denotation of the verb ralk is defined in (4.101).

(4.101) [[.VP talk ] ] = Ax, € D. talk(x).
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The denotation of the whole clause in (4.113) based on the structure in (4.99) is calculated

step by step in (4.102).

(4.102) [DOU J (M [-r [.y not.R ] [.yp talk ] 1 1) ([ [.np wiilitn shui ] )
=[APct s A . 2(P).] ([ AP<oys.mP. ] (Ax, € D.talk(x).))
(APoro.ma(P). Acorps AP ~b(P). )
= [AP o s AL s> 2(P).] (Ax, € D.—talk(x).)
(AP<ep>.ma(P). Acetys AP<ers.mb(P). )
= [12 1 1».2(Ax, € D.~talk(x).).] (AP, s>.ma(P). Acorys AP<ers.mb(P).)
= [APoss.ma(P). NAcerrs AP<ors.mb(P).] (Ax, € D.—talk(x).)
= =a(Ax, € D.~talk(x).) N —b(Ax, € D.~talk(x).)
= —~talk(a) N ——talk(b)
=talk(a) A talk(b)

However, as the result of the derivation in (4.102) shows, when we try to put the meaning
of wiiliin shui in (4.96), dou, the negation marker méiyou and the predicate VP ralk
together to work out the meaning of the sentence in (4.113), we arrive at a meaning
that is totally opposite to what the sentence is supposed to mean. This is because when
dou distributes the property Ax, € D.—talk(x). denoted by the combination of méiyou
and talk to each conjunct in its conjunction argument, the result is a conjunction of two
propositions: one says that it is not the case that Ann does not talk, and the other says
that it is not the case that Bill does not talk. In other words, the result says that Ann and
Bill both talk. This is exactly the opposite of what (4.113) is supposed to mean, namely,

neither Ann nor Bill talk.

It is not hard to see that the problem originates from the result of combining wiiliin

with wh in (4.93). Given that this result carries the negation component from wiiltin and
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essentially functions as a quantifier that takes arguments of predicate types, it would
negate every predicate ‘given’ by dou. In other words, a direct semantic composition of
(wiiliin) wh dou U-FCls that follows basic rules of functional application and those of
standard logical operators modulo type-shifting would lead us to a false meaning for this

type of U-FCIs. In addition, the so-called free choice flavor seems to be missing as well.

To solve the problem, I propose a covert exhaustification operator Oo; s> <er.r>>
(mnemonic for the English word only) in the spirit of Fox 2007; Chierchia 2006, 2013.
This operator is to be attached to the wh word before it combines with wiilin in (wiilitn)

wh dou U-FCIs. A preliminary meaning of O s> <>~ 18 defined in (4.103).

(4.103) The denotation of O,/ s> <¢r.r~> (preliminary):

Occetis <etps> = AXcorys € D.AP 15 X(P) AN ¥y € D(y # x — —y(P)).

(4.103) says that O s> <.r.r~> takes an individual x and a property P as its arguments and
asserts that x has the property P, but all the individuals other than x in the domain does
not. In order for O, ;> <.r.r~> to be able to take a disjunctive phrase, i.e., the denotation

of wh words, define a distributivity property for O, > <err>> as in (4.104).

(4.104) The distributivity of O<¢s s> <er.r~> (preliminary):

VXcors> € DandVy .~ € D:

0<<et,t>,<et,t>>(x Vet > y) = 0<<et,t>,<et,t>>(x) Vet > 0<<et,t>,<et,t>>(y)-

Now the syntax/LF of (4.113) is (4.105) instead of (4.99).
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(4.105)

NP1 T

/\/\

wulun NP2 DOU T

N

0<<et,t>,<et,l>> shui T VP

not.R talk

Thus, we derive the meaning of [.np2 O<<er s> <er>> Shui' ] by applying the denotation of

O<<er.r> <err>> 10 the denotation of shuf, as illustrated in (4.106).

(4.106) [O<corr><erss> 1 (L shui' 1) = [ Occerss <erss> 1 (@ Veerss b))
= Occer s <eti>>(@) V cer > Occers <eti>>(D) by (4.104)
=[AP<ess>.a(P) A ¥y € D(y # a — =y(P)]Veerss
[AP.s».b(P) A Yy € D(y # b — —y(P))] by (4.103)
= [AP<eys.a(P) A =b(P).]V corss [AP<eys. b(P) A =a(P).] by D = {a,b}

= AP er>.(a(P) A =b(P)) V (b(P) A —a(P)).

The denotation of wiiliin then combines with the result of (4.106) to derive the meaning

of NP1 in (4.105). This derivation is shown in (4.107).

(4.107) [ wilan ] ([O<cers> <ers>>] ([ shut 1))
= [AP cers> AP o5 7P (P).] ([ O<cetps <ers>> 1 ([ shui 1)) by (4.92)
=12 1> AP e 7P (P) ]
(AP<ess.(a(P) A =b(P)) V (b(P) A —a(P))). by (4.106)
= AP e[ (a(P) A =b(P)) V (D(P) A —a(P))]

= AP p>.(a(P) A =b(P)) A ~(b(P) A —a(P))
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= AP ep>.(ma(P) vV b(P)) A (=b(P) V a(P))
= APos>.(a(P) = b(P)) A (b(P) — a(P))
= AP e>.a(P) & b(P)

There are two situations in which the formula a(P) <> b(P) in the last step of (4.107) is
true. Either both a(P) and b(P) are true, or, both a(P) and b(P) are false. This amounts to
saying that the result of (4.107) denotes a set of properties that either both Ann and Bob
have or neither Ann nor Bob have. This is different from (4.94) where the combination
of wiilun and shuf directly results in a set of properties that neither Ann nor Bob have.
As is shown above, (4.94) would lead to false sentence denotation; therefore, in order to
arrive at a conjunction of two positive conjuncts, one needs to eliminate properties that

neither Ann nor Bob have. Thus, one derives (4.108) from the last step in (4.107).

(4108) [ wiilun ] ( [O<<et,t>,<et,t>>] ([l shui 1) )
= AP ess-(a(P) — b(P)) A (b(P) — a(P))

=g AP, ~.a(P) A b(P) (after deleting the contradictory scenario)

The last step in (4.108) gives us a positive conjunctive phrase that can serve as an

argument of dou. The rest of the semantic derivation for (4.105) is shown in (4.109).

(4.109) [DOU I ([ [+ [.r not.R ] [yp talk ] 11) (I [.xp wiiliin ([ O<cerys <ers>> 1 (1
shui 1)) 11)
= [APt 1> A2 0y o 2(P).] (Ax, € D.~talk(x).) ( AP, ,.a(P) A b(P) )
= —talk(a) A —talk(b)

This gives a correct interpretation of the meaning of the sentence in (4.113) on the domain

of two individuals D = {a, b}.
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The above proposal for the denotation of (wiiltin) wh dou Universal FCls accounts for
two basic properties of this type of FClIs. Its universal force comes from the conjunction
that dou distributes a property over, and its free choice flavor is encoded in the semantic
derivation by the application of the exhaustivity operator O, ;> <.r.~> and the denotation
of wilun. What the derivation in (4.107) basically says is that it is not the case that only
Ann has the property P and it is not the case that only Bob has the property P, which can
be naturally followed by a sentence such as ‘In fact, Ann and Bob both have the property
P’ without causing contradiction. Similar inference is impossible when the exhaustivity
operator O« s> <>~ 15 absent from the semantic derivation of [.xp (wiiltin) wh ], as the

following inference in (4.110) leads to contradiction.

(4.110) Itis not the case that Ann has the property P.
and
It is not the case that Bob has the property P.
In fact,
Ann and Bob both have the property P.
(CONTRADICTION)

Note that the inference pattern in (4.110) is exactly what the direct composition of wiilun
and wh attempts to do. In other words, the failure of the direct combination is a logic
problem that is rooted in semantics. In order to get the correct meaning that would not
lead to contradiction, the logical form of the sentence needs to be changed, which in turn

warrants the addition of the proposed operator O«..; s <ers>>-

The functions of O, s> <er.~> and wiilun can be visualized straightforwardly with

the help of a truth table®®. For example, The truth table in (4.111) illustrates the truth

28For illustration purposes, I substitute a for a(P), and b for b(P), etc. in truth tables.
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conditions for the formula a(P) < b(P) behind AP, in (4.107). As is shown, this
formula is true when both a(P) and b(P) are true (S1), or both of them are false (S4),
which corresponds to two scenarios: one is that both Ann and Bob have P; and the other

is neither Ann nor Bob has P.

(4.111) The truth table for a(P) < b(P):

S(ituations) | a | b|ae b
(1) 1|1 1
(2) 110 0
(3) 01 0
4) 00 1

By definition in (4.103), the function of O, s> <¢r.>> 18 to pick out situations where only
one member in the domain is true of a property P, but not the others. This amounts to
picking out S2 and S3 in the truth table in (4.111), where either a(P) is true but b(P) is
false or vice versa. In the semantic derivation in (4.107), the situations that are picked out
by O<err> <ers>> are subsequently negated by the negation operator denoted by wiilun.
This is equivalent to deleting S2 and S3 in the truth table. Thus, the combined functions
of Occers> <err~> and wiilun are to delete the rows that make a(P) < b(P) false in its truth

table, which is illustrated in (4.112).
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(4.112) The truth table for a(P) < b(P):

S(ituations) | a | b | ae Db

(1 1)1 1

) 110 0
3 01 0
“4) 00 1

In the case with two individuals in the domain, the situations that remain after the
deletion of some other situations by O ;> <e1>> and wiilitn turn out to be only two
scenarios, one of which is irrelevant for our purposes by a pragmatic rule and the other
of which is exactly the situation that we want. As we will see in Section 4.3.5, the issue
becomes complicated when the domain of quantification has more than two individuals,
and a refined denotation for O, ;> <.rr~> 1s called for as well. However, despite the
complication, the general idea of how O, ;> <.1~> and wiilun work, which is equivalence
to deletion in a truth table as discussed above, remain the same. In fact, as will be shown
in section 4.3.5, the use of a truth table can significantly simplify the procedure of

deriving the correct meaning.

4.3.5 Domains of quantification with more than two entities

Section 4.3.4 illustrates a semantic derivation for the sentence in (4.85), repeated in

(4.113) below, with a domain of two individuals Ann and Bob.
(4.113) Toits R < S & S I AT
wulun shui dou méiyou shuohua.
no-matter who DOU not.R talk
‘No matter who he was, he did not talk.’
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The crucial step in deriving the free choice flavor of (4.113) is the application of the
exhaustification operator O, s> <¢r.~> to each disjunct in the denotation of wh-words,
the result of which is a disjunctive phrase that functions as the argument of the denotation
of wulun. As is illustrated in (4.106) and (4.107), the result of combining O,/ /> <er.r>>»
the denotation of wh-words, and the denotation of wiiliin gives us two possible situations

with a domain of two individuals, one of which is relevant for our purposes.

With a domain of more than two individuals, the semantic derivation of free choice
becomes more complicated. In addition, a refined denotation is needed for O,/ /> <er.>>
in order to be able to recursively apply it during the semantic derivation, as will be shown
in the following. To illustrate, let’s take a domain of three individuals Ann, Bob and
Chris. In notation: D = {a, b, c¢}. With this domain, the denotation of shui (‘who’) in

(4.113) becomes (4.114).

(4.114) [shuill=a Vepss b Veerss €

The results of applying O.; s> <er.r~> to €ach disjunct of the denotation of shui (‘who’) in

(4.114) are illustrated in (4.115)-(4.117).

(4-1 15) 0<<et,t>,<et,t>> ([[ Ann ]]) = /1P<e,t>- a(P) A _'b(P) A _'C(P)-

(4.116) 0<<et,t>,<et,t>> (I Bob ]) = /1P<e,t>-b(P) A —a(P) A —c(P).

(4-117) 0<<et,t>,<et,t>> ([[ Chris ]]) = /lP<e,t>- C(P) A _‘a(P) A _‘b(P)-

Combining the semantics of wiilun with a disjunction of (4.115)-(4.117) gives us the

result in (4.118).
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(4.118) [ wiilan ] ([O<cers> <eri>>] ([ shut 1))
= [AP ceri5 AP <o 7P (P).] ([Occerp> <ers>>] ([ shui ]) ) by (4.92)
=12 1> AP e 2P (P).]
(AP<es.a(P) A =b(P) A =c(P).)V
(AP<ess. B(P) A =a(P) A =c(P).)V
(AP<eys. c(P) A =a(P) A =b(P).))
= AP o s5.(=(a(P) A =b(P) A =c(P).)) A
(=(b(P) A =a(P) A =c(P).)) A
(=(c(P) A =a(P) A =b(P).)).
= AP os5.(ma(P) V b(P) V c(P).) A
(=b(P) V a(P) V c¢(P).) A
(=c(P) V a(P) vV b(P).)
= AP o >(a(P) — (b(P) V c(P)) A (b(P) — (a(P) V c(P)) A

(c(P) = (a(P) vV b(P)))

As the resultin (4.118) shows, the relation among each conjunct is less straightforward
than the one in (4.107) with a domain of two individuals. However, as discussed at the end
of Section 4.3.4, the function of O s> <.r,~> and the denotation of wiiluin is essentially to
delete rows that make the formula behind AP_, .. false. Therefore, given the truth table for
the formula (a(P) — (b(P) V c(P))) A(b(P) — (a(P)V c(P))) A(c(P) — (a(P)V b(P))),
the situations where it is false are to be deleted, as illustrated in (4.119). This is similar

to the case as demonstrated in (4.111) with a two-individual domain.
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(4.119) The truth table for
(a(P) — (b(P) V c(P))) A (b(P) = (a(P) V ¢(P))) A(c(P) — (a(P) V b(P))):

Ss|a|b|lc|la—>(MVc)|b—>(avec)|c—(aVvb) | A
(M1 1]1 1 1 1 1
2 |1]1]0 1 1 1 1
B)|1]0]1 1 1 1 1
4117010 0 1 1 0
G)y|o0|1]1 1 1 1 1
®|0]|1]0 1 0 1 0
hH|10]0]1 1 1 0 0
@®(0/0]0 1 1 1 1

Unlike (4.112) with a domain D = {a, b}, there are more than two situations that
make the formula (a(P) — (b(P) V c¢(P))) A(b(P) — (a(P) V c(P))) A(c(P) — (a(P)V
b(P))) true. Ignoring the last situation S8 for semantic irrelevance, the truth conditions
for (a(P) — (b(P) V ¢(P))) A (D(P) — (a(P) V ¢(P))) A(c(P) — (a(P) V b(P))) as
illustrated in (4.119) can be understood as a disjunction of all the situations that make the

formula true, which gives us the disjunctive form in (4.120).

(4.120) (a(P) — (b(P) V c(P))) A(b(P) = (a(P) V c(P))) A(c(P) = (a(P) V b(P)))

=1g AP<es>.(a(P) A B(P)) V (b(P) A c(P)) V (a(P) A c¢(P)) V (a(P) A b(P) A c(P))

The result in (4.120) cannot be an argument for dou since dou requires a conjunction
of individuals in the domain. In order to derive a correct argument for dou, we apply
O<<err> <ers>> and the denotation of wiilin to the last step in (4.120). However, a refined
denotation of O, s> <>~ 18 needed in order for it to be able to take each disjunct as

its argument. This is because the denotation for O, s> <>, as is defined in (4.103),
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repeated here in (4.121), only applies to atomic individuals in the domain. Accordingly,
a plurality denoted by AP, ;.. a(P) A b(P), also written as a A b, for example, cannot

serve as an argument of 0<<e[,t>,<et,t>>29

(4.121) The denotation of Oy s> <¢r.r~> (preliminary):

0<<et,t>,<et,t>> = /lx<et,t> € D-/1P<e,t>- x(P) A Vy € D(y FX o _‘y(P))-

To save the semantic calculation from being undefined, two modifications are called
for. First, the domain of quantification needs to be enlarged to include pluralities
besides atomic individuals. For example, the previous domain of two atomic individuals
D = {a, b} is changed into D = {a, b, a A b}, and the previous domain of three
atomic individuals D = {a, b, c}ischangedinto D = {a, b, c, a Acorps by b Ao
C, ANcerys Cy A Ncorss b Ay s € ). Second, a revised denotation of O« s <er s> 1S needed
in order for it to be able to take non-atomic individuals as its argument, which is defined

in (4.122).

(4.122) The revised denotation of O, s <er s> (final):

0<<ez,t>,<er,t>> =

Ax.AP. x(P) A Vy[(yisatomicandy # x) — —y(P)]. if x denotes an atomic individual;

Ax.AP. x(P) A Vy[(yisatomic andy # an atomic individual in x) — —y(P)]. if x denotes a plurality.
Apply [ wiilun ] and the revised denotation for O« s <et 5> t0 AP, 4~ .(a(P)AD(P))V

(b(P) A c(P)) V (a(P) A c(P)) V (a(P) A b(P) A c¢(P)). The result is illustrated in (4.123).

(4.123) [ wiilin || (O<<er> <eti>> (AP<e>-(a(P) A b(P)) V (b(P) A c(P)) V (a(P) A
c(P)) V (a(P) A b(P) A c(P))))

2The term pluralities used here is different from the notion of pluralities as defined in Link 1983 in one
crucial aspect. Pluralities used here are intrinsically distributive since they are formed by intersecting their
properties, therefore, they cannot serve as subject of predicates that require indivisible pluralities such as
meet or gather.
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= [ wiilin ] (0(/lp<e,t>-(a(P) A b(P)) Vet 0(/1P<e,t>-(b(P) A c(P)) Ve
O(AP o s> (a(P) A c(P)) V <etr> O(AP < ps.(a(P) A b(P) A c(P))))

The calculation of the last disjunct O(AP_,,..(a(P) A b(P) A c(P))) encounters a problem,
namely, there is no atomic individual y in the domain such that y is not the same as each
conjunct of the plurality denotated by a A b A c. In other words, the last disjunct has
a presupposition failure and therefore undefined. For this reason, we remove the last

disjunct from further semantic derivation, which leads to (4.124).

(4.124) The derivation after removing O(AP_..(a(P) A b(P) A c(P))) in (4.123):
[ wiiliin ]| (O(AP < i>-(a(P) A D(P)) V <ot OWP <> (B(P) A ¢(P)) V <ot
OP > (a(P) A c(P)) V cer> OAP < >.(a(P) A b(P) A c(P))))
= [ wiiliin
(OAP <> (a(PYAD(P)V <ot > O(AP < > (B(PYAC(P)V <t.i> O(AP <o 1> (a(P) Ac(P)))

AP s>.((a(P) A D(P)) = c(P)) A ((B(P) A c¢(P)) = a(P)) A ((a(P) A c(P)) — b(P))

Even though the last step in (4.124) is in a conjunctive form, it cannot be combined with
dou since it is not a plurality, as least not on the surface. Again, we turn to truth tables to

simplify it, as illustrated in (4.125).

39The symbol = means that the two formulas before and after it are the same modulo deletion of a
disjunct due to presupposition failure.

149



(4.125) The truth table for
((a(P) A b(P)) — c(P)) A (D(P) A c¢(P)) = a(P)) A ((a(P) A ¢(P)) — D(P)):

Ss|la|b|c|(a@aAb)y—>c|(bAc)—a|(a@arc)—>b| A
M |{1r]1]1 1 1 1 1
(1110 0 1 1 0
S |1]0]1 1 1 0 0
@+ 06]0 + + + +
S0 1|1 1 0 1 0
®w| 6|+ |06 + + + +
Ahloe|o6 |+ + + + +
8|00 |6 + + + +

Out of the eight situations in the truth table in (4.125), S8 is deleted due to semantic
irrelevance as discussed in the previous sections. The situations S4, S6, and S7 are
deleted because the scenarios where only one person but not the others has a property
are ruled out in the semantic derivation of the first round in (4.119). In other words,
four out of eight situations are relevant to the current discussion, and they are S1, S2,
S3, and S5. As is shown in (4.125), the only scenario that can make the formula
((a(P) A b(P)) = c(P)) A ((b(P) A c(P)) = a(P)) A ((a(P) A c¢(P)) — b(P)) true is when
each atomic proposition is true, i.e., S1. This leads us to the simplification in (4.126) for

the formula under discussion.

(4.126)
AP e p>.((a(P) A D(P)) = c(P)) A ((B(P) A c(P)) = a(P)) A ((a(P) A c(P)) — b(P))
=recursion AP<e>.a(P) A D(P) A ¢(P),
where =,,..sio, means that the formula after it is derived from the one before it by

recursively applying predefined operators.
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Since the last step in (4.126) is a conjunction of atomic individuals, it can function as an

argument for dou.

Note that S2, S3, and S5, the situations that make the formula false, are situations
where two individuals have a certain property but not the third. In this respect, it is similar
to deletion of S4, S6, and S7 as these are the situations where one individual has a certain
property but not the other two. In other words, the function of applying [ wiilin ]| and
O<<err> <err>> recursively to disjunctions at different phases of the semantic derivation
is to delete ‘partial situations’, i.e., situations where only part of the individuals in the
domain has certain properties. The result of the recursion gives us a universal meaning

that is consistent with what (wiiliin) wh dou Universal FCIs means.

4.4 Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter is to show that one type of non-canonical presuppositional
quantifiers, namely (wiliun) wh dou Universal FCIs, must be interpreted above the
sentential negation marker méiyou, and their relative position lends support to the pro-
posal developed in Chapter 2 that méiydu is in T, based on Diesing’s (1992) Mapping

Hypothesis.

I gave a detailed analysis on the syntax and semantics of (wilitn) wh dou Universal
FClIs, which are often translated into English as no matter wh- phrases. Based on the
syntactic as well as semantic constraints of the word dou, I argued that the word wiilun,
despite its phonological optionality, is obligatory for semantics. I then showed that the
interpretation position of (wiliun) wh dou U-FCls is above the sentential negation maker
méiyou, regardless whether it is the thematic subject or object of a sentence. In the

last part of this chapter, I proposed a semantic analysis for (wiliin) wh dou U-FCls that
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utilizes the scalar-implicature approaches to FCIs advanced in Fox 2007; Chierchia 2006,
2013. The new semantics can explain both the universal quantification and the free choice
flavor that are associated with (wiiltin) wh dou U-FCls, and it is thus advantageous over

several previous proposals.
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CHAPTER 5
(LIAN) ... DOU (‘EVEN’) IN MANDARIN

Another non-canonical presuppositional quantifier in Mandarin Chinese is the (lidn)
...dou (‘even’) scalar quantifier'. This construction shares several structural properties
with (wiiliitn) wh dou U-FCls; in particular, it must be interpreted above the negation
marker méiyou as well, regardless whether it is a thematic subject or a thematic object.

This lends another support to the T-status of méiyou developed in Chapter 2.

The chapter is organized in the following way. Section 5.1 illustrates the structural
properties of the (lidn) ... dou (‘even’) construction and points out their similarities to the
structure of (wiiluin) wh dou U-FCls. Section 5.2 specifies the interpretation position of
the (lidn) ... dou (‘even’) construction relative to (Q)yovu)/méiyéu. Section 5.3 concludes

the chapter.

"The (lidn) ...dou (‘even’) construction has a variant (lidn) ...yé (‘even’) that I will not discuss in
this chapter. This is similar to the variation between (wiilun) wh dou U-FCls and (wiilun) wh yé U-FCIs
discussed in Chapter 4.
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5.1 (Lidn)...dou (‘even’) in Mandarin

The (3%)...#F/(lidn). . . dou/ (‘even’) construction in Mandarin expresses a scalar meaning
that is on a par with even in English. For instance, the sentence in (5.1) asserts that
Zhangsan invited Lisi and presupposes that (i) Zhangsan invited people other than Lisi,
and, (i1) the likelihood of Zhangsan inviting Lisi is smaller than the likelihood of Zhangsan
inviting the other people. Thus, the sentence has a flavor of surprise or unexpectedness

from the speaker’s point of view.

(5.1) 5k= (F)  FW x#H)  HIEF T
Zhangsan (lidan) Lisi *(dou) yaoqing le.
Zhangsan (LIAN) Lisi *(DOU) invite LE

‘Zhangsan invited even Lisi.’

The (lidn). .. dou (‘even’) construction has several properties that are quite similar to
those of (wiiliin) wh dou universal free choice Items. As shown in (5.1), the word lidn is
optional, but the word dou is obligatory. This is reminiscent of the optionality of wiilin

and the obligatoriness of dou in (wiiliin) wh dou U-FCls, as discussed in Chapter 4.

In (wilun) wh dou U-FCls, the phrase (wiilun) wh (‘no matter wh’) can appear either
before or after the sentential subject. For instance, the phrase (wiilitn) shui (‘no-matter
who’) appears after the subject Zhangsan in (5.2), and it can also appear in its front, as

shown in (5.3).

(5.2) K= (Foik) o) BiE T
Zhangsan (wulun) shui *(dou) yaoqing le.
Zhangsan (no-matter) who *(DOU) invite LE

‘No matter who he was, Zhangsan invited him.’
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(5.3) (Ftik) K= *#)  BIEF T
(wulun) shui Zhangsan *(dou) yaoqing le.
(no-matter) who Zhangsan *(DOU) invite LE
‘No matter who he was, Zhangsan invited him.’

The same pattern is observed in the (lidn). .. dou (‘even’) construction. In (5.1), the lidn
phrase appears after the subject Zhangsan; but it can also appear before it, as illustrated

in (5.4).

(54 ()  FM k= “H#)  BiE T
(lian)  Lisi Zhangsan *(dou) yaoqing le.
(LIAN) Lisi Zhangsan *(DOU) invite LE
‘Zhangsan invited even Lisi.’

Finally, as discussed in Chapter 4, when a (wiilun) wh phrase is the thematic object
of the main predicate of a clause, it nevertheless cannot appear in the canonical object
position of the verb, i.e., the position after the verb in Mandarin since Mandarin is an
SVO language. Thus, the following sentence in (5.5) is ungrammatical because the
phrase wiiliin shui (‘no-matter who’) is behind the verb yaoging (‘to invite’). This is to

be contrasted with (5.2).

(5.5) *R= #HoOBEE T T i
*/Zhangsan dou yaoqing le wiulun shui.
Zhangsan DOU invite  LE no-matter who
‘Intended: No matter who he was, Zhangsan invited him.’

This syntactic constraint shows up in the (lidn). . . dou (‘even’) construction as well. When
a lidan phrase is the thematic object of the main predicate of a clause, it cannot appear
after the main predicate. This property explains the ungrammaticality observed in the
sentence in (5.6), since the phrase lidn Lisi (‘even Lisi’) is after the main verb yaoging

(‘to invite’).
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(5.6) *FK= # 0 BE T E ZFNW.
*Zhangsan dou yaoqing le lidan  Lisi.
Zhangsan DOU invite LE LIAN Lisi.
‘Intended: Zhangsan invited even Lisi.’

5.2 The position of (lidn)-phrases in a negative sentence with méiyou

When a lidn phrase is the thematic object of the predicate in a sentence, it has to move out
of its base object position (Shyu 1995; Badan 2008; Badan & Del Gobbo 2015; Constant
& Gu 2010; Cheng & Vicente 2013 a.o.), as illustrated in (5.4) and (5.6). Since the
negation marker méiyou is argued to be in T, and presuppositional quantifiers are argued
to be interpreted above T, one would predict that the the /idn phrase would move to a

position above méiyou. This prediction is borne out. Take (5.7) and (5.8) as examples.

(5.7) k= = ZFW OH wE BE-
Zhangsan lian  Lisi dou méiyou yaoqing.
Zhangsan LIAN Lisi DOU not.R invite
‘Zhangsan did not even invite Lisi.’

(5.8) *HK= BE o E FWE W &
*Zhangsan méiyou lidan  Lisi dou yaoqing.
Zhangsan not.R LIAN Lisi DOU invite
‘Intended: Zhangsan did not even invite Lisi.’

In (5.7), the phrase (lidn) Lisi dou (‘even Lisi’) is in front of the negation marker méiyou
and the sentence is grammatical. However, when it follows méiyou, the sentence is bad,

as shown in (5.8).

Similar to the situation on the structural position of the phrase (wiilitn) wh and

méiyou in Section 4.2.3 of Chapter 4, the sentence in (5.8) is grammatical on the reading
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that it was not the case that Zhangsan even invited Lisi, in which case the negation
marker méiyou functions as meta-negation that takes a clause/proposition as its argument.
Evidence for méiyou being meta-negation in (5.8) comes from the following sentence in

(5.9), where another méiyou can be added, and the sentence meaning changes accordingly.

(5.9) K= e E FM W WA BE.
Zhangsan méiyou lidan  Lisi dou m’eiyou yaoqing.
Zhangsan not.R  LIAN Lisi DOU notR  invite
‘It was not the case that Zhangsan did not even invite Lisi.’

Since scope interpretation in Mandarin is from left to right, the (lidn)-phrase is
interpreted above méiyou in a sentence such as (5.7). This is exactly what the proposal of
méiyou being in T would predict, according to Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hypothesis.

Thus, the lidn ... dou construction gives another evidence that (0y,,,)/méiyou is under T.

5.3 Conclusion

In this chapter, I illustrated several similarities between the (lidn) . . . dou (‘even’) construc-
tion and (wiilun) wh dou U-FCls with respect to their surface position, including the fact
that the (lidn)-phrase must be interpreted above ((Dyovu)/méiyéu. Since the (lidn)-phrase
is a presuppositional quantifier, and its interpretation position relative to (Q)yovu)/méiyéu

lends another support to the argument that it is under T.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION

In this dissertation, I presented arguments for the proposal that there is a T(ense) projec-
tion (TP) in the clause structure of Mandarin. The argumentation proceeded in four steps.
The first two steps can be seen as a systematic formalization of similar intuitions on the
syntactic status of you/méiyou as functional heads (Huang 1990; Cheng 1991 a.o.) and
the validity of Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hypothesis for Mandarin (Cheng 1991; Hole
2006).

At the first step (Chapter 2), I argued that temporal interpretation of a non-future
negative episodic eventive sentence is located on the sentential negation marker méiyou,
from which I posited a phonologically null element (5, which encodes non-future
temporality in T. 0, realizes as you when the negation marker méi moves from its base

position in Neg to attach to it in T.

At the second step, I discussed existential constructions in Mandarin, which use
the same word you/méiyou as in non-future episodic eventive sentences (Chapter 3). |
proposed a structure for them, where the word you is a verb in V and it assigns a patient
role to its NP argument. This structural proposal requires that existential constructions
in this language be interpreted below T. I provided evidence showing that the proposed
structure makes correct predictions with respect to the formation of negative sentences
and polar questions. As to the temporal structure of non-future episodic existential
sentences, I proposed that they share the same T headed by 0,;;, with non-future episodic
eventive sentences. However, unlike the latter, the former do not have AspP and vP
between TP and VP. This proposal gives us a coherent picture of quantifier interpretation

in Mandarin which is consistent with Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hypothesis.
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To further support the TP proposal for Mandarin, I investigated two non-canonical
presuppositional quantifiers and their interpretational position in a clause structure. They
are (wiliin) wh dou universal free choice items (Chapter 4) and (lidn) . ..dou (‘even’)
scalar quantifiers (Chapter 5). 1 showed that both of them must be interpreted above

0y5.(/méiyou) in an episodic sentence.
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