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0. 1980 EIRIF AL ST, At SZ RIEL I KD AR 2 DB B B0, fE 2 Lt
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FEM2BFRRIEF 5 ARFHRAN

W7 (Randy J. LaPolla) J&AE 2 B bR 4 (97 5 R A 2 MPOE0E R R ¥ K, H&#
DRI 5 T S0 TE S % (historical linguistics) 15 5 2884% (linguistic typology ) #E2> 15
F % (sociolinguistics )+ HIHF1E 5 2% (field linguistics)« 1822 5155 & & (pragmatics and
language development) {5 1H 7 5 2% (Sino-Tibetan general linguistics ) jEk 4175 1
55 % (Tibeto-Burman general) VA PGE . JETE MUe/ HHEEWE . fbntRiE (Tagalog) %5
g BT LT ERNE S L, — BERFAR T SOEF YU, BHIRES TG
Wi, W0, 1B F R, EHSEE R ARG BE S KRG L HEES . T —
T HAE T R T, WE R R G/ R RIA DOBEAEERES . R aaEaniE
TIEAS s A/ N4 i S 7 B SRR 51— 71, R 7 DUBUIEE AL 52 A%
GUIBE MG K SR T # R AL, THOI T DUE0E R ETTE . Hia . X BAE
DA e AT T 2K LA 7 T S TR .

WARIER—AER RS, DAV ONE SR AR E BN A AAER, NEE
RIAGNE . ARSI NE S AR e ams, MMM ERER REIZES 2 71
AW o %R S T R IRTERE N T DRGNS , B R IURERE AT DLAR . R R] DA
HARTE RN SO B)7ERE, WiE . sk, PSS . R EUEANE A X
W, {H AT LUGRT I A E R I EAT X SLFHREM L. B EE ROEILEIE S
Va2 ANAEER, BT 175 5 TERE AR 2 R 1Y), 2242 BRRR 818 5 1 SR E Y54 .
BT AT, LM ENBRIE R S AR A T, BRI B SR S Rt . MU ABHEA
DUTE S EVRRTE 2R RN, B 70 [ B RS 5 R I DOEHE SR 1) R« A &2,
HEEIRZ 5 H % T IORRIREAREEA, ARG LMAE S T D EIRIGEE F I, sidmi
BTG, AhE. IRIESE, MEADHRBIES b XML AR T .

EGEL N, A ES A TEMEE. AREhE R A T8, KYahiaa FiEm
TG, RENEAE iR BERIEMAEEE, XEFINEET RN, B2, S
AEENRE T S 5 R ARNRN, BEFRE TR B M= ARTE S 3,
TG F LA HAR I E T 2R A DR RORHE “ 7 M “ =i S ER BIDGE R
ZPGEIE . ERFFUEER R, MHEX S =FA R DIGE. 5 —MRE L. 32—
FhECSCH SR B FAE, i “IRITIR”, “F” B, “” &%2FH, XNR—ARREN,
IRTE T RGBT AMRAB A AR R, HEsh. a2 —rEr. R2 NAAFHZ

WA, 2025, 5l F. WEOE. BB (E4) (EXALEER: PIMRABRRFFRICEE), pp. 1-19.
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B, XASRERM . EMREH. i, TEEER RTINS e, 3RS RIK
TRy R R, TR RS (A —E ).t RN R — 57, “R”
AN, (HIbETEE. B =FEERR. ERAERTEIELE R, MRl r4s
Mo LA gETE g subject, AN&—/MEBE, 2 —2iy X B R EIBIE R R R,
FHReAIIARE S Rl BT Feal e B A beE, BriARSAEARRI, M)
fE A2 referent tracking  (FREZFTHE), R ZWr 16 2 HEMIWE— A BT i i 7 mbLL 1% . prblix
MRS RAFEN, RRARES HIER—MT . A4 FIESEEN? il
e PR A v A it = A A — N TR, B LA AR T DR T B s A [ E AL, AT
A= T — MG B —FE R — M S X AR RiEEA . BT UK = A
MESIE R B R, AREIRFL.

& REMYUEIEIT . PHeA AR DOEXN BB E R TTERIR R . — 71, PUE KA FriE i
FIEMEE, W7 EaemEREERE . B—m, PRAmilNREZEENEHER
EIRKE R IE S, TS 5 #0% A FELeyimE, BA MERATTEGE. i 2 D0E
BUHAL— SR F R UAEE i, — DNFRinl DLIERIAIR 2, B M i A5 0080E R 1
BN E NG B R A R R TR

D B ER e, B2 —FEbRT R, BB S =2 v s 5 1
HARABRiE s R fE . A RASIES, 5 N ULE % H F 5 4%
SRTE T AT BT N Abda t, B SRR . W R, AEA AR
Mtk 2. B E RN TIRRE— DA R H TR ), AR BLAGEAN 1 2K fif
BB S R

KTRGEE, PRAEWNHTAATES, HHEEERES . bt X8
A DU RDOETRVE R — S — B RAS T B I R, i iml 28 n) @, AJVE R R I R, 1K 28 i)
FBAER AEVER RIRAAARAE, AT ZH A AR — AN 20 L S 2R B R
T ARt 1, BUBERERULR KA FRG, EAIToR” M IR (B4R
1924: 24, 1953: 100, AFEKHAE AFRE R, AN ERER RN LA KRG
WA — e RN T EIE S IR

DS AEF R, RBPHTEA—ERWERZES TR, BN BAFE X
EEFIANRE R AR . REWETIRZIES, HWAEA—T TS S 1L
o DRI, BFITHE BRI DTHR AR IR A TR — T B S IR I ISR, B FRiE 2
AN IR IR e s R A

oA INA, WRA TN QIS Bk IMNETRIE S, i, nfAE
BT R DOEOE R AR, AN TR IR S ORI S . DUBRE TR AS FE ER EDRR R
RIESAHIRKPIAR . REFBDGEIER AR A FEX MRS, HEEH4A “H” (case),
AL G AR RS . At EIARE, FELRIE UMb d, MARAER R
Ho BHARFE L ARE, —LIiEFILA rER hierarchical (FFTHD #3&, Ahs
WEIETER, MRl — AR Z AFRE, 8= AFR— AR AR U5 — AFR
AT AR T, Eeanid “IRFTM” (BhiEl o B — AFRbRE, “MITIR” Kahiaic 2
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REIF - AMARE . WA — M7 AbRE, SUGEHEERPE R AT R
hierarchical (ZFZ¢F51), WA NS — AFR. 55— NFRMEE = AFRIZ AL & 4542 —Fb
S A RUETERE, (S EE A e R IETERE R — € ERHEDURIG Y, £ B AN .
PLZEE L SHERL, BALW BRI 2R, B IR AEA FE S A A Theg, BEimZ
HEARANE 35 A DR E T

B S MY A B G S R g AT R AL AR AL, 1B S R LB T AN T
S i, AR S RIE T AR A P dR i, 1B S AR — A HE brE& s
FR TN AARIIERHLRIE S Bt il, FHENEARITHE 210 XHEFT K i
HHCALATSE, H O OB S . 78 2 2 o S 1% R i e TR R I 0, iR
—USHEY TR, . g M S SR E SR AR B ARESTREATRIE, R
RS TAE . AFIE S R B AR 2 & A A, 720 2 b &R R AT RE
Z AR T H AR TE R E AR AR P S SRR SRR, DAEAE £ 5 AR o ]
PRSIz Lo 88X —> HAR BT LN AZ BAE S — S H A, — i DL KA1
B, RS RHE R AR, R, DI IR RS A A LA H ARG 34T 7
e

B2, B RIE F R T AL T AN, RS SRR St
I 5 I3 I R 45 6 DL K S s BB A5 R BRI B AR 18 o 722 -3 S AR BRI R B AR e 2 B,
Foof 7 O N BT B o AR — B AR 2 7 DL “ e RIS 7 AR, 5 — R
W3, G VXA . ARSI T 16 FRie S, BAR=RASR: BOHUEAE AR
R TTER, B ANE R Tl s sC R RO 5 A2 At .

By FLMEEREEEETR

Pfa i) (M e B R E)  BH e ARdR “R LAE e T
T R XANER” SRIMES R REhEIT N, BT MBI ARIT R — . H
RO RN, NRIE IR EAE S AR P QG B, R —d B EMHA %, H
HRAAFARRERARIL ZEANTy, ZhTR R R S HEB AR a0, 155 U2 H 20 e
MR, moARME— e il KA F R — MO SR, RIFRIA RS S, B S
STENEE . 8 F ZERIE T I AL fin, B FERCRICE & 32 O7i%, SiaiEs
B AGNEMSEBRERL, 8 S g5 3 SCHEZE

SRR TE 1A E Ak ) (O A X DUBE B FERI BTk A28 172 ok
AR BB ST R DTR o 2 A1 5 A e SEERIE RIS S4B 7 1%, RPIEE R R IUR L
WG RPFFAESR 1 TR Z U VENL i AET7 AR L, Al om0 250 S S WL T, SRATE R
M b5 EH B RS E KT GG N DITHE S AIE F AL 0L, JT R DU IR .

B BXANER
KUPFE R ORI (L 44 00— RAET AL PR N WA AR 28 ke ) Jd 1 3 517
A2 XA B RIRIZ AR5, JoR T DUE T A A 1A AT LA —FhiE
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SCEARDIRE: “H1” AR o3 675 BRE 75 A BRI AR, A2 D B IO Z AR B
Bov A PR RS R RO IR MIE SR . R AL R R EIEALE OUH E 1R AR
) FREREETN, KB TAET A, OIS IERN R R ] 2 18 I A T 2 R
o

KO A HIR I Postverbal modification, information focalization, and meaning creation:
With a specific case study of Chinese 7f zdi-phrases in translation ({F)J51&MH. 8 BELS
B ANE—— AR DUE A Y REENGIY) DR AR B AR Y RIEREAT
TS, fhfia i, BIRERESTE S S OB R 1R S ANE AR B e S EE ARG Y
HANE . BEADUE —FE S 8, to Rl SR R R AR A I RAT N,
P RO R S B AR RS A S B 2 s, 2 S BARE S AR
FES ) H AR O . XA S VR IE B T S RAT MR AR, RN R X RIERE R
T AR, WRETHEH.

R 8 1 1] Abductive inference in Mandarin interactions ({8 B 1538 b H.8)H 1)
IR 4R, FEE @R AT, DT LR SOl 2 5 — 1, AR
TTWE IR BB T W e R 5 - MR, STIERHRR RN T ERHECESE T
X1 BTFERM], BB O . T IRAHMERF A T BEAE S OIS o S5 A i)
RHERE, T AN SR . s b, NSRSt i R HE R ST, PR D9 W & HHE T H 5
BAEPATAT S i 1

TIRIR I L (OARDUE B FE =5 RS KA 53R) 856 HAhE 52K
RUERE TR, FEMONEIIN L Zhr B & il A7 0 1 XMl H A5 € %)
TR S EP, $5 XA =R e AR B SO BT B XU 5 2 4
AR RE G o IX A “ BTN ” 5 B = E A5 5 ) A S A2 o 48 EE A DA R R 1
FB, HEMIEAENET LaPolla (2015, 2021) ) “ & X AIER 7, BIE S 3cbrA i bt
IR BN I S A P T AE R 30T 5 RS HES:

F=Hsr VBRI MONHES 4

Tt ¥ B W Empirical Foundations of Sound Correspondence and Probabilistic
Evaluation ({155 % N5 MER PPl 150 A1) ) XS RO R 2 D7 5 L BGE 5 2= 1A
Tl 3 15 0 B DR BRI I X 43 g S oAl s 1 5 SR AN AR SR AR AT . IR B F FERE, HFIR
BB R LOC R A S FENLEE AR A T4 o Wb SCod i [ RN Ik T 2 5 0t iR e B A
VRGBT IE, FE45 & RRTE A5 R EUR ORE 2R U145, M 1 — P T S B o A R R Bk
KA B VP AR ARG B2, AT INSE 135 & 0 AR R B Al . Rk, BTk — 22 T A
BT BV, (R IR T R VPGS E X B B A OSSR

RN CRBUEEHELE R BRIE TR 1l 8 R MR YOASRIE IR RS 21k
Z WK ZEY], b2t — el (W2 —MEE), EERXR TR — 2SS
FSTYE R 2 AT IR B - 5 B IR RN ZIIE bRIL, Hbmid T PUE 2 Pebsid su®?, 1
ArLLR R B R I O BN AR, BT LLERTE. R A ETE, hamihs

4



e su A B TR SRAR B

JA LA BORER CRIRIR LA FIEA A “Ig” AR S SCRATY PR N
PR AR E XS PUTE /NA] “HE” () FIIRSL I J A A LI R IK AT 73 i, R BRUTEE S
B BB B RRA G F SRR AU AL A AT S RS 5 AL 3k, TR “ I 1) H.3)
et V= — Pk fd R

XU . A IR L 09 Honorific Forms of Personal Pronouns in Tibeto-Burman
Languages and their Typological Significance ({JEANTE NFRARIAE AE X R IR 2=
XN FET AR 127 MEGE TR R ARG . @Ay, e EnE s AR
HOE RS FE U AL X 4 M 2 EALS X 70 N RHIE, RZHOE TR HBOE L. WES
v EE, FERMBRANGAL, WE T T B KE W AT i ok 2 R
FRVRIE T R T I ARRATATE 9 g, RIS 5= H0% 20 A RRA A A s B AR 3] o

L L) RICEESCRTT 5 HBE R 451D S50 SCRTT 5 1 DU AP 5E ) 45 44 1247

fSRA L SR A 0 TR R AR ) 5 1R S ) 2 T8 B3 5 22 5

2RI 10 (PG BRI R RS (it 32 454 ) MBI ORBRAE (Kt S2 25 M R L A
ZEFERIRIZ) . FRESE R I DLt 32 PR iC 1 22 DhRETE L7 o b AT il S, DR s
IR RS It 52 8 ) PO R

JRTS Z A CliiE AP Uh & BL A5 M O SR AR S LR AE ) MR A1 55 L 45 4y (i g i 7 oK %
T SCRAERIAN A, 8 B E FARE IS AOSE ELES IR0y 3 RS R R 25 R SR AU O b AT 1
AR TS, AR T P TE AR PR IR AR LU A AR SR A 2 A SRR, Y B4
F R AR RIS %

FOREEE LR (F MEFEIR “47 TR R) W NERIE “47 TN
e Ted i 7 A0S AT IS, PRGN “4 7 FE M RORC B R, BT AN R 2R
) “45” S5K9 T AR WERY, MILERAREVER TR LA .

b A (R R IETE A4 R AR A L) #°5 BUL T RSB IE =N T B R R A
BIRAIE, A NBERA — Bk, WAAENEZERE . R WA B A% 1R 5 T, B T 454
f B — Bk b . Ho22 S B EERIE B T, X ERIER, A RITE RGH)
B SRS, T E i, BT HE A

DA A I AR A, SRR, RN, MR, LA
MR, GEFEMTRAD, IR T RN AR T S A RAT DR AT FU
T B TR RATVUE R A SRR, SRR, ONiE S BB T sk
ERIIE, AREE5|0E 5 R A M PUEGE BT T .

B2, B RIE F R T AL T RN, RS SRR St
I 15 3 I B 45 6 DL K S B BB A5 R BRI B AR 18 o 722 -1 S AR BRI R B AR e 2 B,
Foof 7 O NI BT B e e — B AR 2 7 DL RIS 7 A E R, 5 — R
W3, G T IXARBA A ASCEILIT 15 iR, BRE=RNE: P ESARE
MR E TR B AEE S JEREE SRR S A . 9 & BITE S 80T F EESR
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JeEAE A O AL B, $RAE TR S — RO AR, BB L. 3.
RAC TS, — PR IR S AE R, AR DGEOE & BT R DO SO E A H BEAE
FEVE MmtRE. N L8R, BHPESESKE. BERME5HERA., HSE5%.
JILES S MAVIIRA . B OURMASE . XN ECER, P2 ER—
B e e ?

B A R DUEIE LK, MR ARG AR 5 AUB AW « BIRER K (James A.
Matisoff) sz, F&0d R R fEfiE S MARIOE PR T@EiE LT 5, B
8 [RIEAE A HAE SR, 1845 52 0 P A 1 B 25 TR R 7R AR IR BT 5 W JEA B, fth
TEIE S 2 RS AR L2 35 S T8 F A 20 5 A 0 A R 1R

i SR, ot R A, ki e L FEEE . R Cndbe. B
GV, B . W)L WEE. =8 & (B0 2007; B, SR 2024); it
PREESLS, And it SEIS VAR IR DOE B SAETE R T (LaPolla 1994); fiud #4

e, 2025. B MG AE R L AIE R S HWEE. BB (E%5) (FXEl&ER: Pt RFER
£, pp. 20-30
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ABR2ESEG, REH REREIR % (IMRD Al f A (BEG) HiAR, SR 78 A 4 H 47
K R AE (B3 2023a) .

MRS IEAR 2 3 X R HEE, WA - TRFRIEE. (5 BEMEE . M aiBTE . iEE bR
HANET %% MERERZ S MM, ) EEE S 5 45 S (A hig 228D
RAVNRE S % W05 BB, MWREIRE S AR, TERF TR BU% PRI 5
BHE, Hhin® oA w8 Ui Bt B R A T 5. QRS ARSI LS %, Tt
SHELA HEEM TR R, TR AER. OHYRAMSERE,

B A A G e X A AR 2 ) AR K P B B AR 5 AR — RS 1) 2 X AR AR D
AR SBER T . B OBE R TESCAE The Creation of Meaning, MIX A4 A & gl Al
DU, AR R GEES WL, W W R AR i <=7 2 AT
AL “CNAET BIESURM A, FRABENERE AT EXAMAEME S, HESY CANAER
B EANRECE “SMie” 1, BAIG M RK 2 E  A R R R . DA Sk
JEIXANEE KM B,

B R oK, B B R AT S, FEETIX LR CE : B H (2017, 2022,
2023a), Z{HL. WEFEEF] (2002). LaPolla (2003, 2015). iX)Lf L EHFEA AL, HK
AEE, W AR A — PR s, FRA AHERE 2t L 3% #2411 (2002) A1 LaPolla(2015).
XS SR H R R R B A WS R SR b, FE BRGNS M P,
WRE T RHBEG RS NES—; HEERAN AR RSVE, HEAZ, R R LR
JFC.

— HRREHEEEMRSEX

BEXAERPZOEKZ: AR TERRFTEGF L, FETHAERENE
1, T TN S 2 HE), 72 7RO TR0 XM 7R —EANE R
X, RNER—FAEFEARRE. RINER, X% OFERKEARLET, (HHSBAHER
KIEF, BOAZSAEANGEE S MIRE ST NERAEN, M BB RAT N 54EL
WATHEFZ BN, ROKRANEEENRAR (ARSI ZEEES), M T
NFEAT R IER D oA B OGP BT E

AL NFE WA RX — s e ? i B G e . B e IR R = A&,
FREACHEEE O AR Se T — i (= B S RRIEA R IR 1), 1 ELRr s il 1 i R 4
HEAEXS TR SR B AN g HE R (Y S B . IR R PR PR HEER AR A IE W B
AT, B SO ) Ay AR R . N SRAE SR B R, S L
AR H BB B AR — ik, X BREAE NI 201 J8 BRI, A48 R B s
I EIRSE, M AIE H—F0 “ LI 3A58” (context of interpretation); '{EIX/NMIAEEHT,

VETAE S, “RE” B—FiA e OIS (Ungerer & Schmid 2006: 48).
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NS BB G AR B B, T BISE 1 R e FRATTTE It B8 I M i i3 M B kAT
FERE,  BOAAE TS L i 8 A (3R] K e S, AT 2 R IR B — R A

® 1 EHEEH

KA T | EX AL #lr

EN
W E e || AT SR A B SR | AT IR B RIE S R | PTA ANHISIE (TR
H Z | BARERIR B B 4 iR HSEL TN - (R $2)

TR (4518)

AwhE | A | N AR AT S, RS | AT SRR S B IRAE | BB R RE AL 2 R
i @ | ahie LR AT BE K 1. CHE)
RIERBH . (S50
W A XRS5 R AL CRERLR AANELE BT
HEHD EX. (WG
b A B3 R g BV
Ko (R

BHRPE, KEZN TR, O8N TR E R DB U: 7 M R
FIDIREA IS X B0 AR B Lo oo FIHFONLLE, BB EEEERET
N B R HEBVEAE T — AT s P B E M, TMIX R RS F M 25 0] LT
Wr. 7 (BA7H 2023b) ZFSEAA KR, FAE CNKIETHE” REIE “EFRE”,
SIREH TR B RS, JF HAERE TR = AYRHE: (D thatE, #RERE T4
HERE, S UE T O ARG X (2) MR PE s R, DR BG4 % R ZE s
i, PV I SE B O R R A TE R, TR 4 R N R KR HER 1 (3) H
B, BRI HEE 2 — M E SN T, & T4k OB B U B L4E (gut feeling,
Gigerenzer 2007) 53 48 1/t % (System 1, Kahneman 2011).

WHFRHER ) — AN R, R IR, BV R A, ANEFEHE R (B
b, ZERG AR, PSRN, B ACRRITIN, A2 R ) —F R . 253
B 7L 4 RN 2 HT T R 2R 045 0 2, FT DAAHEIN 2 R o fth B A2 TE s RS B
FEPUAZKIREEER, T T RT. BFELRATNE “ BLSEONEE, RTRLRIDGE ", RO 4 oRm] LA
feRRATANE AR K. B8, XM EAG R T, BRATEEM B B IENTE . RESIA
PREZ), FATELWRHEBR AR A 2R47 9 Cnah R, =&, o Fi0il [ 28 AT gefi i ms A
17 CanFEBh e ), XA R AEAF AR — M s BIRATTEEAE T RS Rk
M7 EEREE, BAHEAAZR R T .
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=\ XRETEMMERENE

L RO R E B R E A, REE MR EAT A, BT E e S
AL S AT AC UL s BRI X 2 AT HEW, BHRBEITNEENEE R, K
i A R AT T, AR HE W (8] RS B B R T, SR S SR H B AT RE S B U
PR EAT N MR WA EIS, Hn e SC M B b, R B B B 0 ] R
() BEAA A IO BEAS , Lkt 5 A B 2 A A1 57 B DASKREUVE &=, RN ERATT AN R —Fh A
HEFR R SRS AR AR e o B e A 00 T SO S A BR W A, Ak R IE AR R B AR
JRA A T H AR RN NBRER “I0il S Thae” B UIME, HEP kER
MR A R WAV UL E BB S STk, TR T 3A 5 52 4 21 00 Xk A i (9
i 2025).

D RAEFKR, KROFEESNAESITN, 22— MEEE ZF 8RS I 0k
X MFBE 72 BR A A EREIFER, ZIT 2] “Alan” (8D, H
— AR E AW AL, UL CTIET Y. EIXRANASWAT N, FARE IR A 4
FIRAESA, MAR “HiF” ZIMWREESLER M7, FEFRRTFHUL
B B E RS RS, HERT SRR T, R IRE L TR, B DOA R bR e
SR . BRI s B A ) T, B 1, HZ R ZE KA R R, B
BN PE A, BTV REHERT H Google; P L i 2, AN [F ML A1 215 H A [\ 0 7 B
B e A ARl X e B R s IRAT G A AR R R S, B T IRATT A A W
BAVNNEZ/REW R, PLIRATA & B0 A
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&

K 2

EEMARE ST ARAERKZEN, #RRsTRREER. PhAEs THe
Bl 0E s . DhRERESEIR G W 7L R B, 15 5 MBS 5 28 B9 A B AL T K A — X
B, QRN “HYRX” M “4gwX” fXER. Flddt—PS ik, mRK
M= OB, RIIUETE S e SRk, BaKWESHIEES KR
HLZEM. X EINFE ST F A 980E A (domain-general) A\ 1 HE 77 111 W &1
FH— 8 RIS L 1T RALBETE 5 N AR 77, T AL BEOE 5 A0 1 RE 77t 78 H A
NETUE R AEAE A S AT A2 2 A0 R RE ) B S A — T Y AR 1B
SEHMS MR, SHBIEEL . IEE. B, REMFS (Emoji) XA NIEF
BB, ORI X AR XIE A, FAETERE GRS ¥ A .

FEZTAT N IR IE 6 S MRS T M AIES), B2 F kI 290 A8 R
PR, ROANIEES B g, B “3E1E 5 QS mANE 5 A2 2 [/ 1 X 5 2
TR BT B X, 3 O B 22 e, AR T 0 i L R D ) T A Y X ) — R
(LaPolla2021). 7 EyE & 2, WA SO 42 A0 1, B398 35 “ Thave had lunch”
(FREZNZ T ) F1 “Ihave been to the mainland” (3 2| ik K k), &4 H T 9@ 1) 19 i
AL, WARCE LW GRAITA T RBEFNIAESCR K, HE2Ed L2
ZA, REGEREARRMIE: WERREE-NDDINESL, FHE2KELETEAN
ok MM R TR RIS FE I e A, B IS, (HU5R T E TR
Bt BE B OR MR EVE R, XA IR AR R K b A Ui B B T e 2 L.

EREERE =T, PhAERHE “— & EMY (tis all pragmatics)” iX —
IR Z NE KA L ik SRR — B R E R, B4 5 3 A0 i F W — ¢,
LRAT N E A A AT LN, 52— P g 60 A0 g 05 ok 72, A
PR IR AT AT —FE, WA R4, BB R 4. R FEE T AR
0 ) DR A 2, FL ARG S AN TR E B AR SR AL T 2 0 2, HUKIE AN AT BRI E

24



GrZ EHILY . SN A ek h S B T RRIEVE . N ST TR BE AR I B, R
A AR U PR R 0 B BB N 2 BEAE 1) s AR DL AR B, RN R L BaE B B,
AEPAT R EA AT E N

=\ BEEERIERLIR

2019 4F, FRIEFINYE R PR TR %, RIMGAE PITARERE 2 MR IR 20 B 2
AR PSR, BOUBTBE AW LR e, R 2 WM A Rl A .
TR, BORAEAEAR T R, Wit “iESMUAR. AR (HOW & WHY
LANGUAGES DIFFER), A —Fh— WU i@ . I A&k AR, X0 — Wik
RKFEE PR HIET MU ER, FENERAEGEZE: ESE N IIESMEREN RS
WAL A A R, B QA EREE A SRE 2 ) TASCEAE, BB TR S X
(BfE. FAC5R P 2015; A0 IR, 208 3 2018). fEHTINIE T & e A vFiR, 3
BT —f .

I 2 B B A5 7 R U B BL A i —— X b e R 2 B SR B AR R R B I T
——{ELAN 2 AL T T o B SR 1 B L T R LT A N R ORI, SO AR “ AR
H 2 #” (desirepath). “4JE” (cowpath) BY “=FiE ” (goattrack). AATTE % bk & BF
B, WA NEEZEAE %K%, REamazhnEgiE (R —JHiRt
RO REE IR, (H2 Bk EZ M AMNGE, BB RAERE, —KEH M7
BT, EEWANERAE R T » Xib®RF BSR4 T “Hoz EARE R, EN
NZ27T, MR TH” B T7TARBNR. &SGR &8, EasEs R, B8 A
MEELEH—IES, H2E MR E AR5 F R8s 5, 55 681218 M 6
T o XMILREA HWE W, 1 HAKZEA SR, FRESARHESNEY, M
RAE A, WATERWERSKE., BT, A 2sh&EARN — AP,
B S ME— AR R TR AR

DR AWNR, BT R/ RESHEER R, AR —Fouh I, HIhge
TEFH 20 NRAS P IR E R 88, FTiEE & ARSI, Al 2 AT LA AT 4 o] ff FH 4] 5
MG LA B M H AR . R, BABmar bUsfr “&EkE X7 Bk
A2 BB 7 2 BESCHR ) gungho ( “H KRS MEAAE” O, kAP “TE&”
CTAEAEERET, X “ER” ZE R A O SCHCRIER . it AR/ T
BAR “ER” THAMXTFMAF, HREANTAAIEEAR. Xef] 7 2R T
B S MRS S ST 2 R 284 .

2 WIERAERAN RS, BT B D Je Aot A B <207 XA, RIS RHERR 5,
o AN AT BRI OSSR, AN AN IE T el “Afhd” RS b “ i B .
PR, EEFRAEL I, MIRS TMALEIE— T 1E S MR, sk AR E SR elE it iE
EE R (R, WS NERRIEEE M AEIE S MR IR 2 (R HksTiE).
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B ERE A, WAt ARG IERE . 254 # R WA N A JE 0 R XA RHAE
(7, HIAN Y RLZ X 70— T A N ST BATER AR S8 A NAE 11516 5 2 5 (8 BT 15
PE A S A5 F AN A — A AL, A H AR S F O H A AL, £S5 IR S
R AR XA ST AR 2 e, PR 0 R AR e e 1) SRR TR B E S 2 e R I
HABE, BIE S B —EHATaEER , HARNERS) G, &R
N—RH R LR, 5ZAsamriEse “&” M, S5 5 CRIMRE
P B — 2tk

IEFUN—M, A/ RLIEST S XHPRAR T, ERES 584”7
ST S0 W R . B — B AR 3 ARS8 (LaPolla 2020), PR 5 5 &
MMEBLER KRR LA R

MNATE ARG (B, AT R E4) SmiE s, Hid— B
RNEE R, Bttt B, JE RS Rm AN BB X, .-
S AT AT R E S, R T RAT R A (N ERAT
A EL 5 2] 7T IX ). (LaPolla 2015)

BRH, PUORAEREAR ERFER-MEMEEZWPIKR. Hk ESREE AN
SCAEAN R o DL SC e SO0t EE oA Ok B 2 A1 20170, “i% 7 Al soup, “Fd
JK” 1 pumpkin. squash, “H” “7E” Fl have, EA1Z HEH LXK ——X M KR,
BRUONASFNE & e 7 A R AR Ea s . & E R, XF “ B vl REREE
W AER T 2k, PO TARE S N6, skl . 7E O W R AT R AR5,
Al ERIWANZE, W2 TIRZE S NG, ol “ B ZER” (carriage return) Y
EORVE T L 23T FHLARBE AL, “4RkHTE” (dial aphone) RYRETid £ HIHR 5L, Goodbye
JEXT “God be with ye” HIfiifh, XEefr#2id & 06 R, HIEREHKT,
SMBHHIAT BT T .

Hk, E5tHaim AT R4, (EB) /E& &0 - 214 (Guy Deutscher)
Ui, A MERIA AR RIS N ik A Uik T B R R R B O B 4E A 52 Y A 4
( Deutscher 2010: 236) . {HXF 1 5, 16 5 F# XA 5 A S 6] 52 WAL L1,
PRARH TESAGHH . —NURERNENAENSEEEEH “Jo”
WISk B W /b, AT A 2 W 3 S5 58 1 o DO AN A U TR X . e A e 28
THEMG T BPRAEFZEKK, AN/NME REFRDEERZ =FEEE A F 3041,
FNEATESR P HAEE AR 4T (shrimp. prawns. lobsters), {HAZATEFHCH, A
#ony ok, ORI R/N BRI (CONIRL ORERFIZEER ) o
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M. EFBSAURE. AARE?

AU, PR — TR, WE “CES AL AR IE R
Wb, AR T et —TRANMIES, ALl 7196 2 A5 G312 e A1
PR SCERS, WATWAFA R — N5 (H S IRAT B St () R 5 S F R, FRATTR I A2
— ALK MOE IR 2 B P A R K

EHFUAANE? CBIAIE 2 “H2)”: 15 S 2 M2 R AL T e Rk iR BT 4
M A& W IR IR B AR 4 RFIE 58 B AR R R I 5, DR B A0 A i kAR
S Z G, BT AR 5 A0 2 R e B MR S U AT I 2 . B S AR I R
“HZy7 BIN 3 KAN, ZEZFEIEH KR CELHIFITZ LaPolla 2003):

(D EHFREHAN R — e SR B ? thn, POEERAbRch 185,
JETEA I JUFRFR iC I R 4544

(2) RHNL T HE R e MU B, S AR FE QAT 2 bl B R Sk i (1) A 52
gy BAE. ARk, T HIES i B AR 2, HEEE (it s &R 3 hakid
AVYMREFE RS 230 R T R A 2 2 KEHRD.

(3) WARHNZ) TR R M SUR B, a2 mmfl 2 ? . —Auis
B NAE L He is washing his hair, 20—/ 25 04 >k il 29060 Sk & BT A & 1R . 18
FEFERTE LT, HEETE W R ES LSRG # &, (AR R SiE s a5

TEXMEZLR, POANES Z 2R EEE A AR s i RS S s
TEAGHEFE B BN R (0 20 B, R R U ESTE B R e MRS A (it A& JR48) b
JERE T SRR 2, TR ARSI AT B N XM 2R R TR S IS AN A S
N FRIFII S 75 5K B R 1

BTEFNAAE, PHAINR, EERERFETHE . HXHUE, AR R
A SLRE T o 18 S A SR LI, T i TEEC AR [ 2 LB AIE ROE AL ) “ T
TEZF7 BIF=W) o FAE AR SO 1 3005 8 T B 5, DL RARATT T I ARV I 75 5K
JUE FE LR F REE ) SIS AL AT REAS IR, eI AR AR B il 2 7 SE AN S AR 3E B 1Y
EPE (F£2 LaPolla 2003 ).

B ESBEENMMRAE

PR AR Z M LT i
PEERHIE T BEARIE 5 A AR — ML, T RS ST e ST
Ny ATE S 2R — T TR, A RAT AR EOE 5 2 A H VIR R, 2 —
PRI (B 2017). KRN SRR “2021 QLRI K A BRI X A8 AR i
W VUt “ RO TE 5 5, e HAE, A NREMAT AR
R, BBLHBEFNFAT AR (B3 2023a)
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HNAT k. DO, EE I NET BIER, WREEEA IR, KIES
H S REE e OHTEmE, A e N 8 EHUAE T iE 5 1E S Ve EH 2R MR ME S & |,
IXFEA RE PR I B2 ED IR TR R BDGEREZE ISR, B ORBERNTE 5 10 20 BT Aoz . 200, 48 H
FREFEE (B ARk 20215 P{7H 20220 BIAERER [ ARBAEMEFEIRLA CHE
2025), MBI “H B ARHIE T 2= AT, B E DN, BT R SGE mfk 2 | 7k ) H Y
BRI SEER A AR IR 17 (B4 20232)

ANX AR AR B EYR . 21 AR = AOW SO, S R E
&, WG IR 5 CPmE ), i NS N Z A BANWE I . X PR A
TIEF SR, BN Ry R B TE T N, AAEARE B A IR YAC by, A
SRR T i B TE S 78 5 a0 (B0 2017, 21740 2024).

AARRMELHRZ, WRE—F UM, e “BE5E 7. P
F R EOA R EIRFR A “HEG 3 7 BT (usage-based) 777, A= LAk
. B4 15 S % (Integrational Linguistics) « % s #4 31%7% (Radical Construction Grammar)
o HEE IR IR S i SO A E UL, B4 T LSRR S 1R RAL GF
WAL MO AFEARRAL, FEMAZ bR B IS RE R BT A, MUBREEREIE
W, CAFEFH RS bR B HAR T I (P 2022).

B TR R WHRTTE L 2 AR AT LGSR 5628 2 B ARMBIX R TR, =N
HIA AR NS (B LA, — RS e AR e ROX R R R R IR FE, AT T AT
IS o IX PG IR R AR AR ILAE 2P S0 A e AR B i

BE MR, 2 —MERAENRS, 2R N7 bR i\t
KBIE = o WA — PR B AR R LT LAAR . 20 AR T4 3 OB S
FERHIE, F A NINAET TR T REE, o] DU S N SEAT AR EIA K
7 T R U TR 5 R A, ARIX M ST ORI A i A A IS R, Hka]
WL, AT B AZ bR BB % NS (SETE) ARG AZ by B8l Rk A Fa AR 1 R R AT
.

G UL BB R A YE TV, R AEBR AR 5T DL RO B BIE A A TR
FRAE, TIXMH B SESANEIERA M T RIEE IRAS A5 i — Al
i AR AT I, SCBR SCBRMIL R 2 D R, AR HE X O it 22 AT 9 1)
HE. (B Hh 2023a)

RN R AT . FARY, DI EA IR —MEF R, M E AN SCE SR
MEIRFAR . WFIERRXM A SO, A REERE 22 A MRZERR . LI IEER
PR NS R T 5] 7 HE R, R8T % . BRI, 1E . ZESE. ZIR. di3k.
FEVEX LSRR R AR R . XAR —TTEF 2R, HRAER L0 5 2 4w
Mo HCINTERIAESE R RS, B 5l PSRBT R, NEREAZ L, —REATH
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ZIRF IR IBREZ SRR R LM JUHRAER IR, WAV VT 2R E A SGHE
HERRERT, 2 51 2 Se A A W B B s vk . P BL, XS SCE LB S A 151 50Tk,
B I8 e LA S A 1 SRS 45 AROE «

N REAREPEHLAS AR, 5 [ B AT 9 N B AHE (get back to what
makes us human). XEFESIEF ) QG S, A PE R4 AT R3O ——x L IR 2
HERFNCHE MR E R - o NICFRHIRRAE M Z BT AR, 2B
A —Fh B RARHE AR R 7, RS IRATIBE R A, IESAS A s A 0 R A
[N ARG o X AR i DASEFR 7 S0 T B s 1) 26t —— %00 AR s, (=
IR, (B H 2023a)

SE30Hk

FA-H 2007 5 R/ DIREE S FIRME FIIE S FHERAE, GEFFRA) 5 36
LN

DM 2017 BEIES FEL RERYE—21 HAEFFAW OB HER) 2017 4
12 03 H 12 hit

DM 2022 LT SCEF %, (SRIRIES %) 5 3 .

DA 20238 AN JgHe: X FRIRARGE R, (FF BT 55 3 1.

FAZHL 2023b N TR REEE BRI EHER, (KILER) 5 4 4.

DM 2024 SWAEERIOHLE, “SEIRTE S s BRIRT, 2024 5 03 H 26 H, BT R
(% _E). https://mp.weixin.qgq.com/s/obopPfSRuHIPS-HVdc8rNg

DA o Bk 2024 21 S HBFRE—R T BRAEERL, HGNER B IEEHE AT
WHITERE, (BS54 1.

DM W R 2002 {7 BALERIVER 515 5 A BUANE 5 KR, ChETESO % 3 1.

A 2025 ELnzinl—AL 5SAEIFESH T RWFEAR, MEA RS “4SHIE
S47, 2025 % 01 A 23 H. https://mp.weixin.qq.com/s/JQFbbARW_Fh6bFKB-6ujBA

FAE G B.F B B 2018 FENEIZREN RGH HRE S (FLEHT D EE 1 1]:133-
142,

B JB 2024 —IEE: B TR, MEARTESEESY, 2024 £ 12 4 3 H.
https://mp.weixin.qq.com/s/FzmR3UfIIkkGEqgIMY gnAA

¥ 8 2025 XS ALA DOEETERE AL, “HMNZs STER B wF LIEY, 2025
03 7 29-30 H, HpE-EBG UK

B fB. Bk 2021 ADIREMLAE DUERT AT T+ I l—— 2410 5 SR Pk,
(FEITE S T 28 1 1,

Mo B, FATSE B 2015 )R NEREM ARSI, (FHERTTT) 5 2 H.
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3 B XN EIER SR STRR

Bk SEMH
FEM2RMFRRIEF H5ARFHRAN

NEHHE : 1~ (Randy J. LaPolla) %t 4 % E 1 0 & W X B IE R AR F %,
EFATMBEL L EEF. B XEA¥ HEEE%. OFET¥. X
B PR B R ETE . F oM %k &R SR R R B A T %, X
BIERWPR., EAAEMFERE TREQUFEA R, EFER L,
VS E NS, RKAETWM LS8 L THEAM TR, 4 AT
e s Al S EARE L, TR XEIEWIRA K.

— T ENFEAREE

% {~H (Randy John LaPolla) JG/E 1955 4F 10 A4 TREA L. 1981 ALK
FHRYRWEE S ¥, RBRAEHBANS AU TI0RE S A B RIEES
SRR I . PO HSE A 1983 AR HE A INAIAR JE MK A0 v B 43 AL (University of
California, Berkeley) BB 42247, I EHEZR K (James A. Matisoff), MRFEE oo, /I
FLHK (Robert D. Van Valin, Jr). Johanna Nichols 25464 R4t % 1B S %% . 1990 S350 I0F)
BT R 24 O R o0 K18 & S L 240, 1983 4FE 4 1998 EMATH], Bt A o AT
Eurasia H izt (Eurasia Press, New York) Zmf&. 1E& . ¥ MR 5 K JEEBF4E (Director
of Research and Development) 2RI K2 4k SE B H E R 20U (Instructor)« A4 JE T
REAAA R AT 5 & (Department of Oriental Languages) #(Jifi (Instructor). 5%
BhPE (Research Assistant). 1990 2 1997 E7E 1 YAt 7% (Academia Sinica, Taipei) JJj
B ST NBIEFC 51 (Research Assistant Fellow ). El|ff 5T i1 (Associate Research
Fellow). 1997 fE% 2004 FAER IR TI K% (City University of Hong Kong) fT-E|##%

(Associate Professor). 2004 F4 2012 FAEF7 E1H K% (La Trobe University, Melbourne,
Australia) G J54T/3AT 5 % #09%  (Chair Professor). i 5 %% & F1T (Head of Linguistics
Programme ) i 5 2R 227 57 H .0 34T (Director, Research Centre for Linguistic Typology ) »
2012 SR HH S B T e B 209% 2012 4E 2 2021 4E7E B9 PP T. K 2% (Nanyang Technological

AR BEAE. 2025, PTG AESTEOEF ORI DTN, AR, BIE (FE4) (R AER: B
S -LRRFRRSCEEDY, pp. 31-49.
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University, Singapore) 1F/#fF N X 5+ 2R 22 GIE S ¥ 5 218% 2 R ¥1E (Head,
Division of Linguistics and Multilingual Studies, School of Humanities and Social Sciences)
#% (Professor). 2021 R MG, BA-H e A AL SUIMTE K S BRIEFAZ XA SO 228
AT TR F REER A T R I R (2021 R 3 2023 ). BOHUEAEEAIE
BB, S DURIE 5 50T TR R k.

DA B 1987 LK, —BEMNFEIEFDOEE 5 R AR, B A It
FVEDUEIE FANTE, Rl Tt M e vs/ LTS, DHARSU OESHE. 5l
B.EFRESFGESHN. IEERERR. PEES R REES KEERHLR.
T BT, R 20 RER, ARWSC 100 R, 2 A DU E W T K 4
P o ARSI e A PUBEISA ORI TN 22 AR R M AT f] 2 4

=\ XEIEHIRER

DUBCTESIIE CRIFUL) PR 228 AT ORTE A O A s i — o BT e e — R 51
W3 AR SO X DUBE IR A TR e« DURE 2 KR AT . FLEUIR DUBE TR 5 6
RIS T PR T A AR

2.1 PGBIEM AT ER

W58 7V BB PR 8 DORAE B 70 3E R J7 [m) FOBIE Fe 46 R IR A, Bt s AR AEAR
ZWE . WA DURTE R 7T 7 VES 1) TR

1. PUBAE IR IR 1%

DU R B 90 6 B LGB I VAR A PRI E R B A R R AHSS
G (RO B EAE 2025) . DA AAE 22 5 SO A6 DUBUE AP0 B 24 %
ERL 77 32 0] R AT W IE

(1) PUBTEWIE S RGN DT LA i 5 Eahbt U as &

PAH S (2000[2013a], 2001, 2006, 2012a, 2012b, 2019) 5] A A48t 24K
W, $RHEIEFIEEDGEIEI DI LR R, WO T E S R DI, Rl s i
S XA Y TE AR B P s R DA B IRATT B AR 1 R ROV A IAE IR S

BAHSEE (2000[2013a], 2001, 2006, 2012a, 2012b, 2019) HHtE— 45 K
BRES W HE N L AP TRRIESE, FRAET PR I AR i AT 5 Hoh 1 5 SO
Fefih, X R AL DGBTE RN FE LR R — o B, AR TE S AN %94
ANFEREIE ], T HLARNE T TR R A SR . LR AR Bt N Bk
(AR X L) B 2 J5 R AR BT FINE 5 il TE B A R DGEIE & 1 =0 2R K.

(2) PUBGE IR T 2 5875

ZAHSEE (20120) $RH, EIRIRTE SRR, G 5228 i AT T i AR 1
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B UERINE RERST . RIABHINES, B priaalE 5 aal sR G a5y
AEBRIET (B Teeter B . XML R IIAZ 0 M BIE T2 —BELBRGIT FH WM A
INbRHE. i, BoHbseE (2000[2013a], 2012a) #EH —FEACHERT R T E——@ R
FAALFE ANFRFRIC S G2/ A bric LA R E R IETE N 12818 AR L 4E & (paradigm-
like sets, sets of features) KA 46 UELE 1 I3 -

2. B E FVREKRHAE T

B F ARG DL G5 D080 T 3 Ak, S 1 AR R B R AR 9 ) 5 18 5 [RIUE OC FR ) 5k
A5 CBHL 2000, 2012a). BHBSEAE (2000[2013a], 2003) f&i, AR WLAHT
LIV BRI BRI A R SLAB R P ISR & R R, XM EES RIS RS
ANEG R . DTSR, B P SR BER LS ROC R, NAT RS IR
fJ51E (Nichols 1996, %2 7% Ringe 1992, 1995, 1996, 1999; Campbell 2003), E[FE
NG iH i S EARAS] REAR SR R AE B REREAE » EESEIIX — H bR, S8 fE T8 YR RS> (G
ICEESRL) AR ES, XS ESG—MAERAN TEm—T s H
TRGRARHE .

2.2 DU IR U v SR

U (R YER] 3B I DORUE ) S i RS, (E R R 2 A o B K 1 e
— (M BT 2025) . TERRANTE IR 215 5 rh 3T DLR 28 U A B A — A
BN A CB L 1994b) . B AE A (1994b) F5 Y, 45 L81a (AR A 3K (variation)
RS2 SZBE (rule-governed) (914, i A (1) U & J 458 01K 3l i) 4 04 B UAE 46D,
XA R AR PR 30 B 1 T 46 DORGE IR U

EB A (1994b) okt , R & A AR AR A, W70 & a2 A
FERE TR N S R B, BPAEERATI AR A 1 *1a Al *lap BRI, (Hb T
T *rap «“ W) 7 FIFRANTE*la « R 7 (15 BERR BRSSO B, Hoid] UM
[, R BRATTAE AT DA 2 i *rap « OB 7 FIFRANIE*1a “ (W) M7 & [FJEE . =
TEE R, RIS R E B AR R, IS4 BRAEREN T B AR R 3 R
BN Z M RIIRT R R, B WAZRAT R0 [F 5 -

I, RAATERERMIES M5 S PR B RS MR, AR ilRG1E S H 1
e WHRFFNE S ARG R SR, A ZES RN AAARFEIE S G S
Gl S S N IRy N % N B V7R 0 Dred 7 L N i v U SRR A A E (D RE ey e S
RIS v

2.3 SBANE S RIERIESR

RERS HR 21 5 A AT R I BIIIE o 458 JE M A TETEAC I R AT AT A IR R AN R SR

AR EEMEA GAE LD MFERIER . ZIERARZ 15 T Z T DI EEL AR R 2R 115

FVEE, JEBIARRNE R SCIR — 1R, SER S 3 i F A FURAE . A U R 0 Py
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o XL FEZ OB TR, T XEE T FE —IRNEE LR F 2, REEFIL
[ R IR o () S LR AR SR T AR S IR B R AR, TS ST AT R BB S .. I, B
e EHY 28 1 Sapir (1921) KT “iBF M (language drift) 7 HIW A, FRHIEWT “J8AR
5[] eee o AT AE I E 5 A0 57 S HERT (Sapir 1921:150) 7, FeAl Tt ml yS b J7 a3 ) 3
TEE A R A e I — S [A] YR s A TR (LaPolla 1994a).

DS A KRR X TR A e A T S VR AE (A UL, 2 S AR DR S ThAg
FEB N R VE R b, R RIEMIEGGTE 5 I AR o Jeid S HERR 2 A i TE
i 45 5, BB E AL 45 B (LaPolla 1992a, 1994a, 2001, 2012b). -’k
AN, WER EE, JRIGRANTE & — M= JEFIEENIES (LaPolla 1989, 1992a),
DU AIE IS LT AR SR i o 31X — W5 5 Fofth 22 2 DUE L SAN ], 2 A
T 5 U6 2 V5 P 0L 7 THT B HE %) B2 SR G P W o 2 A 5 2 R A T A R VERRAE R 44
S/

HERFRIC: B TRANE  F & 1A (relex) *pa/*ma 7] F/EMER#Ric (LaPolla 2003,
2015, 2017).

INFRBRIC: RGN 5 ) *ya “ LT /NE”  RAMREER B % (LaPolla 2003, 2015,
2017).

LA ARIT R GG IR AR AE ) *way/fyay, Fon WA TR UA AR E T R 5 R
*pa/*ma, FAPIM (—HH TK5 18 44 17 7% 40 R 4k 4 48] (LaPolla 2003, 2015, 2017).

MIEFRE: R HANE b i *way//*yay, FmMEMN (LaPolla 2003, 2015, 2017),

F RS M bR L : E/NAEEZEH, PSR Re A — AN 2L B A R BE 9 A5 id *la

(LaPolla 2003, 2015, 2017).

B ERRIC: R GG A NR) S R I T bR e O AT BT shiE B BhiE] (preverbal
particle) *ma- (LaPolla 2003, 2015, 2017).

AR AARIL: RGN E TR 4 1k U iA *ta- (LaPolla 2003, 2015, 2017).

FEAAE T F T UGB N ERIEYE, A 208 38 . i AT, BLE Wheatley

(1984, 1985) Wik HIBIEIESN LM, FE4EMATERHAMES Rl rhE. s
MENEE) FIER, RAEICIE T R DOEIEA N shiE B KB T, Ml b doE RGN
B FESRASIBINE T NS JE K 2301 5 A (LaPolla 1994a) . MR HIUT
AR FH AT ARG Q) T AR AL, B e AR HE T SR UG DORRAE (R PP S “ FR i -l
7S R E-HOE L TR L “ AR AE- (HEBRIE) —TE 489”7 (LaPolla 2003,
2015; 2017).

UbAh, BT AR I N SR s T AR S A 0L R B R G5 IR AT T REVE. Blin, B
Ja7E (1992b) LV T K540 8 A1 I A FR bR ACHE 1R 70 B A MERE AR C A f#592: (Bauman 1979;
DeLancey 1989). Z{ oA 51, JEAAMIANIE (BRI R RGBT A “IE LAt
WeEM (role-dominated) ” , f&2— PNAAFEHBIN “EiE” o “HEEE” MWRAR. M=
SR HVE SORIE F AR AVETh AR bR B I R SE (LaPolla 1992b), 3 1M 5 1 78 JE 46 ek 40 15 44
PSR, DX 5 BAMCM AR ICILS, Hfa A bR iC7E R A5 2 AR5l PR RE
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fif (LaPolla 1992b, 1994a).

=\ EERETR

DA AR DO BEEAL A A AR U TR B A AT A AR 2 TTER . A
N EEAZE RO, ARG S RAEFE, 0G5 RS, 2irfhss L.
EME 20250, DA AEA DO AN 3L RIS ERERHEEAT TIRAE 2T 5 A4,
WXSPE Feih . MORTESETE 5 KRR ERIE T T IR A2 A 7T

3.1 JRANE S ANEHEALET

AT b e A X AR O 7 7 SR AR I AR RO IR AR TEAS L KA E TR ARG JEIER
AR 157 RS FE A AERHERAT T S 45 5 A9
1. JRAEEA (LaPolla 2003, 2015, 2017)

(1) *s-AIgd: B, . mif CIRESZ);

(2) JEMAZE (voicing alternation): S WM K A e4g s

(3) *-t Jadt: A BB A K3 s

(4) *n J5%%: LPWEHR, £ ThRIEESE L

(5) *s JG&%: WHEANLDWER, IREHR LB ZHE, ArHHEF “J5
AR B R I
2. 2K%liAE (LaPolla 2003, 2015, 2017)

A I SR AR AR () S R, (EAR 248 B A 2R RS
3. EfRFric (LaPolla 2003, 2015, 2017)

LGB AT VE AN H 72 8 b51] (definite marking), X FETESEA I LANE 5 SE AL T
SEFRPRL (IRA P REIEEA B a7 i) o AR 238 40 tH 28 1) (R 5 15 FH DT 7 & AR AE R
A -2 FR /AR AR IC (definite/specific marking) ZEHHIEL S
4. AEA/ER/AEMEFE AR (LaPolla 1992b, 1994a)

BT AE 3 — 20 1L T Matthew Dryer (1986) X “ F#E =ZiE (primary object) ”
Fric (RISZ 35 /452 3 BkRic—80 W8T . Dryer INNIXFhbRIC 2 —FA)7EC /AR,
{EIK AE AR R AN ROL R, DR A P bR e AN A A0 VB H %)t S5 3 it = TR S s S
. W2, XFbrid bR —MiE A tdrid, mAEaEXRrd. Fit, D H
Se ¥ Han o8 “JEVER (anti-ergative) ” Fric (LaPolla 1992b) 8% “JEjifi % (anti-agentive) ”
Fric (LaPolla 1994a).

5. iBF2E% (LaPolla 2003, 2015, 2017)
(1) %t EE
BB (DO ) 24 T AR A “ R S - = 7 A AR -] 7 B
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75 BB DUREEMER “R R TA-O%0E” BT . DURERYIELYhsid, XAT
FIHAE O R fbrid, (RIRZIE T ELEMHAAHER L. KRR TRy A4
PSS “ORRTHR)-HE 7 SERR A PR R E T “AB M - 0E T S5 .

(2) Bt

76K 2 BODUOE N5 -3 A1 ((EA A AN A0E S A XA E T .

(3) FES4EH

PETT 5 « Karen 13215 5 A B ChRic 8 S5 M08 AUE B T3 G JEHAdnE
T SRTE T3hinD, Bz HEit ot /M) ol 5 B T3

3.2 AFiESHEGNEMR

BRATBUIRE RS2 AN TS HEAT WA 78 Bt FORAR R IE AT Lt SR 74, 242
M BEZ X POE . JETE MORE/ H RS DOE0E BT TIRAN MR, A3 T — RS54
YRGS . DM S AR RO TR i YW, 2 SR AR R T P IE S SOEVE G R . AhEER A,
TEXTBANE T AT AR, DAURYE SRS 5 A S RE s TS (LaPolla 2011).,

1. PUBEE LT

D= WS AR I DGET E LASEE 3 SCRIBRE 32 SONAZ O, PR T 450 = U4 (=
B-TEAEHELD), FIRMIEF L 5 SCRIAL 2 A B B AR DO (RS 1, W IR DUE AL R
Fik POBE 1) AR R S AL . DOB 5 B 45 M 55 i) A T R M R

(1) BARDUBEANERRTIRIE (LaPolla 1988a, 1988b, 1990)

TEAR K — B AP, 1R 2001 0 8 40 8 S5 70 DOE o F 4R 5 EIRGE R AR R R E R AE
B, X EHEPGE R RARE “ EIE7 CRIE7 B W7 SR A, xR
IR . PR, DOBEAFER SN (passivization) ZFH)7ET)Re 4
| (syntactic function-changing rules), tHIFAREIEL “ FiBE 7, “ =G FA)EM S (LaPolla
1988a, 1988b, 1990, 1993).

F T4 SR 2 5 1 5 R R L 08 R AR 2 —, BRI B Sk A2 (LaPolla
1988a, 1990) XJHARDUE & BAAE IR S EE AT T %42, ik, IMADLEIEA
(ARG B 254 o DOE AR RAFTE NGB LA R S . SR s2 I 2 s i PRI 45
t4 (2% Shibatani 1985). L&, PUBEAFIEHIE XA BMIEERR, HAFIER
A5 5 A MRIJCHN (LaPolla 1988a, 1990).

IR B, BoHdeE (LaPolla 1988b, 1990) i35 FIKAHMIETEE I R M3
FARBRI M5 AR, 15 S S EE IR Z A B e R, (ETE BT
FEr, U e AR TR S5 MO RDAE AR CED St R 200D SRUERFRIRIE LAt AR
DUEANED TS & —— L B D —— B R O . BIR LR L5 i T
CATER) T Z T 8T, (HEDGE RIS ANEL R R 5, A7l R e 000
AL B4, BUOHUEAERSRE, IER B T IOEARFEEE LA A L, 4 SE0ESH
PC B

N T AEMAPUE R ARTEEEEALR) “ Ei8 7, “ i A&, P14 (LaPolla
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1990, 1993) 4= 1H % %% 1 P15 5 4] [A]#5 (cross-clausal coreference )« 7 &4k, (relativization)
Fb#si 454 (comparatives). W LHETF (risingto subject). AA[HME (indispensability )« %
B3 (reflexives) B#i 8N 451 (pseudo passives) HiE SCAH IR H MR FIEL S (restricted
neutralization), PAIGAEUE F g BAETEIELE BT BHEf S I« 1087 5 B =B 7 Jubk .
LU, PUEH HAFAEHSEIN G DA e AR — DM DGE 5 AR 5= 4% 2 (accusative)
B A ERE Y Cergative) 1B HHT LA, 8 HDUEREA & BB S A RIERE

(2) PUBEFH AR 55 A

FEAEHIDUE AN e AER R IETEF G S 5, PS4 (LaPolla 1990, 1994,
1995, 2006) #i, KR AP EDUEE I EZEE (LaPolla1995). ik, J&
UEPUEIE AN B B ARIE Y, TIRGPOE G8A AE. e W& 1 MahiE fE R 2 s)
FE A . B4 (LaPolla 1994) I ESIE S AR, 765 BIR 2 3hid 8
RAE T H, FoLe £ SO s il im) 5 & T-2)18] (2 0 Hetzron 1975; Herring & Paolillo 1993),
IXFRE G R WL A S R P . BB difiE . T, B AR R R G DUE

B2 R AETRAS
EULEEAE b, B (LaPolla 1995; B Hh, & g&H] 2022) #EiRiT 7 BUEE
A A B S A S BRI S, R B JE TR RIE G R B X o AR B S A

(3) PUERIE B4

AW 78 7 Lambrecht (1986, 1987, 1988, 1989) # H )15 B 45 #4 (Information
Structure) MEE, MAE RUGEH S5 IEE TR RRNT G\ R0 & M PR A4 BE X DUTR () vk S5 i AT
TIRNfENT (ZF LaPolla 1990, 2009, 2013, 2017; Z{-Hi. WEEH 2022). Fidhs
A I POE SR T R R AN R 2R, EE RS R 0 R T DU (1] 7
38 H POE B B R A R 2 R R TR S SENA TTE S (B, W
Fi 2022). UbAh, BT POER) 1) F ERSSE Ny A IR 25, DR — e R
(G PP RE L S5 Rt AT LLod ek £ s g5 4 (I 18 80D BT (LaPolla2009; 24— Hh.
TEEEH 2022),
2. FEEEREI T

DM AT A, S RIEES KRG AEM L, XRIERRIEE; . 3hid &Y
YE. Rid S5 AAAERB . TR — PRI TIRN B ANES , FEass 7 IEiEmem s
AT FITEAS 2 48 i A R AR B B

(D RBIBES RAMNEHIS

B (LaPolla2003, 2017; LaPolla with Huang 2003) X J615 [ 4844 i 3k 47
TVEAHS , AFEEENES KRR A EE. ZiEtRs. shin s, @l LN
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GIe

(2) BIBRSTERIRANHES

a. /NIEVER% (LaPolla 2003)

DA AT TE1E I ZA R UEPRICBET 7RIS, 48 AN R 7R UE bR ) B2 fig 15
BT P & sh Bl 5328 8 . AT A BIAFRIE N,  BAA P AR id 204 77 e

b. A

P54 (LaPolla & Huang 2004) 4 v] @it Hovh VUl (ROR4ERE. Fid . IME.
B SR AR RN JKIEA&F)154T 8 (2% Huang 1994), 5 HAth CRAIFA KD
BNAAAR X 53 (A S Bh il g SONTEAS . AR, JEIBRITE AW Sahin s, w74
i, HHEZMRIM AL (—BRFRD. FTRbsids BEbrid. aiEbric P& 2 Hk
AR MU, JEIE M A1 B S 115 5 shia A5 REE, DRt SR 3l 1) —
M BE eI, BRI BRI ARG B RRe), 5
VE77 ZARVEAE FH HA I T LU i), TR 3 B A4 IR, BRI 32 3ol R B A A 25

c. RiAFfEAESRE)

PS4 (LaPolla & Huang 2007) Xf Rid 5 EAEN AT TIRAF L, KINFEE
EH - RiEFhE, WTHTERKR. SRR BICR, KR HREN LSS
KRG o AEAESN WA TAS, FAT FBOR T Fa R0 R0 1 SCRFIE A B Ak i) 23 TR AL
XEAEAE D) 1A BA SRR ARSSEAR AR R Flan, w2t fERa e, (A0 E
A4 . (R, fEAESNE E S I X6t S5 A RSB RANE o FAAES) 1A S5
KA B A, T 2510 AR AS Bl ] ) 2 2 s R E S

d. i K

S (LaPolla 2011) XA iEAIFE1E S ] KD TERAT TIRAFE S, KIM
BRI FEIE Bl K REAFAEE R, MBI AR IC KRG A H R RS2 1S BOX
ZRER . Bk, BN, AFEES R bR ] ReAEAE 22 S, BEA
15 & R AR B SR AT AL
3. BORIE/H HEE &S )T 5

DA HIE AEER N L 165 3B/ H BEE (2Rl X0 iE/ H FEE B & R 4.
S 5 &5/ )75 Yl (reflexive and middle marking) 84/ F B (valency changing derivation)
bt 45 #) (comparative construction) /NA)iE4: (clause linking) F1d 451 (copula
construction) & FE (nominalization). ¢ &R T4 (relative clause structure) 41
FI (transitivity harmony). AFRARic (person marking) &N AHAT TIRAfE, FHxh
v/ HEAE 5 S5 U A] B3G5 Hei e R IR I T AT

(D MEIEES RN EMHE

DAHi5eA: (LaPolla 2003, 2017) XAUETE IR THSBAT T V4IRS, GHEME
EEE RS ZWAMHREE. BEMEES. st EiE. . 23 5%.

(2) MEIEEE RGPIRNHS

DU S (LaPolla 1987) X MUEE (TE T RGBT TV EMIRE S . MIEMETERI DI
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SRR KSRGS T A B RN G , BT AREE OB TR T AR T I B RS
PEo i, MoleiB SRR T s WA S RSN S BRG] ) X SR OB . 1588
Tk, BORTE X T R ANE & 7 5 LG T B A A A .

(3) MORIE/HHEE RS GNERIRAS

a. REE/HEhZSTa;

DA (B0t 8T 1996; LaPolla & Yang 2005) B IX ARG/ i 1 TS
A fE 8 -ew® I 2 Dy REME, 1R HHAZ LI RN RSB E, EEMH RS RL DR,
A B AE AT N BhE &5 RS I ThRE . MARIEEEE (markedness theory) F 5 2 i %

(prototype categories) A EEAAIHT, -ew (1) =FPfF FH S e HL g 52k e b =N B
X — RPN 1 AN E A S 2 A

b. M F-B (LaPolla 2000)

DA e AR i sk oy i 4 ) 355 Y H BE B AERFTT. (Mvtwang) 5 5 BUERL, ORI H BEE A
KPR gt 77 DL RIS« R W-AS S s AR AN [FIRE L HE, R HABIER R
BRI, BT Y- RY8)iE (ambitransitive verbs) AIE VAN, HHEETEILH PiFh
FARECAN AN M S e RS FBL. BT H A MR, WihE R — NS
I 2 MRS 598418 2 (valency-changing morphemes), il e 158 HAE
FH ARSI 22 Al B8 X RIE

c. M4

S (LaPolla 2004) BRAE T 4if5E A HEEEMFRT (Mvtwang) 77 5
Pt 2, 4R H A2 B E A 22 H HEE B SRt 0. H HESE AR S Le 00 T 22k H
Al BRI AR AR . A, HHEE ISR AE — PN S B LR e H BB 55
F I S i A L B b S IR R IE, AR EE SO BE P DU S B HE A, trT s
I AR .

d. /MR

RN e TE/ H TR TR, B Y64 (LaPolla 2006) 45 H e 1/ H I Y
F )8 E LA ASPRC iR S5 R, dE A NEE LY EE R . JEF A EE B T HET
WK B FEA) 2 /T MORTE/H BEE S B IR % 7 AURIE FA) 544 2 [ 1
AFE SRR, REAESXOCRAHE: A, d#E. X, 458, BhEL &5

e. RiA45H

DU (LaPolla 20060 &I, HIETE ) &R i BRHIA KWshid fB 4k, H
5 HAWA AR B2 22 . HEEIE B R A R I SO AT g, Al A Tobs
iR TG, HEEE R LLRE R EiE S RIAPRERIFEH SR LR, SEXR
Mg R REZMIE N, Faes &KL/ N FE I SC IR B B RERUR

f. BYMETE

DM (LaPolla 2008) %21 HEEH 2S5 H, WG] 2 Fhaa YL i
ZEAE D 5 Fh A A B 1R Cenclitic) o bAh, HHEE B4 Y046 AT DUIE I 75 O i 4 528

g KRETH]
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DM AeA (LaPolla 2008) UL H SR TE WA KL 9 JEA,  HRF 1 4 ) b 5 sl 4l 15 1 1 HE
BRI R TR AN EIES R K IRE, FHah Gmldnis B R E, o TH
HEE X R TR 7 SR R . B AE e o R I T AT AT B R R 7A) . o,
— KA LY ERS, BRI ERC . BT 2SI A g B Lin v B, Bk
AL E L [R5 M JE BT A . BT 7R S5 A AR T R EE AL,

h. SRR

TEATE ARG S W, shin RYPEEAFIE S RGP M EEAERKES. ¥
{=HhSH: (LaPolla 2008) X 4l f) b H HEIE (18] S PE AT 5%, RINZIES A sh
SR TR A B X o B, A S I A R . HEEE R — AN E IR
e CRVERNE”, B ETE Bhalia AR B AR, 0] R ) 3 R A R e, B
A AR R B EA f, 5 EE RS E B KRR B F S
NAS KA ], W BBl A 6 i i S B A/ B S JE SRR A B i S DA SRR .
A E B A A 2 DT SR SR BT . B AEAE SR < R e R ™ B B —
TS Y 2R AE

i AFRbrid

DA (LaPolla2010) &3, HHETE B IESE EFRERIMAKSR S, HARR
bric R E M (hierarchical) $FiE. ZH— AFREL ZF 70 (54, 168 B iS22k,
T KL, HEAEE SR N & Z i H I AR ) SRR Sebrids 88— AFRIUR
WhRICHLE], B SAAESE — NS 5 EAERES, BE - AKRS S54SR Z1H
JerER Y, XML RS SE XA AL RS (5B BB X RANC RS (WIS
AFAEA R ZE 52 o

MM, Z{-teEESFN

DS X S DURRIE 1 5 AT FC ) SRS DR LA X DUBCE ISR A AL IR
WADE G S, IS Y. WS KREERR ST . ok, Dkt b A
A HTHT IS 5 A EUE R AR = 220 LT .

4.1 LLEFHFELAME, DRBZSDR AT
BT I S A SO RS e TE VAT g, AR I 2 R IETE S A L NS R
52 (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997; LaPolla2002, 2006a-d, 2008a, b, 2016a-c). 1, %
A S A I AR SR AR 2200 g s LA 9 P R RR SIUE A e P, R S S AR T . 5],
B M S A W A (R Y] ) E R R B SON R, MII R T 208 B ARSI
SLAAT, HREBEE RS- EREE S (WARRRL. RIERF) WIFESHRE LR
Hik, D OGS 3 XN E, smie BARE 5 B0 L AN S H
40



SRABERNE R, KIBIE S S EEE (LaPolla 2006a, 2007, 2016a-c). i, ZA-Hde 4t
fILVF 7 SVO. SOV %540 K20 115 5 H3, F kRIS 5 b e 7 52 bR ) (LaPolla
& P0a2006), RIS REH (Wif -3k 8 X PO ARG ER, $R18 DL oy 3
o> BT U E A3 (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997; LaPolla 2008b, 2013b).

42 EFELMZ LRI

B HiJ: 4 (LaPolla 2000 [2013a], 2001, 2003, 2011, 2012a,) fEWFFCH R EiH
B S AL 24BN A . AhdE 8 S AR R AR ST . N LT AERNE 5 el [RE A Y
S5O, JFRR R REAE T A VS R AL ST I

43 BEREE

PR T FO RS TINEIRNE . B tHENURE . T SR
WMASE, BURTET RN, Fla, P4 (LaPolla2001) 5&iHES 53
s WHIBEATT 730 ASCAGHR AR AR FE R B TR, FAh 218 1% U8 1 FH 28 o) i 6 S T 1Y) Ak
o BilEREE (BRTHE 1982) 2 —FREEEGEAIDGETT & o« T s AN FH N 43
MR CREE” R SRS, TR AGER N —FE, HDOE a7 RN RN C5EE 7 R R
K7 N, PSR — BB SR DUEGE R ARECE T 2 R AR REE (LR
R JEURFNAESE) (P HE S, Hda R PUB0E R 585 R A s i AR AR B AR
RIEEAT 5y, Frdd — WS T A R s, PUBOE REIE T BT, Hasd
IR T29 5900 4ERT (3% LaPolla 2001, 2006, 2012b, 2019, 2022). X, B it
Jetbd i A SRR, 5IR 25 S AL, DUE R AT S B B (acute segments)
I /N7 JEBERIAIC, DM R B (grave segments) JEIE “ K7 YuB% 1)1 (LaPolla
1994).,

B HiE

DA (Randy J. LaPolla) HIBT UG 1 DUBIE R DT LIE 5 5 165 RM .
AR S R 5 MR E RS2 AU, AR AR EAT S (0 5 A R
AHEAE . B e A BT FE LASUE g Al Rl P LT 5 5 18 5 R T s iEk,
HEB) T POBIE RO FURIRF AL HAt IV BYEAIXNHE 5 2B E, AIEF EITER
et T EE S DA G SR B A UANE L AR, XA R AT R E
FATABIRZ .
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B W Ry, WAL HRRK, ‘R REETOHRK, =
FWMALLRBYW. ERWH, “HAF” ARIOEHATREIRES, £
e CRAEZR, BXBA AT REE X, B CHEL”, Y
REFFWESHE, PARXEY. “B” £5 “#” A+, wEHELH
R ERX . AEMRERRT EE L8 4 0L &I RAALE

ANKIBEFEXMANE, ARZEGE, Hibg—%&%, EsREs, meHLthH 4
B3 H AR 4 00 S, B O NAT R AN ) H A 44 1R IR 38 44 ] TR 2R 4
RIE A e A sl b R AE T PEEZEAE AP 2019). R AME S A IXFETSL6] . “ IR
7R — NS . BIAR TG ISR, m AT A PR BD AAA R DY A )
W, “HH e #R T @R, AR RIFRL A LA K. SR B R CBR 7 R s
HR BAE N RIGREARZFR “817 F0 “27, Eedlor mldsdbTi D BRIR “H1” FEg 704
R “m87. ASOKFE LUK E], R LA LXK 4L Al 7.

TERAZ IR 5, BAVEE AR EGE R KNE S 6. WARDGEF, “&' 8
SB7EL RE S BT @A, MIREENRSL. RE” ‘T EHT, RHIAXT
T4, TS A & A I 22 15 R IAT JyElXUAE - 1X 25 3a] £ R H 91 romance . romantic
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5 Postverbal modification, information focalization, and meaning
creation: With a specific case study of Chinese 7E zai-phrases in
translation
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Abstract: In Chinese, zai-phrases like 7EZ(ZE MR E (‘be-in the classroom review
[the lesson]’) are grammatical, but *i & fEZZE M (‘review [the lesson] be-in the
classroom’) is not, due to the ungrammatical use of the postverbal modifier. However,
the phrase JRIFTEFH JEA (‘bathe be-in the spring breeze’), which also includes a
postverbal modifier, is felicitous with the meaning of ‘basking in the spring breeze’.
Interestingly, 7£% E ALK (‘be-in the spring breeze bathe’), which mirrors the
structure of ‘be-in the classroom review [the lesson]’, should be grammatically correct
but is infelicitous, as it conveys a meaning that defies common sense. This paper
explores this discrepancy by linking it to the “discursive propensity” of postverbal
modification and its role in information focalization that shapes the experience of
meaning creation. The study takes the issue into the domain of translation studies for
a sharper and comparative perspective, construing translation as a process of meaning
(re-)creation. By examining pairs of texts that aim to convey the same meaning but
produce different effects, the paper characterizes meaning creation as a two-stage
discursive experience: an initial private phase of meaning-making, followed by a
communal phase of sense-making. It argues that, despite variations in discursive
experiences among individual readers of the same text, which are influenced by
different social contexts, such experiences are textually accountable in terms of
information focalization. As such, the felicity of an utterance, beyond grammatical
considerations, is grounded in an experiential underpinning sustained by the

discursive propensity originated by focalized information.

Zhu, Chunshen. 2025. Postverbal modification, information focalization, and meaning creation: With a specific
case study of Chinese 7E zai-phrases in translation. In Chenglong Huang & Xu Yang (eds.) The Creation of
Meaning: A Festschrift in Honour of Randy J. LaPolla, pp. 65-90.
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1. Introduction

On many occasions, I have asked my students to compare two Chinese sentences as
possible translations for We bask in the spring breeze: FAMIRIHIELJEAL (‘we bathe be-in the
spring breeze’) and FAITEH EALIKH (‘we be-in the spring breeze bathe’).’ They are fine
with the first, but the second one often elicits laughter as if they have never heard it before. What
they are laughing at is clearly not the formation of the translation since the sentence is perfectly
grammatical. According to them, the first version evokes a sensible mental image of basking in
the warmth of spring breezes, whereas the second conjures an image of open-air ablutions. If this
is true, then what they laugh at has little to do with grammar but the meaning they have made of
the second version, which they find from their world experience irreverent and laughable even
as a non-translation utterance.

The disparity in their responses points to the involvement of an additional cognitive layer
beyond meaning-making that is cued by a text’s grammatical formulation. We have identified
this additional mechanism elsewhere (Zhu 2022: 52) as sense-making (i.e., sensemaking in
Weick’s terms). That is, while making meaning of an utterance is a private mental process,
making sense of the meaning thus made—its commonsense plausibility—is communal, i.e.,
“unrelentingly social” (Weick 1995: 79, discussing Porac et al.; italics original), because one
must decide, by common sense rather than semantic sense, whether it is acceptable and
reasonable enough to count as a publicly shareable meaning within one’s community. Meaning
creation is therefore the outcome of the interplay between meaning-making and sense-making
as the meaning creator observes the unfolding of a text as discourse. And in normal
communication, we can only see the meaning created when the creator is confident enough in its
sensibility to let it go public—in translation for instance in our case. The common sense one goes
by in assessing the sensibility of a meaning, to be sure, is nurtured and conditioned by one’s
personal world experience, which can be so intrinsic to one’s cognition that sense-making often
proceeds subconsciously, or “automatically”. That is why, in normal practice, the students would
not have thought of the bathing-outdoors version, let alone sharing it as a legitimate translation.

Triggered by this translation experiment, we ask: Why has modifier placement in our case
led to distinct interpretations, and how does this reflect broader principles of meaning creation
across languages? To answer the questions, this study examines the interplay between meaning
and sense-making as an utterance or text unfolds itself along its word order by which its focal
information can be identified. Information focalization, as we shall demonstrate, has a subtle and

profound impact on meaning creation, both within and beyond the sentence, whether in primary

5> Semantic and syntactic glosses in this study are all provided by the author and indicated by single quotation
marks. Glosses may be used in lieu of the Chinese texts after their first appearance.
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writing or in translation as a mode of meaning (re-)creation.

2. Meaning creation and grammar

Let us begin with a syntactic investigation, since the only difference between our two
versions cited at the beginning of our introductory paragraph is the placement of the 7£ zai-
modifier ‘be-in the spring breeze’, which is either preverbal or postverbal. The preverbal
placement complies with the “unmistakable” (“A~F+[1]”, Zhang 2010: 986, 1110) tendency or
practice in modern standard Chinese grammar to use prepositional phrases as adverbials and
place them preverbally, but the meaning it makes in our example is deemed ridiculous. The
postverbal placement, supposedly a deviation from the norm in this case, appears to be acceptable
and perfectly sensible. But why? Zhang (2010: 1122) indeed has noted the phenomenon of
syntactic inversion in Chinese, which Fang (1992: 203-205) describes as adverbial transposition.
It is a pattern of post-modification where the comma is required to mark the pause between the
main clause and the end-positioned modifier, such as in Fang’s example from Lu Xun: /8
fBIEFR, Z3R, A B (‘I thank him for his kindness, for my own sake, for the sake of
China’). But our postverbal version does not feature such inversion or transposition as the
modifier cannot be marked off by a comma without becoming a highly marked variation of its
preverbal counterpart.®

This phenomenon reflects a broader issue in Chinese grammar: how preverbal and
postverbal modification influence meaning creation. According to Zhang, following the
phraseological tendency of “modifier + head”, the language adopts the sequence of “known +
new” in information structuring in an order of “accompanying features + predicate + outcome”.
That is, any type of word, as long as it indicates the outcome of the event, has to be positioned
postverbally. And directing attention to the outcome appears to be one of the central principles
(“4Z.0 )5 H1”) underlying the word order and semantic meaning of the Chinese sentence. Most
related to our case is that, according to Zhang, the location-indicating £ (zdi, ‘be-’) phrase, if
placed preverbally, can only refer to the venue of the event. Hence {7 & 5 #E{5 &k ‘he be-in
the kitchen cooks-meal’ is grammatical but *fl {8k £ /& 5 # ‘he cooks-meal be-in the kitchen’
is not. If placed postverbally, it can only refer to the place where the action ends up or where the
participants are after the event ends. Hence fih#5 /£ /K # ‘he falls be-in the water’ is
grammatical, but *fii7E/K#E 5 ‘he be-in the water falls’ is not. (See Zhang 2010: 986, 988,
1099.)

¢ A comma-marked version, i.e., FAMIAH, 7EFHJEM ‘we bathe, be-in the spring breeze’, will be a transposed
version of FRAMTEFEJEMIKIS “we be-in the spring breeze bathe’, paradoxically highlighting the location where

the bathing physically takes place, hence increasing the absurdity of the meaning.
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Our case, however, seems to represent an exception to this principle for the following
reasons. That is, rather than the outcome, the phrase ‘be-in the spring breeze’ denotes the venue
of the action regardless of the verb’s position in the sentence. Since both ‘bathe’ and ‘cook-meal’,
unlike the momentary ‘fall’, indicate continuous events, our post-modification appears similar to
the pattern in Zhang’s *‘he cooks-meal be-in the kitchen’. Actually, there are quite a few such
“exceptions” in Zhang (albeit given to illustrate other points) that can be seen as milder, comma-
less manifestations of adverbial transposition. For example: #{ {8 EEEIZB4AR I “soldiers
patrol be-along the border’ (p. 734), and even such phrases as Vit /R AEMMECINEST tramps
wander-roam old European streets’ (p. 451), once the omitted preposition is restored, would be
a similar transposition: i & ¥ fIF /0 7E BK ¥ % 47  ‘tramps wander-roam be-through old
European streets’.

These exceptions can be partially explained within Zhang’s (2010: 942) grammar-
semantics-pragmatics framework, particularly by the pragmatic principle of attention
management. That is, in an unmarked structure, the postponed element receives the most
attention. This principle aligns with Li’s (1984/1992: 495) questioning about the structural
hierarchy that is implied in the term “complement” in Chinese grammar. Li has argued that in a
V + C phrase the complement should be regarded as the key component rather than a supplement
to the verb. The argument, accepted as a new and noteworthy observation at that time (Wu and
Liang 1992: 97), is followed by Fang’s (1992: 241) identification of complement as
presentational focus (“FKiAH [»7), and Zhang (2006: 62) regards it as the structural focus (“4%
i H 25 of the entire sentence.

In this study, therefore, we will not differentiate between postverbal “complement” and
postverbal modifier, so that a complement can be regarded as functioning like an adverbial.
Throughout our present thesis, we will describe it as a manifestation of postverbal modification
that can be examined alongside the positioning of other sentential components, such as clauses,
to reveal its potential for attention management in the correlation between word order and
information focalization.

In our case, it is clear that the preverbal directs attention to the action of ‘bathe’, whereas
the postverbal directs attention to a vernal environment of ‘be-in the spring breeze’. The
difference in attention distribution, however, begs a further question: Why does the preverbal
modification in our case, by emphasizing the act of bathing, result in the making of a meaning
deemed absurd, while the postverbal modification, by shifting attention to the spring breeze,
evokes a meaning that is perfectly sensible? This disparity in meaning-making points to the
importance of sense-making in judging the sensibility of the meaning made of an utterance. To
describe how it works, we have to go beyond the framework of grammatical correctness and
pragmatic feasibility.
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3. Word order and meaning creation seen through translation

Since our question arises from a translation experiment, can translation studies offer some
food for thought? After all, translation has long been concerned with word and sense, and its
cross-cultural and cross-lingual context amplifies the communal nature of sense-making, often
to a scale influenced by ideological compliance.

For thousands of years, since the time of Cicero and St. Jerome, the conception of
translation has been rooted in the dichotomy of “word for word” versus “sense for sense”. And
the word-for-word approach was regarded as a rigid adherence to the source text’s word order,
disparaged in favour of the sense-for-sense approach. As the “content” of the source text, the
“sense”” was supposed to be semantic sense seemingly independent of word order. The dichotomy
underlies the conventional binary conception that “a thought is one thing and the way it is
expressed another” (critiqued in Lodge 1966/2002: 37). In the 19" century, Schleiermacher (‘On
the different methods of translating’, 1813) proposed a hermeneutic journey metaphor of
translation, which highlighted the target-text reader’s experience of meaning making. That is,
formal word-for-word translation would move the reader to the source text to see an alienated
meaning, whereas communicatively transferring the semantic sense would move the source text
to the reader for them to make a naturalized meaning. In the 1990s, this dichotomy was updated
by Venuti (1995/2004: 20) into a conflict between “foreignization” and “domestication”, with
foreignization hailed as offering “an alien reading experience” in the service of a postcolonial
agenda against hegemonic English, among other “isms” counted as modern political evils. Since
then, the attention of translation studies has turned to sense-making as a process of judging the
sensibility of the meaning made of a translation from the perspective of the common sense
harboured by an ideological community.

This development helps us realize more keenly the role sense-making plays in meaning
creation, although our experiment may not contribute directly to advancing translation studies in
this direction. Instead, our non-political approach affirms the fact that the tension between
alienation-foreignization and naturalization-domestication, when realized in an individual
reader’s experience, is nonetheless an “inner feeling and understanding” (Munday et al. 2022:
39, commenting on Schleiermacher). It also draws our attention to the textual accountability of
meaning-making, particularly in terms of the correlation between word order and information
focalization, before it undergoes the process of sense-making. In our case, ‘we bathe be-in the
spring breeze’ does appear like a word-for-word translation of We bask in the spring breeze and
is supposed to produce some “alien” experience. Yet it is accepted by the Chinese-speaking
community as meaningful and sensible rather than outlandish. On the other hand, the meaning
made of ‘we be-in the spring breeze bathe’, a grammatically fully domesticated Chinese version,
is collectively dismissed as neither natural nor congruous with the reality of Chinese cultural life.
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This shows that word order is not merely a grammatical issue but a means for attention
management via information focalization that shapes the creation of a meaning, be it exotic or
familiar, political or poetic. It is the word order that guides the reader in their primary meaning-
making, as they feel their way through the text until they come to a belief that they have grasped
the “meaning” linguistically presented as such, before they judge it to be sensible or otherwise
in the light of the textual and social contexts they have perceived. This textually accountable
meaning creation is an abductive process of inference, one of our “basic survival instincts” as
LaPolla (2015) has maintained.

When a thought is linguistically rendered into a text, it is presented as an information flow
that charts the topography of a textual terrain by its word order. So charted, the text invites or
induces the reader to partake in a meaning-creation journey by navigating through the
information elements backgrounded as a given to those foregrounded into a focal height. A
translation, as a reiteration of the thought in a target language, can do nothing but the same. No
matter whether it tries to stay as close as possible to the thought bodied forth by the original
textual topography or to alter it to serve a different purpose, the word order, ceteris paribus, is
held accountable for the effect it finally produces in individual readers. In either case, all patterns
of fore- vs. back-grounding are a matter of “these words in this order” in which lies the text’s
specific “force of description” that supersedes the semantic accuracy of the text in its description
of the world, and “[w]hat is said and how it is said are thus not distinguishable”, as Cameron has
noted in his 1962 essay on “Poetry and Dialectic” (cited in Lodge 1966/2002: 38, 39). In our
view, this force is not limited to poetic description as Cameron has maintained, since literary and
nonliterary discourses are similar in their textuality. By its word order, a description initiates and
sustains in its readers an experience of “living in” the text as a world. And because one “lives in”
this world, one instinctively needs to create meaning—making meaning and making sense—of
it in order to “survive”.

To see how the formulation of a text is accountable for its meaning creation effect is
particularly significant for translation, since the target text is often rendered and reconstructed to
effect the creation of a meaning that is different from the meaning the reader may have created
of the source text. To that end, translation studies, especially in view of the anti-linguistic stance
maintained by the sweeping ideologically-oriented discourses over the last few decades,’” calls
for a substantive re-engagement with linguistics, by keeping abreast of conceptual and
methodological developments in the field. One such development is in the perception of grammar,
which has been well characterized in Halliday (1999) through an in-depth examination of

7 Such comments as Venuti’s (1998: 23) are representative: ‘Current linguistics-oriented approaches lack not
only the theoretical assumptions to conceptualize and execute such literary translation projects, but the
methodological tools to analyze them’. See also Snell-Hornby (2006: Section 5.1).
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grammatical metaphor, that is,

the lexicogrammatical system of any and every natural language ... is a theory of human
experience. It is a way of imposing order, in the form of mutually defining relationships
and categories, on the flux and unboundedness of the perceptual world. (p. 92)

Lexicogrammatically “theorized” (codified, systemized, textualized via word order) as
such, human experience becomes communicable as concatenations of speech acts that perform
to achieve certain perlocutionary effects in actual communication. Translation, in essence, is an
operation of (re-)theorizing human experience by (re-)constructing the speech-act chain via word
order. In other words, translation, beyond the incommensurability at grammatical and semantic
levels, entails such fundamental assumptions as sharedness and communicability of human
experience, feasibility of incorporating new modes of “theorizing” human experience, and
possibility of introducing new ways of experiencing the world through discourse. All this boils
down to the re-presentation of a perceived source-text world in the formulation of a target text,
which, as a “source” text in its own right, will give rise to varying discursive experiences
contingent on the social, non-linguistic contexts in which it is read to create a meaning. Such a
re-engagement with linguistics will not, as some may be afraid, result in a diminution of the
cultural or social aspects of translation. Instead, it will enhance these observations with the rigour
of textual accountability.

4. Focalization and meaning creation: towards a linguistic-hermeneutic perspective

Our surveys, from both the structural perspective of grammar and the operational
perspective of translation, highlight the pivotal role of information focalization in connecting
word order to meaning-making, with a knock-on effect on the sensibility of an utterance. The
study of focus (in relation to topic) has indeed attracted extensive attention from different models
of language research and has generated useful insights, although, as Xu (2005) has observed,
approaches with different interests (e.g., those of phonology, syntax, semantics, and discourse
analysis) and using different terminologies, have given rise to a medley of sometimes
overlapping or even confusing notions of focus. From the literature, we may still be able to derive
the following working hypotheses to construct a comprehensive conceptual framework for the
examination of the effect of focalization—illustrated by our case of bathing versus basking—
from an informational perspective. These hypotheses are elaborated in this section to varying
degrees of detail according to their immediate relevance to our present study.
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4.1 Informational focus can be identified in every sentence.

Our review in Section 1 affirms that “topic and focus, along with related phenomena, are
universally represented” (Schwabe and Winkler 2007: 4) in many languages, including Chinese.
Specifically, every sentence must have a focus, which is closely tied to the presence of new
information and serves as a prerequisite for its communicative validity (Xu 2005: 17).

4.2 Focus is marked by morphosyntactic means, although the marking may differ from
language to language.

The word order of a text facilitates its background-foreground arrangement of information,
determining when and how to convey its specific elements in focus. In both Chinese and English,
focus is managed through means such as positioning, modification (see Zhu 2022: e.g., Section
5.4 for a discussion on the implications of modification for focalization and attention
management), intonation, and language-specific devices. For example, in Chinese, the shi...de
(F&...1)) and de shi (I']72) constructions (Zhu 1996: Section 4; see also Xu 2001: 117-118),
along with adverbs like jin (}), yé (1), cdi (1), and dou (), as well as progressive
parallelisms (Zhang 2006: 200), play an important role.

4.3 The semantic sense of a sentence is not affected by the placement of information focus.

This is noted in Xu (2005: 23), that is, which constituent of the sentence the focus is placed
on does not affect its semantic sense or truth value. So, theoretically, focus shift in translation
will not affect the semantic sense the translation shares with its source text. What it affects is the

reader’s discursive experience of meaning creation.

4.4 What is put in focus is new, but not necessarily brand new, information.

Focus is highly related to “new” information, but it does not mean the information has to
be “brand new” (Xu 2005: 14, with a mention of, e.g., Schwarzschild’s proposal not to associate
focus with new information). A succinct overview of the issue can be found in Butler (2003:
Section 2.5.1.2.1 What is focus?), from which we may conclude that an entity already mentioned
in the discourse, hence given and old, can also be re-introduced and placed in focus if it is
pragmatically presupposed to be non-recoverable from the immediate context or situation, or if
it is deemed so important for the discursive progression that its reiteration and focalization
become desirable.

4.5 The sentence/clause-initial and sentence/clause-final positions are normally the most
significant positions of informational prominence.
This proposition has backing from psychology and psycholinguistics, which have found
that, among other things, the subjects remembered the first and the last words much better than
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the centre-positioned ones in the clause (Downing 1995: 16, mentioning Jarvella’s 1979
experiments; see also Butler 2003: 171 and Section 2.5.2.1 Initial position), irrespective of the
designation of the information component in question as topic or focus. In light of the fact that
syntactic development from sentence-initial to sentence-final entities represents a cumulative
progression of information—commonly observed in the unmarked right-branching structure in
English, as opposed to the marked front-heavy left-branching and compressive mid-branching
structures (Tufte 1971: e.g., 156)—Butler (2003: Section 2.5.2.2.2, What meanings are
associated with placement in ‘final’ positions?, referencing P. H. Fries) notes that “clause-final
position in the written language is the most usual site for the placement of newsworthy
information”.

In Chinese, according to Zhang, sentence-final position is for the “conventional” and
“natural” context/situation-independent “static” focus. The position of the marked, “dynamic”
type of focus, on the other hand, is dependent on the communicative situation to register a
contrast, and can thus be more mobile: at sentence-final, it overlaps the static end-focus; at
sentence-initial, it becomes the “topical focus”. And what is put in the topical (focus) position
has much to do with viewpoint setting and adjustment. (See Zhang 2006: esp. 181 fig. 1, 182—
183, 194, and 198.) This makes the distribution of “old” and “new” information more
accountable in that the viewpoint determines what should be given as old information and what
should be foregrounded and focalized as new information, i.e., as the key element that justifies
the saying and that propels the progression of the discourse.

Similarly, focalization has served as a point of reference in the discussion of English-
Chinese translation, although different terminologies may have been employed, e.g., sentence-
initial functionally extraposed focus versus unmarked, sentence-final focus and the stylistically
highly marked sentence-medial one (Liu 1992: 167; see also Shan 1990: 353 and Li 1998: 254
for similar attention to focality). Therefore, while being aware of the function of the entity in the
sentence-initial position (e.g., viewpoint-setting), it seems advisable to apply the principle of
end-focus, in conjunction with the old-before-new ordering of information in both English and
Chinese, as the unmarked benchmark for information (re-)structuring in translation, to facilitate,
among others, the observation of any shift of a non-focal entity in the source text via certain
target language-specific markings to a focal position in the target text, or vice versa, to comply

with its grammar or to manipulate the reader’s response for ideological purposes, for instance.

4.6 The significance of focus (as opposed to topic) should be appreciated not only within the
clause/sentence but also in terms of discourse development.

Barthes, inspired and informed by generative and functional grammars in his 1960s studies

on literature and discourse (Barthes 1987/2004, 1977: 79—-124), has identified a comparable,
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“homological relation between sentence and discourse”.® This is one of the basic assumptions
in his discussion of “the variations of the meanings engendered and ... engenderable by works”
and the reasons for their acceptability (1987/2004: 29). It also underpins his conception of an
“obviously ... linguistic” model of “science of literature (or of writing)” (p. 28, italics original),
in which literature is construed as discourse. As “a science of discourse”, the model is designed
to integrate the examination of “those signs which are shorter than the sentence” (which underpin
“all of the characteristics of literary language as a whole”) with the examination of those “signs
which are longer than the sentence, ... from which one can infer a structure of the narrative, of
the poetic message, of the discursive text, etc.” (p. 31), to “allow [the critic/reader] to explain
how chains of symbols are established along certain lines” and see “an ever-increasing unity” (p.
34) in a work of literature. This enables him to stratify on an operational level of structural
analysis the discourse (or narration) in layers and project it into the world or situation from which
only can it “receive its meaning” (Barthes 1977: 115).

This homological relation and the notion of the world as the source of meaning can be
further substantiated by later developments in linguistic research, especially with regard to inter-
sentential thematization where the theme of the previous sentence contains an element (usually in
its focus) that becomes (part of) the theme of the subsequent sentence. Insofar as the beginning of a
discourse implies a there + be declaration (“Once upon a time, there was...”), it features a
“sentence-focus” in Lambrecht’s terms in that the entire sentence is to introduce new information
to start the story, or, if it occurs in the middle of the discourse, to “introduce a new discourse
referent or ... to announce an event involving a new discourse referent” (Lambrecht 1994: 14,
also 222). Such there + be type of sentence must be a focus in its entirety at the text level, because
it cannot find an entity as its topic to justify its focality. In this way it plays “a hybrid function ...
of topicality and focality” for “introducing future Topic” to advance the discourse (Goémez-
Gonzélez 2001: 151, 153). It follows that the significance of a focalized entity—whether in a
“static” or “dynamic” focal position (Zhang, previously)—does not reside in its status as either
topic or focus within the clause or sentence. Instead, its importance lies in its contribution to
inter-sentential thematization, where the sentence receives its full textual meaning from the world
of discourse as its focal information links it to subsequent sentence(s). This power of connection
we call the discursive propensity of the information focus, which should be an active quality of

8 «_..the most reasonable thing is to posit a homological relation between sentence and discourse insofar as it is
likely that a similar formal organization orders all semiotic systems, whatever their substances and dimensions.
A discourse is a long ‘sentence’ (the units of which are not necessarily sentences), just as a sentence, allowing
for certain specifications, is a short ‘discourse’.” Also, “Structurally, narrative shares the characteristics of the
sentence without ever being reducible to the simple sum of its sentences: a narrative is a long sentence, just as
every constative sentence is in a way the rough outline of a short narrative.” (Barthes 1977: 83, 84)
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Cameron’s “force of description” (previously) to propel the sentence into a broader context with
a prospective topic. On the discourse level, this explains the significance of the “end focus” of a
discourse, or the ending of its story, for relating the discourse to a historical or social world to
receive its contextual meaning. A telling example can be found in the essay “Of Cunning”,’
where Francis Bacon remarks how a “cunning” person would put the most material matter in the
postscript of a letter or postpone the truly intended point until the end of a speech, as if it were
an afterthought. Cunningly or artfully delayed as a punchline so to speak, the focal sentence
acquires a propensity to catapult the person’s discourse into some worldly business of his genuine
concern beyond the text.

More specifically, given the grammatical fuzziness surrounding the concept of sentence,'”
observing the discursive propensity of a syntactically focalized entity will particularly help trace
out the contribution a constituent of the discourse makes to orchestrating an experience of
meaning creation, in which the text offers itself for meaning-making and the world beyond
conditions the sensibility of the meaning made. The assertion that “each sentence [in a text] can
achieve its end only by aiming at something beyond itself” (Iser 2006: 17, overviewing Ingarden)
applies not only to literary texts but to all types of texts, as long as their sentences are correlated
to refer to a real or fictional world. By relating meaning to the world, meaning creation acquires
a hermeneutic dimension worth exploring in the subsequent section.

4.7 There is a need to extend the perspective on focus from the speaker’s intention to include
both discourse and the hearer’s discursive experience as shaped by the text.

Since a discourse receives its meaning from the world (Barthes, previously), it should
receive its meaning from the speaker’s world to justify its being said in such a way in the first
place. But it should be in the hearer’s world that its meaning is made and its sensibility judged.
That is, it is the hearer who creates the meaning by going through the discourse as it textually
proceeds and by relating it to their world through interpretation. As such, the hearer’s
interpretation entails a world substitution. According to Eco (1992: 26-27), there are “two basic
interpretative attitudes”, “that is, two ways of deciphering either a text as a world or the world as
a text”. The two are correlative in that reading a text as a world is a projection of one’s life
experience (with its intrinsic biases and blind spots) of being in tAis world that one has read as a
text onto that world which one is seeing emerging from the text that is being read as a world.
And the experience of projecting oneself as being in that world—by participatorily reading the
text as a world—is supposed to make one more perceptive in reading this world as a text. When
a text is read as a world, by being a “world”, its topography of “words in this order” (Cameron,

° “Of cunning” in Francis Bacon Essays. Ware: Wordsworth Editions Limited, 1997; p. 62.
10° As Favretti et al. (1999: 23) have noted, “Standard sentence grammar is, in general, a grammar of the clause,
and would thus be inadequate to investigate the structure of the larger units of discourse” (italics added).
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previously), or “chains of symbols ... established along [this] line” (Barthes, previously), is
bound to throw up certain of the features of what it says into relief via when and how to say it.
Such when and how, as Wittgenstein sees it, is the most fundamental character of the social use
of language as manifested through (literary) texts; and it is with this concern with the when and
how that grammar becomes meaningful in “show[ing] in which contexts words can be used and
how they can be combined with other words” (see Huemer 2004: 5).

In this connection, we see a close interrelation between linguistics and hermeneutics in
meaning creation. Indeed, in the study of language and communication, a hypothesized
author/speaker intention is commonly referred to as a deterministic factor for focus identification,
as seen in such remarks as the focus carries “the information in the sentence that is assumed by
the speaker not to be shared by him and the hearer” (Jackendoff cited in Lambrecht 1994: 207,
italics added). Similarly, Xu (2001: 118, also 141) claims that determination of a focus is not
entirely dependent on specific grammatical marking devices but on whether the information is
intended by the speaker to be the key message. Other assertions of speaker-centrality can be
found, e.g., in Sidiropoulou (2004: 94), Gémez-Gonzélez (2001: 256), and Butler (2003: 157,
160).

It goes without saying that it is the speaker who initiates communication with an intention.
As Halliday (1994: 299) puts it, both “listener-oriented” Given + New and “speaker-oriented”
Theme + Rheme segmentations are, “of course, speaker-selected”. However, with the physical
absence of the author in written communication, interpretation of an authorial intention is largely
based on the reader’s empathy with a notional author whom they have perceived via the text
(alongside paratexts perhaps) in such and such a situation. Yet, since the discursive experience
the same text may engender varies from reader to reader, even from reading to reading by the
same reader, no meaning made by an individual reader on a specific occasion is the final and
absolute interpretation of the author’s intention or, for that matter, an exhaustive explication of
the text’s meaning potential.

Thus, the inaccessibility of a definitive authorial intention is compounded by a
hermeneutic tension between the necessity and the unreliability of reader intuition due to the
openness of an individual’s discursive experience. This openness is illustrated, on the one hand,
by the difficulty in characterizing the reader (see MacKenzie 2002: 38 for various descriptions);
and on the other hand, by the position of the author “between the intention of a given human
being and the linguistic intention displayed by a textual strategy” (Eco 1992: 69, referencing
Mauro Ferraresi). '! Moreover, there is uncertainty in the relation between the author’s

' In text linguistics, intentionality is one of the seven properties of textuality ascribed to a human-produced text,

but it cannot be confused with a specific authorial intention that is impossible to verify in the practice of text

interpretation (see MacKenzie 2002: 202, note 6 on Hirsch), despite the fact that even in the extreme case of

poetic discourse, “critics are generally unwilling to accept that a poet did not consciously or unconsciously will
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biographical context and the text, besides the “impossibility of emptying our minds of our own
prejudices and prejudgements in order to duplicate an author’s historical and linguistic context”
and the impossibility of “guarantee[ing] that our understanding of an author’s words will allow
us to re-experience his or her mental and emotional state” (MacKenzie 2002: 4041, 45). This
means that world substitution is not a simple replacement of the author’s world with the reader’s
own world. Instead, it leads to the emergence of a “new” world from the text, which is activated
and charted by “these words in this order” (Cameron, previously). Meaning is made as this new
world takes shape. In short, the world a reader interprets from a text is not solely the author’s
creation. It is a text-induced and textually accountable construct that the reader finds meaningful
and sensible enough to “live in” and to share with others, for example, through translation.

It is therefore of interest to observe meaning creation from a dual perspective of “positive”
and “negative” hermeneutics reviewed in MacKenzie (2002: Chapters 3 and 4). Positive
hermeneutics upholds a definite, unchangeable “textual meaning”, claiming that “[t]o relate
textual meaning to any context beyond itself is not to create meaning but only significance”, and
that “[i]f a reader responds differently to a text at two different times, it is the response that
changes, not the meaning”; that is, “positively”, a text establishes its meaning, as “willed or
intended by the author” (see MacKenzie 2002: 34, with reference to E. D. Hirsch, italics original),
independently of the significance or meaning that a reader may create by referring it to a real or
fictional world. Thus, when a text’s significance changes with the reader’s response, it changes
because the text is being responded to as signifying something in the real or a fictional world
now perceived somewhat differently by the reader beyond the author’s intention. Admittedly, in
immediate oral communications—where interlocutors are present and available for mutual
verification if necessary—or in professional communications, where interlocutors typically share
a common stock of working knowledge about the subject matter, the world perceived by the
hearer may closely align with the world referred to by the utterance, making consensus on
meaning possible. This convenience, however, cannot be assumed in written communication, or
in artistic communication where the text refers to an imaginary world. Furthermore, since no
definite, unchanging “meaning” can be identified as referential counterpart to “significance” to
trace out the latter’s changes, Hirsch’s “significance” is actually the meaning made by the reader
via world substitution and deemed sensible in their current context. With changes in its
significance, a text’s history of reading is a history of the expansion of its potential for meaning
creation, with all the meanings created converging to contribute to “an ever-increasing unity” of
its “poetic message” embedded in its “structure of the narrative” in Barthes’s (previously) terms.

Hermeneutics thus turns “negative” and maintains that the text is essentially “a resource

or intend whatever it is that their analysis reveals” (see MacKenzie 2002: 58, reporting this remark from Jean
Starobinski in the conclusion of his 1971 book on Saussure’s unpublished manuscripts).
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rather than a source: a heuristic stimulus for the production of new meanings involving elements
absent from or even in contradiction with the textual surface” (MacKenzie 2002: 46, italics
added). As a “resource” prior to reading, the text does not have an “old”, unchangeable meaning
that could serve as a yardstick to compare any newly created meaning. The reader is therefore
given a more active and decisive role to play than in Schleiermacher’s and Venuti’s binary models
reviewed previously. This does not mean that the reader is a free meaning creator. As reading
dictates, there is always the need to engage with the text’s “surface” to discern its focal message.
This involves surveying its topography to verify the nuance and sensibility of the meaning in
relation to one’s own context at that moment. The meaning thus verified and created does not
appear “new” vis-a-vis a fixed authorial meaning. Rather, it is new in comparison to the meanings
created by the same reader in their previous readings or by their predecessors.

All in all, regardless of how the paradigm of reading evolves, the text remains a constant
resource, its topographic “surface” unchanged in its these-words-in-this-order arrangement—a
textual mise-en-scéne where some information elements provide a topical viewpoint while others
take on a focal position. The nuances of such focalization fine-tune—and thereby account for—
the readers’ contextual creation of “[new] meanings”. In translation as meaning (re-)creation,
every choice of word and word order permitted by the target language—once materialized in the
target text, whether made by an Al program or a human agent—is textually accountable not only
for its role in meaning-making but also for its contribution to sense-making within a social or

communal context.

4.8 Identification of the focus of a clause/sentence is not always a straightforward exercise.

Given such hermeneutic uncertainties, critics tend to resort to two means to help ascertain
focus identification: intonation and native speaker intuition. But these two approaches may not
prove to be sure solutions. Regarding intonation, such observations as the following are pertinent:
“it is argued that, when the Focus is marked morpho-syntactically, this category needs (sic) not
be marked prosodically, and if it is so marked, it gets a weaker prominence (Gomez-Gonzélez
2001: 143, referencing Dik), and “what is really at issue is the information structure of the clause,
the tone group not being an informationally independent unit” (Butler 2003: 162, referencing
Fronek). Since our study is on translation of written texts, we shall take morpho-syntactic devices
as the primary marking of focus.

As to native speaker intuition, or an intuitive feel for language (F5&/2), it is a linguistic kind
of common sense nurtured by the speaker’s or hearer’s exposure to or experience of a language
in use in their communitiy. About the openness of this personal “taste and style”, Downing’s
(1995: 22) remark is very much to the point: it is “very difficult to quantify, may have a
significant impact on word order, making absolute predictability an unachievable goal”. And in
Chinese, the same utterance can be parsed differently according to the intuition of different
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individuals (Pan 1997: 191). Yet, from time to time, critics may still have to resort to intuition in
explaining away a delicate case, and controversy can thus ensue.'?

In translation research and criticism, the possibility of impressionistic or even self-
conflicting interpretations arising from this intuition-based approach is amplified. For example,
Liu gave the following as a counterexample to what he described as a general tendency of end-

weight:

(1) FESESeARRA, it —Vl. $851 VU0, A RES B th
(Liu 1992: 169 (a))
‘as to Mr. Hu Shi, above all, guiding all, de shi [“is’] his mother’s spiritual influence’.

According to Liu, the “weight” falls on the sentence-medial ‘above all, guiding all’, and an

English translation was offered accordingly as follows:

(1.1) In Mr Hu Shi’s case, a mother’s hallowed influence has been the guiding star of his
life.

A linguistically informed awareness of end-focus, however, would lead to a different
observation, namely that ‘above all, guiding all’, like the intensifier above all in English,
accentuates the entity that follows it, bringing it into focus, rather than directing focus onto itself.
This interpretation confirms rather than counters the so-called “general tendency of end-weight”
in Chinese and is morpho-syntactically marked by the focus-indicating ...de, shi... (“...f],
#&...”) pattern. By keeping ‘his mother’s spiritual influence’ in end-focus, the same information
but structured differently in the following translation may give rise to a different discursive

experience:

(1.2) As for Hu Shi, the most important moral principles guiding his life can be traced to

his mother’s spiritual influence.

Observations in this section make Hypothesis 4.5 all the more meaningful for both intra-lingual

interpretation and cross-lingual translation.

12" An example seems in order here. In Chinese, there is a special bd (1) construct, which enables the fronting
of the object to a preverbal position, i.e., turning the unmarked S+V+O into a marked S+bdO+V. Xu, in contesting
Tsao’s conception of the fronted object as the Secondary Topic, bases his observation on his intuition (“ZE&/E")
and claims that the fronted object should be the focus (Xu 2001: 140). However, if we follow Xu’s observation
made later in the same section (p. 142), that the sentence-final constituent tends to become the focus, we may
come up with a different description, i.e., StoptbdOsectoptVrocus, and detect a more general tendency of
postponing the verb to the end-focal position, as also seen in the passive béi () construction.
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4.9 Information focalization can be managed to account for different discursive experiences
by which a meaning is created.

An unmarked sentence proceeds from initial topic to final focus. Given the compatibility
in topic-focus sequence between English and Chinese, as our review has so far indicated, our
study focuses less on the differences in their syntactic means of information distribution and
more on the distribution facilitated by these means in the source text, as well as the means
available in the target language to ensure a similar distribution, if desired.

The translator may of course choose to organize the source-text information in a different
pattern for a specific purpose, with or without explicitly declaring such an intention. In either
case, the source text can serve as a benchmark for examining the information distribution in the
target text. This examination can focus on its effectiveness in achieving the translator’s declared
purpose, or, if the purpose is not made public, on its potential effect on the reader’s discursive
experience. Let us take a few examples from Fang (1999) for closer examination. The following
two sentences were presented in Fang (p. 207) to substantiate his observation about sentence
focus. Specifically, he notes that the weight of a sentence is often postponed in Chinese texts but
can be fronted in English translation:

(2) WIERITHASE 1 AP, BRAGAHERE |

(2.1) I had to postpone the visit which I had intended to pay to China in January;
(3) fth 5 54 T —3500, BN T

(3.1) He became deaf after an attack of illness at 5.

(Fang’s examples, emphases original)

The focal information in the Chinese texts is fronted to become the topical information. Both
sentence-initial and final positions are important in information distribution (Hypothesis 4.5).
However, the key issue lies in the discursive experience that the change of the focal constituent
may engender. This is particularly relevant in such cases where the change is optional rather than
grammatically obligatory:

(2.2) WAGAETIFHER T, JFARITEASE 1 AR BB
‘I had to have the visit postponed, originally I planned to come to China in January’
(3.2) iR T, K& S BRI T 155

‘he became deaf, because of an attack of illness at five’.

In light of Hypothesis 4.6, we see that the end-positioned postponement of the visit in (2) and of
the protagonist’s becoming deaf in (3) are to foster a propensity to arouse the reader’s interest in
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the cause of the schedule change and the consequences of the hearing impairment respectively.
In (2.2) and (3.2), the distribution is reversed. By delaying the mention of the original schedule
to the end focus, the flashback in (2.2) encourages an expectation for additional information
about the visit originally planned for January, which could develop into a future topic. Similarly,
the flashback in (3.2) tends to prioritize explaining the cause of the illness over describing the
consequences of the deafness as a prospective topic of the discourse. This discursive propensity
is what we have found in (2.1) and (3.1), the English translations provided by Fang, though
realized through different syntactic means.

It is true that different languages may display different preferences for placing certain
information constituents in focal or topical positions. And it is tempting to generalize such
seemingly prevalent preferences as an inherent cultural characteristic of the language community.
For instance, Sidiropoulou (2004: 98) claims that “[t]he fact that the preference for deictic
specificity with respect to time and space [to appear at the beginning of a sentence in modern
Greek] overruns genres ... and literary translation ... [which] makes it a better candidate for
being part of Greek cultural heritage” (italics added). Incidentally, Chinese grammar shares the
tendency to put time and space constituents at the sentence-initial or preverbal position to set the
circumstantial scene for the event. Against the tendency, postponements may appear marked or
have to be marked by a comma, as illustrated in the following example: i fiERHIE s 1T,
HEM, ¥, I (‘they all run over, from the classrooms, from the playground,
from the dormitories’, Zhang 2010: 381; see also Lu Xun in Section 1). But there is a risk of
over-generalization in relating such grammatical preference to cultural predilection. For example,
Fang (1999: 208) in a similar spirit claimed that the difference in word order between (4) and
(4.1) and between (5) and (5.1) reflects cultural discrepancies:

4) R E R, Ft otk
‘receiving your message of congratulations, I am very happy’

(4.1) I am very happy to receive your message of greetings

(5) BATEAMEE TN S L B S R R RE A BLRS, BHt, SRR AR A RN
‘now having the opportunity to introduce to each other their views on a variety of
issues, this, both parties regard as beneficial’

(5.1) The two sides found it beneficial to have this opportunity to present to one another

their views on a variety of issues.

According to Fang, the fact that the expression of personal attitude or opinion, rather than
reporting the event or fact, takes the sentence-initial position reflects an extrovert Western culture,
as seen in (4.1) and (5.1). In contrast, in Chinese, the initial position is typically given to the
event, as shown in (4) and (5), which reflects a generally more reserved cultural tendency.
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However, this explanation contradicts his (previous) observation about sentence ‘weight’, which,
if applied to these cases, would lead to a different conclusion. Specifically, by placing in end-
focus the speaker’s personal feeling (e.g., ‘I am very happy’) or judgment (e.g., ‘the opportunity
is beneficial’)—rather than the cause of the feeling or the justification for the conclusion—(4)
and (5) convey a more assertive attitude.

The divergence is more of an issue of the utterance’s discursive propensity than of cultural
legacy. This becomes evident when we compare (4) and (5) with (4.2) and (5.2). The latter
examples demonstrate that it is almost equally natural and common in Chinese discourses to
create a less self-assertive discursive experience by fronting the expression of the subjective
feeling or judgment as a given—i.e., as a phatic lead-in to more substantive information worthy
of further attention.

(4.2) A3 v BRI ARAM 8 bR
‘I am very happy to receive your message of congratulations’
(5.2) BT AIERAFRGF HOME S, R L R SR 5 A PR R B B
‘the two parties agree that this is a good opportunity, allowing them to exchange views

on a variety of issues’.

Despite the generally assumed existence of linguistic or cultural differences between any
two language communities, what we see in these cases is that altering the focal content of an
utterance will result in a different discursive experience at the interpersonal level even though
the ideational meaning or truth value is not affected. In view of such discrepancies, translation
as an act of communication that mediates between two systems of values is first of all a proactive
operation of focus management, with the source text as its reference, to make the formulation of
a target text accountable for an effect intended by the translator or perceived by the reader, when

the meaning made undergoes sense-making in a communal context.

5. From focalization to metaphorization: back to the ‘bask’

The hypotheses discussed in the previous section highlight how word placement in a
sentence influences what information we focus on and how we interpret meaning. Together, they
form a multi-faceted framework. Some of the hypotheses, such as 4.1 that concerns the viability
of a text and 4.5 the efficacy of information structuring, to be sure, are implicit assumptions.
Hypotheses 4.6 and 4.7, however, directly address the cognitive process at work in meaning
creation as a reader’s discursive experience. For instance, Hypothesis 4.7 suggests that the
discursive experience a text generates may not necessarily align with the author’s original intent,
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nor are the experiences derived from readings of the same text necessarily identical all the time.
In this sense, “positive” hermeneutics is right in asserting that it is the reader’s response that
changes. However, what remains unchanged is not the text’s meaning—since meaning emerges
from the response through the processes of meaning- and sense-making—but the text itself. More
specifically, it is the discursive propensity created by the text’s information distribution, which
operates through focalization at every structural level—from the whole text down to the
phraseological level of modification. As Halliday (2004: 330) points out, “the item located at
Postmodifier has the greater potential as news”. To observe the propensity of a postmodifier for
its “potential as news”, as Hypothesis 4.6 suggests, it has to be examined in conjunction with
what follows in the text, beyond the phrase, the sentence, or the text as discourse operating in a
communal context. Since our ‘bask’ case is a single-phrase clause, let us look first at (6), the title

of a web article,'® to observe its inter-phrasal propensity:

(6) AL MIENAEIES, B, ki
‘centenarian Yang Jiang: sitting be-on the edge of life, [from there] watching time

run, [and] the earth rotate’.

Postmodified, ‘sitting’ is not as much the “news” as the end-positioned ‘[be-on] the edge
of life’. The end-positioned location, in turn, furnishes an implicit circumstantial viewpoint for
the subsequent ‘watching’-phrase, enabling the centenarian to perceive time and earth in their
cosmic movements beyond her life.!* In contrast, if sitting” were premodified (as in 7£ \Ei&
&AL ‘be-on the edge of life sitting’), the focus would shift to the act of sitting itself. This
would imply a contrast with other postures, such as lying or standing, and suggest that it is
specifically the sitting posture that enables the protagonist to see time and earth in this way.!> In

actual reading of (6), the word ‘sitting’ by itself can very well indicate a physical posture until it

13 {H/NF, 18 August 2023, https:/yuwen.chazidian.com/yuedu5361/, accessed 20 June 2024.
14 Tt is interesting to note that on the Ximalaya (& F§HiE) website (https:/m.ximalaya.com/ask/q9460974,
accessed 20 June 2024), there is a post (10 August 2023) soliciting sentences good for following the postmodified
BIETERER A ([freely] voyage in the ocean of knowledge’). The actions that follow voyaging in five
of the eight options proposed by an anonymous respondent, with the exception of one antithetical couplet and
two containing mixed metaphors, all develop from the location ‘in the ocean of knowledge’, such as: B I#7E %1
FRAHEEEAR, B RGR AT R (‘[freely] voyage be-in the ocean of knowledge, [where you] unfurl
the sails of the ship for exploring knowledge’).
15 On the same Ximalaya (= F5$HLHE) website (https://m.ximalaya.com/ask/q6073897, accessed 20 June 2024),
there is also a post (26 December 2022) soliciting sentences good for following the premodified FEA/RTE F17k T
AT (‘may you be-in the ocean of knowledge [freely] voyage’). The actions that follow voyaging in five
of the eight options proposed by an anonymous respondent, with the exception of two antithetical couplets and
one containing mixed metaphors, all elaborate on the ‘[freely] voyage’, such as: FEARZE 08k 0 ¥ 1 H Bk i
FEBAARFFAIZ T (‘may you be-in the ocean of knowledge [freely] voyage, to arrive at a distant land of
poetry you’ve longed for’).
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is modified by the metaphorical ‘edge of life’, which exerts a retroactive effect to turn the ‘sitting’
into a metaphor and the whole line attains its metaphorical coherence. In this connection, we see
a realization of the “retroactive effect” on the phraseological level, in that the subsequent
elements “automatically have a retroactive effect on what has gone before, which now appears
quite different” (Iser 2006: 17, reviewing Ingarden; see also MacKenzie 2002: 51-52 for a
concise description of such retroactive effects).

As we have noted, the translation of We bask in the spring breeze cannot be adequately
explained in terms of (semantic) sense-for-sense versus (formal) word-for-word translation, nor
in terms of foreignization versus domestication, but it does demonstrate a more decisive working

of retroactive effect than (6). For further discussion, let us recall the case under (7).

(7) We bask in the spring breeze
(7.1) FAMTELR EAIRH (‘we be-in the spring breeze bathe”)
(7.2) AR AELJEAE (‘we bathe be-in the spring breeze’).

In (7.1), ‘be-in the spring breeze’ and ‘we bathe’ make good sense in their respective literal
meaning until they combine to form the premodified sentence. Unlike the metaphorically
sensible ‘edge of life’ in (6) that retroactively turns ‘sitting” metaphorical, the ‘the spring breeze’,
being literally meaningful and sensible, does not have this forward effect of metaphorization.
Instead, it foregrounds the ‘bathe’, cognitively bringing the ambience to close in on it and
syntactically completing the meaning-making of the sentence with a full stop. Thus end-
positioned, ‘bathe’ does not have any intra-sentential cues to trigger a metaphorical conversion.
And as a prospective topic, it is inclined to promise further information on its physical details,
amplifying the absurdity of bathing outdoors in the breeze. So, the version was dismissed as a
translation for (7) not because the students failed to make meaning of it but because the meaning
privately made failed to pass the assessment of the common sense on which the sensibility of (7)
rests.'®

The experience of (7.2) is quite different. In this right-branching sentence, the literal
meaning of ‘we bathe’ is initially sensible. However, the event is set by the postmodifier ‘in the
spring breeze’ (rather than, say, in the river), creating a scenario that clashes with our real-world
knowledge and common sense. But the postverbal placement primes the reader to focus on the
circumstantial detail as the anchor for imagining a balmy day with comfort, warmth, and
relaxation drawn from their world. Through this deeper cognitive engagement, the focalization

16 Utterances such as (7.1) may still make sense if they receive meaning from a different world where ‘bathing’
in public is accepted. For instance, it could be the world of the sacred ritual of bathing in the Ganges River for
Hindus, or the Water-Sprinkling Festival, a springtime celebration of the new year by the Dai ethnic minority in
China that includes a public ceremony of participants profusely spraying water on each other.
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exerts its retroactive effect on ‘bathe’, projecting it from the conceptual domain of physical action
of washing to a broader experiential or emotional domain of enjoyment (see Lakoff and Johnson
1980, e.g., Chapter 12). Through this metaphorization, ‘bathe’ shifts from an action verb to a
stative, copula-like use, and the sentence is construed at a different conceptual level, where
interpretation is more “about plausibility” (Weick 1995: 57) than about semantic accuracy. It
therefore represents an exception to Hypothesis 4.3. On the other hand, the focalized
circumstantial detail, as a prospective topic, gains the propensity for projecting the event into a
grander environment, similar to the correlation among the yellow, the blue sky, and the English

landscape in (8):

(8) I bathed myself in the intense yellow under the intense blue sky; how it dimmed the
oak trees and copses and all the rest of the English landscape!

(Logan Pearsall Smith, “The Wheat”,

in All Trivia, Constable & Co. 1947. p. 5)

As (8) shows, this world-opening effect can be better appreciated beyond a single phrase
or sentence (Hypothesis 4.6), and even on the level of an entire text, as seen in (9), which
demonstrates how metaphorization could transform a literal description into a symbolic
representation of “something beyond itself” (Iser, previously). The lyrics of a well-known
Taiwanese song, Barefoot on the Ridge by Joseph Yeh (E{4:1%, released in 1979), are a case in
point. The title of the song reads:

(9) 7R ESEHEE F
‘bare-foot walk be-on a raised footpath [in the paddy field] .

Unlike the premodified 77 /&7EH 3 _F7E (‘bare-foot be-on a raised footpath [in the paddy field]
walk’) that focuses on ‘[bare-foot] walk’, (9) directs attention, via walking, to the raised footpath.
With the walking backgrounded, the footpath starts a text that strings an array of rural entities
into an idyllic scene: % B II/MIE b/ JETE—HLAHFE5ERS . .. (‘in the dusk the small country
road / is dappled with the last rays of sunshine...”), with a sonic effect of the bare feet walking
on the wet paddy-field footpath: 75/ ELE% A FIHBE b/ B2 0 BS MBS M2 (‘barefoot
walking be-on the narrow field path / listening to the flip-flop of the footsteps’). All appears to
be a factual description until the last line: 75 3% & [F] # 4F IR (‘bring me back to my
childhood’). With the anastrophe, the footpath is turned into a metaphor of time and the walking
into a metaphor of temporal trip back to childhood, inviting the reader to make a symbolic sense
of the country excursion by giving it meaning from their own world.

In a sentence that is meaningful and sensible in its literal terms, the postverbal zai-modifier
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as the focus has a simple forward effect of projecting the event into a broader context by setting
the scene for the subsequent events. When the meaning of the sentence clashes with real-world
knowledge or common sense—for example, the ‘edge of life’ is not a chair for sitting, a footpath
cannot physically take one back to childhood, and the spring breeze is not water for bathing—
the focalized modifier demonstrates a dual propensity. It not only anchors the sentence’s meaning
but also exerts a retroactive effect that renders the verbal head metaphorical for its sensibility.
This explains why the following expressions are typically set in postverbal modification to enable
the creation of a sensible, albeit metaphorical, meaning. To maintain their sensibility, they allow

no reversion:

(10.1) PURAEBEEI I VEA
‘sink-immerse [oneself] be-in a sea of joy’
(10.2) FEIFEARER R
‘kneel-prone be-at [a woman’s] pomegranate skirt’—be infatuated with a woman
(10.3) Wz 37 AEE 2 B
“firmly-stand be-on top of a mountain’
(10.4) ITHGAELE EHEAE
‘bury-head in a heap of books’
(10.5) BEBEM, ZFEEERI, BTEFUN (folk saying)
‘eat be-in Guangzhou, dress be-in Suzhou, play be-in Hangzhou’
(10.6) “[ELE S, “BIFEIEIEEE” (book fair titles, Ming Pao, 17 January 2010; p.
A10)
‘read be-at Causeway Bay’, ‘read be-at Southorn’.

6. Discussion and conclusion

Our interest in postverbal modification in Chinese was triggered by the discrepancy
between two Chinese translations of We bask in the spring breeze: (7.1) TAMTEHR JEAMIKRIG
(‘we be-in the spring breeze bathe’) and (7.2) FAMIKIBFEFJAME (‘we bathe be-in the spring
breeze’). We initially approached the issue from a grammatical perspective to explain why both
are grammatically correct and semantically meaningful, yet (7.2) makes good sense while (7.1)
sounds absurd. The investigation affirms that preverbal modification has the focus on the action.
With the verb end-positioned, there is no further information in the sentence to update its
meaning-making. As the ‘bathe’ in (7.1) indicates a highly private action in direct contradiction
to the “public” scene the ‘be-in the spring breeze’ has already established, the utterance sounds

ludicrous. But postverbal modification shifts focus from the verb onto environments or outcomes.
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Thus in (7.2), the meaning of ‘bathe’ is retroactively updated by the end-positioned postmodifier
‘be-in the spring breeze’ to a metaphorical sense of enjoyment. Yet the privacy the literal ‘bathe’
implies still lingers to make the utterance a most striking example among other similar constructs
of postmodification, such as those under (10). More importantly, this observation enabled us to
see meaning creation as a dual process: the private act of meaning-making and the communal act
of sense-making, both conditioned by the textual structure and the reader’s world knowledge.

So the process cannot be adequately described in mere grammatical terms. We then
examined it from the perspective of translation. The cross-lingual and cross-cultural context of
translation highlights the significance of sense-making in shaping the experience of meaning
creation. Since translation is not merely a linguistic operation but also an interpretative act that
reformulates human experience through text, translators navigate between grammatical
structures and cultural expectations by managing information focus to produce a target text that
is supposed to resonate with target-language audiences. This hermeneutic awareness relates
linguistic analysis to interpretative act, emphasizing that meaning creation is both textually
grounded and socially situated.

This awareness heightens the need for a more rigorous account for the correlation between
information focalization and sense-making in facilitating meaning creation. To address the need,
we derived from the literature nine hypotheses to form a comprehensive framework, presenting
a linguistic-hermeneutic perspective to observe the interplay among word order, information
focalization, and meaning creation.

Within the framework, we have been able to more specifically characterize the cognitive
function the postverbal placement of zai-modifiers plays in sense-making by identifying its dual
discursive propensity. That is, firstly, it may accentuate the circumstantial detail with a forward
effect to turn it into a prospective topic that would project the event into a broader context.
Secondly, it may exert a retroactive effect of metaphorization that projects the head entity into a
different conceptual domain. This mechanism is essential for attaining metaphorical sensibility
when the meaning initially made of the sentence clashes with real-world knowledge or common
sense. In this way, the study demonstrates how postverbal modifiers may evoke broader symbolic
meanings, making their placement an effective tool for meaning creation in both primary writing
and translation. Ultimately, it argues for the necessity of integrating linguistic and hermeneutic
approaches to better understand the cognitive and social dimensions of meaning creation.

Future research might stem from our findings by exploring other linguistic features in
relation to information focalization and meaning creation. At the same time, incorporating other
approaches such as psycholinguistic methods could lead to deeper insights into how readers
process focalized information and metaphorical reinterpretation. Corpus-based investigations
may also help observe the workings of the discursive propensity of focal information on the
discourse level. In the final analysis, the study underscores the importance of textual
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accountability in translation as well as in other modes of communication. It calls for renewed
attention to linguistic principles to enhance the rigour and depth of translation studies. In doing
so, it opens new pathways for understanding how texts mediate between languages, cultures, and
human experiences, whether these texts are produced by humans or Al programs.
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6 Abductive inference in Mandarin interactions

ZHENG Wuxi
South China Normal University

Abstract: This paper describes projection in the form of brief interruptions in
Mandarin interactions and looks at how interjections are based on projection from
specific grammatic or lexical features. These projections manifest the role of
abductive rather than deductive inference in communication. Individuals’
knowledge involves more than the situation (context) in the process of abductive
inference. Abductive projection is, essentially, a hypothesis that is not
deterministic. The cases investigated here show that the interruptee in a
conversation judges the truthfulness of the interrupter’s abduction in the
immediately following utterance. The projections in the form of interruptions are
generally unsuccessful and single cooperative interruptions. The aim of the
interruptee is not to take the floor but to encourage or help the interrupter to
continue talking by showing interest.

Keywords: projection; interruption; abductive inference; Mandarin

1. Introduction

Auer (2005:8) defined projection as “an individual action or part of it foreshadows another.

In order to understand what is projected, interactants need some kind of knowledge about how
actions (or action components) are typically (i.e., qua types) sequenced, i.e., how they follow
each other in time.” The mental process part of “projection” is talked about in psychology as
anticipation or prediction, and it has been argued to be the main thing our brains to, so Clark
(2013) argued that “the brain is a prediction machine”. Projection involves the ability to guess
what is coming next in an interaction, and grammatical mechanisms assist the hearer in making
such guesses. The ability to make these guesses is referred to as abductive inference. Peirce
(1965b: 99) distinguished three categories of reasoning, namely, deduction, induction, and
abduction, using statements about beans as examples. Induction proceeds from the case (These

Zheng, Wuxi. 2025. Abductive inference in Mandarin interactions. In Chenglong Huang & Xu Yang (eds.) The

Creation of Meaning: A Festschrift in Honour of Randy J. LaPolla, pp. 91-119.
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beans are from this bag) to the result (These beans are white) to the rule (All the beans from this
bag are white). The conclusion is a rule because it represents a generalization about all the beans
in the bag. Deduction proceeds from the application of a general rule (All the beans from this
bag are white) to a particular case (These beans are from this bag) to a result (These beans are
white); for Peirce (1965a: 374), “all deduction is merely the application of general rules to
particular cases.” Abduction proceeds from the rule (All the beans from this bag are white) and
the result (These beans are white) to the case (There beans are from this bag). The basis of his
classification, then, is that “deduction proves that something must be; induction shows that
something actually is operative; abduction merely suggests that something may be” (1965b:106).
Peirce defined abduction as “the process of forming an explanatory hypothesis” (1965b:106),
considering it prior to induction and deduction—in other words, first, a hypothesis is formed,
and then it is tested through deduction and induction. He considered abduction an extremely
valuable scientific methodology, declaring that “Every single item of scientific theory which
stands established today has been due to abduction” (1965b:106).

Scholars have various ideas about the factors that play in communication. Sperber and
Wilson (1986:94) offered a general outline of the deduction system used for spontaneous
inference and the comprehension of normal utterances, arguing that the function of this system
is to analyze and manipulate the conceptual content of assumptions (1986:103). LaPolla (1997,
2015, 2019) argued that abductive inference, rather than deductive inference, plays a role in
communication, with communicators applying abductive inference to infer a speaker’s future
intention.

Sperber and Wilson (1986:3) argued further that the code model (the notion that
communication involves encoding and decoding messages) and the inferential model (the notion
that communication involves producing and interpreting evidence) are not incompatible and can
be combined in various ways. From their perspective, language is a code that pairs phonetic and
semantic representations of sentences, but there is a gap between the semantic representations of
sentences and the thoughts actually communicated by utterances that is filled, not by more coding,
but by inference (1986:11). LaPolla (2019:166) argued to the contrary that communication
involves, not coding and decoding, but ostension and abductive inference,!” and, further
(2015:33) that a person performs an ostensive act to show the intention to communicate
something, while the other party to the conversation must infer (guess) the communicative
intention behind the ostensive act. From this perspective, then, communication is achieved, not
through coding, but through ostension and abductive inference. If communication is achieved
through the encoding and decoding of messages, the meaning would be deterministic, while the

17 LaPolla’s (1997, 1998, 2015, 2016, 2019) use of the term ostension follows that of Sperber and Wilson (1986),
but his understanding of the concept diverges in many important ways from Relevance Theory.
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meaning achieved through abductive inference would be non-deterministic.

Interruption is a communicative strategy associated with projection. According to the
sequential model, interruption or overlap describes instances in which more than one speaker
attempts to communicate at the same time (Sacks et al. 1974), for instance, when one speaker
begins to talk before another has finished speaking (Weatherall and Edmonds 2018). Previous
studies have classified interruptions based on various characteristics. Mishler and Waxler (1968)
distinguished between two types of interruption, successful, in which the interrupter prevents the
interruptee from completing a statement, and unsuccessful, in which the interrupter fails to take
the floor before the interruptee has completed a statement. Roger et al. (1988), by contrast,
focused on the number of interruption attempts, in particular, comparing one attempt (a single
interruption) with multiple attempts (a complex interruption), while Murata (1994) distinguished
between cooperative and intrusive interruptions.'® A “disagreeing interruption” denies the
content of the previous interlocutor’s turn, presents opposite arguments, raises doubts, or
questions another’s opinion—for the fact is that not all interruptions are intended to disrupt the
previous interlocutor’s turn and take the floor. Rather, the aim of some interruptions is to show
involvement and sustain the interruptee’s topic. The present study describes shallow,
unsuccessful, single interruptions, whether cooperative or expressing disagreement as a form of
projection.

Typologically distinct languages show various types of projection (LaPolla 2019:167).
Communication involves anticipating what is to come, so languages provide clues regarding
what to expect. What’s more, projection is quite important to communication. As Hopper (2012:
208) explained, “Projection is what makes verbal communication an open and collaborative
affair; as participants develop a sense of where the discourse is going, they tacitly mould it, allow
it to continue, harmonize with the speaker’s goals, interrupt it with their own contribution, offer
supportive tokens of various kinds, or predict when their turn will come”. During interaction,
projection may lead to interruption. The hearer infers what the speaker is about to say and
interrupts with a contribution. In this study, I identify clues that help speakers to make projections
in Mandarin conversations (Section 3.1).

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, I describe the data collection. In Section
3, I present the analysis of correct inferences, including the point at which projection occurs and
the motivations for it. In Section 4, I discuss wrong inference and my analysis of the participants’

incorrect inferences. In Section 5, I present my conclusions.

18 Murata (1994) further distinguished intrusive interruptions as either topic-changing, floor-taking, or
disagreement; the focus here is on the latter type.
93



2. Data

The source of the data for this study is a corpus of 10 conversations among six participants that
I recorded and transcribed in 2022 amounting to nearly 10 hours. These six native speakers were
about 20 years old at the time and fluent in Standard Mandarin (Putonghua). They are
undergraduates from the same university. The conversations are naturally-occurring. Each
conversation involves two participants, who are classmates or close friends.

Among the collections, I identify 103 cases of projection as the basis for a description of
the characteristics of the phenomenon in that language. Among the 103 cases, 91% of the
instances of projection involve correct abduction and 9% involve incorrect abduction. The
recorded conversations show that, in most cases, the interrupter’s projection is immediately
confirmed by the interruptee (i.e., dui ‘correct’). This result proves that the interactants in this
study have the ability to make a correct projection in most situations. However, some situations
are unexpected, and result in incorrect projection. I discuss the correct inferences in Section 3
and the incorrect inferences in Section 4.

In practice, projection in the form of interruption and overlap is fairly infrequent, occurring
on average 10 times during a half-hour-long conversation. An interactant may infer or guess what
comes next during an interaction but may not always express the inference explicitly. Brief
interruptions can serve this purpose, expressing a participant’s projection, which was inferred

using abductive inference.

3. Correct inferences

The discussion here addresses two questions regarding correct abductive inferences, the
point at which projection occurs (§ 3.1) and the motivations for it (§ 3.2).

3.1 The point at which projection occurs

The 103 cases of projection analyzed in this study include three common types: a modifier
projects its modified head, a main clause projects a subclause, and a copula projects a

complement.
3.1.1 Modifier projects its modified head

The first type of interrupter’s projections occurs after modifiers such as a
numeral/demonstrative-classifier (example 1), noun (example 2), adjective, or adverb in the
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interruptee’s utterance. In Chinese these modifiers all preceded the head noun. During
communication, the hearer makes an abductive inference about the referents based on the
description in the speaker’s ostensive act. Irrespective of the speaker’s ostensive act, the hearer
may make an inference based merely on personal experience. Accordingly, projection is more
likely to occur after a modifier. The position of the head noun at the end of the phrase is a point
where projection often occurs. Thus, the head noun can often be omitted because of this.

In (1), the projection shexiang ‘camera’ occurs in the utterance of the speaker WM (Line 8).
In the preceding context, the speaker RM introduces two facts: first, the students made a video
recording of the teacher’s singing performance; second, cell phones were prohibited on campus
(Lines 2—6). There is a short pause after the modifier na-ge ‘that’ (Line 7). The hearer WM makes
a projection in the form of an interjection after the speaker RM’s short pause. The projection is
an abductive inference (guess) that is confirmed to be true by the speaker RM (Line 9). Abduction
thus proceeds from the rule (Cell phones were prohibited on campus) and the result (The students
make a video of the teacher’s singing performance) to the case (The singing performance was
recorded by video equipment, but not cell phones). In fact, video cameras and cell phones are
the most common but not the only form of video equipment. So, if cell phones were forbidden,

a video camera would, presumably, have been used to record the teacher’s singing performance.

(1) [Conversation 9 344 , 00: 30: 06]

I WMARIRERIFAmR?
nimen  chang-de shenme ge?
2PL sing-NOM what song
‘What song did you sing?’

2 RM:FRFFRHVEE, REMERAT LR
wo he wo-de zuguo, ranhou jiu shi ni jiu keyi kandao
1SG and 1SG-GEN country then just COP 2SG just can see
‘Me and My Motherland. You could see

3 &N RGL—EAEIEHEHAHEA.

tamen  gege shexiangtou  yizhi zai nali pai~pai~pai.
3pPL every  camera ceaselessly  at there take.video
they kept videoing.’

4 WM:ALiF.
maybe
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‘Maybe.’

5 RM:RE, REINANFEREIIHA

jiu  shi xianzai-de xuesheng gen women
just CopP now -ASSOC  student compare 1PL

6 HIRA—HE, BEMANIOEBAEE
de hen bu yiyang, jiu shi tamen(.) dou buneng
NOM very not same just COP 3PL all cannot
‘They(.) are quite different from us at times like that.’

7 Fil, ERENBSEBNO)
shouji, danshi tamen dou hui you
telephone but 3PL all can have

dangshi
that.time

yong
use

(na-ge)
that-CL

‘They were not allowed to use cell phones, but all of them had one (.)’

8— WM:E%,

shexiang.
camera

‘Camera.’

9  RM:ARBKAL
shexiangji.
camera

‘Camera.’

10 WM: B, Bi&#.

wo, shexiangji.
oh camera
‘Oh, camera.’

11 RM : 3. s FEREICR
dui. tamen  jiu pingchang  jiu
correct 3PL just usual just
‘Correct. They usually record
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12 B TERY .
tamen-de shenghuo de.
3PL-GEN live PART

their lives.’

Another example of the speaker projecting a head noun is presented in (2). The projection
gaokaoti ‘entrance examination’ (Line 7) is the head noun of the modifier gaozhong-de na-zhong
wenyanwen-de ‘the classical Chinese tested in high school’ (Line 6). The hearer XY makes an
abductive inference based on the speaker ZT’s description of the examination in the preceding
utterance (Lines 2—6). In this context, the punctuation, content words, and function words are not
tested only in the entrance examination, whereas many examinations are administered during the
three-year high school studying period. Therefore, the speaker’s inference regarding gaokaoti
‘entrance examination’ may be true rather than must be true. The speaker XY’s hypothesis is
proved to be correct by the speaker ZT (Line 7). The abductive inference is based on personal
experience. Many examinations are conducted during high school, but the entrance examination
is the most important and memorable. Both of the interlocutors have experienced the entrance
examination. In communication, speakers are more willing to discuss events or entities that are
familiar to all interlocutors, for excessive new information makes it difficult for hearers to follow

a conversation.

(2) [Conversation 14 117 , 00: 08: 05]
1 XY: PERNEEZG?

na gudaihanyu kao ma?
that Classical.Chinese exam PART
‘Did (you) take the classical Chinese exam?’

2 ZT: %, BRA(O)ZEXMEERZ()
kao, danshi  ta(.) kao dagai meinian jiu shi(.)
exam  but 3sG exam about  every.year  just CoP
“Yes, (I) took the exam, but this (.)

3 E—E{RAVHF],
kao-yi-kao ni-de duanju,
exam-one-exam  2SG-GEN punctuation

exam covered punctuation,
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4 E—Z R LR RE R .
kao-yi-kao ni-de na-ge shici Xuci.
exam-one-exam  2SG-GEN that-CL  content.word function.word

exam content words, and function words.’

5 B o

Oh. (7)
‘Oh”’

6 G S BIARFRC S STHI()
jiu ting xiang gaozhong-de na-zhong wenyanwen-de(.)
just very like  high.school-ASSOC that-CL classical.Chinese-ASSOC
It resembled the (entrance examination) classical Chinese tested in high school (.).’

7— XY: &/,
gaokaoti
entrance.examination.question

‘Entrance examination question.’
8 ZT: Xf.

correct

‘Correct.’
3.1.2 Connector projects subclause

The second type of projection is a connector projecting a subclause. In order words, the
speaker completes the first subclause but then is interrupted by the hearer when the speaker is
about to say the subclause. The interruption generally occurs after connectors such as ranhou
‘then’, danshi ‘but’ and huozhe ‘or’ as (3) shows.

In (3), the speaker ZC discusses her internship experiences in a middle school. During a
class, the teacher wanted to talk about a father’s love and offers the example of sending his
children to school, but the students were unmoved by the teacher’s story and laughed, because
being too young to understand it. In the speaker ZC’s utterance, “but it may be due to the students’
youth” is interrupted by LC’s projection (Line 5). The interactant ZC is interrupted at the point
of the connector ranhou ‘then’ and the interrupter LC’s projection is an abductive inference based
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on context.

(3) [Conversation 1_585 , 00: 31: 56]
1 ZC: mA— M NERIONRA.

ta jiu pai yi-ge TAMEN xuexiao menkou-de  zhaopian
3SG just take.photo one-CL  3PL school  door-GEN photo
‘He took a photo of his school door.’

2 LC: RBEF/EINEF-

wo juede zhe-ge  hao.
1sG think this-CL  good
‘I think this is good.’

3 ZC: 3, X A, FHEATREANFLIE,
dui, dui. buguo  xuesheng keneng na-ge  nianji  ba,
correct correct but student may that-CL  age PART
‘Correct. Correct. But it may be due to the students’ young age,

4 RE()
ranhou
then
then ()’

5— LC: MEXK,
jiu  hui xiao.
just would  laugh
‘(The student) would laugh.’

6 ZC: Xf. ((laugh)f {11 2 EIEHIABN SN
dui. ((laugh)) tamen  bu shi zhenzheng-de na-ge  gandong.
correct 3PL NEG COP really-ASSOC that-CL  touched

‘Correct. They were not really touched.’

3.1.3 Copula projects complement

The third type of projection is a copula projecting a complement. In (4), fugu ‘retro’ is the
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complement of the copula jiushi ‘that is’ (Lines 4-5). In context, the speaker LC says that her
classmate perms various kinds of hairstyles, but the hearer ZC disagrees, in that she thinks that
classmate merely prefers one hairstyle, that is, the retro style. The speaker ZC is interrupted by
the speaker LC when she is about to say ‘retro style of perm’ (Line 4), and then ZC confirms
LC’s projection (Line 6). In this communication, the speaker LC makes an abductive inference
based on the hints duan shijian nei ‘in a short period’ in the speaker ZC’s utterance. The abductive
inference proceeds from the rule (That girl loves to perm only one hairstyle in a short period),
the result (That girl is retro style now), and the case (That girl loves the retro style).

(4) [Conversation 5 814 , 00: 46: 58]
1 LC: Mu/EsReE, MERZET EMZ.

ta houlai jiu, ta houlai tang-le gezhong tang.
3SG later just 3SG later perm-PFV various.kind perm
‘She later permed various hairstyles.’

2 zC: ’RA, wRE—MEZ.
mei-you, ta  zhi ai yi-zhong tang,
NEG-have3SG just love one-kind perm
‘No, she doesn’t (perm various hair styles). She only loves to perm one type of
hairstyle.’

3 FERIRI, FERERTE]A,
wo gen ni  shuo, duan shijian  nei,
18G with 2SG say short time during

4 BEW, WRE—MEZ, M2, MI()

wo faxian, ta zhi ai yi-zhong tang,  jiu shi(.)
Isg find 3sg just love one-kind perm  just COP
‘Let me tell you, in a short time, I found that she just loves one type of perm, that is
()
5— LC: E&
fugu.
retro
‘Retro (hair style).’
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6 ZC: xf! E&H M, AHZ.
dui! fugu na-zhong tang.
correct retrothat-kind perm
‘Correct! (She loves the) retro (hair style).’

3.1.4 Projection within a construction

The analysis presented in the preceding two subsections indicates that a modified head,
subclause, and complement are especially likely to serve as projection in communication because
the modifier, main clause, and topic prior to them, respectively, provide ostensive acts to help
the interlocutor to make an abductive inference. These three kinds of projection involve
projecting words or clauses indicating complete meaning. Here, I introduce another kind of
projection that is not a content word representing an entity, event, or property but, rather, merely
a constituent within a construction. In (5), the projection youguan ‘about’ is a constituent of the
construction gen ... youguan ‘be related to...” (Line 3). This projection does not provide complete
meaning but functions only to make the construction complete.

(5) [Conversation 10 , 00: 16: 58]

1 RM: BRI EREABXATE.
mei xiangdao ta baofa-de zheme  yanzhong.
NEG expect 3SG break.out-ASSOC  such serious

‘It is unexpected that it (COVID-19) should be this serious.’

2 WM: X, AJREERXMNMREMREZEETIN()
dui. keneng gen zhe-ge bingdu jiu shi jingchang bianti(.)
correct may with this-CL  virus just COP often vary
‘Correct. Maybe the virus often varies (.)’

3—» RM: X,
youguan.
relate
‘Related to.’

4 WM: MESEZETZLT
xianzai dou bian-le  duoshao-le?
now already vary-PFV how.many-PFV
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‘How many variations has the virus already gone through so far?’

5 ZRIRZERA, BT AERE, XHIE?
zhiqian bu shi na-ge, na-ge shenme deerta, dui ba?
previous NEG COP that-CL  that-CL  what Delta correct Q

‘It was Delta previously, right?’

6 MERZ R .
xianzai jiu shi aomikerong.
now just CcoP Omicron

‘Now it is only Omicron.’

3.1.5 Projection in the form of overlapping

Interruption can take place without any actual overlapping (cf. Tannen 1991:192, Murata
1994:388), as the examples above show. Here, I illustrate cooperative interruption with
overlapping. As mentioned, Sacks et al. (1974:706) defined “overlapping/interruption” as more
than one speaker attempting to communicate at the same time. One of the bases of overlap
derived from the projectability of start or completion places at possible transition-relevance
places. In (6), the hearer XY infers the direct quotation bu yong-le ‘No, thanks!” from the speaker
ZT’s ostensive acts, and this inference overlaps with the speaker ZT’s utterance.

(6) [Conversation 16 52 , 00: 04: 28]
1 ZT: wHEAXRE¢H,

ta-de sheyou shi you san de,
3SG-GEN roommate COP have umbrella PART

‘Her roommate had an umbrella.’

2 A& A, FKRIRIR—EEIEIE,
ta-de sheyou shuo wo gen ni yiqi huiqu  ba.
3SG-GEN roommate say IPL with 2SG together back PART

‘Her roommate said, ‘I will go back with you

3 M—iE, AFIT—E<,
jiu  yiqi, dajia da yi-ba san,
just together all take one-CL  umbrella
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4—

5— XY:

and share an umbrella.’

4t 15t [TRT. ]
ta shuo [bu yong-le.]
3SG say NEG use-PFV

‘She said ‘No, thanks!”

TRT. ]
[bu yong-le.]
NEG use-PFV
‘No, thanks!’

D EARGNTEE EEARTE,

Longjie shuota  cong  sushe limian

person.name say 3SG from  dormitory inside

gei wo dai san,

give 1SG take umbrella

‘Longjie said he would take an umbrella for me from the dormitory.’

HMNSREHFRR!

women dangshi zai jiaoxuelou e!
1pL that.time at teaching.building PART
‘We were at the teaching building!’

3.2 Motivations for projection

Projections are, then, very important in communication. Based on my analysis of the 103

cases of projection in the recorded conversations, I summarize four motivations for projection in

the form of interruption.

3.2.1 To show involvement

Communication is an interactive process, and projection and interruption are

manifestations of interaction. When a speaker provides a sufficient description of an entity or

event, the hearer can use abductive inference to infer related information about it. Projections in

the form of interruption are likely to express the key information during communication.

Interruptions are variously evaluated across cultures. Tannen (1981, 1984) noted that, in some

“co-operative imperative” cultures, interruptions may be welcomed and encouraged since they

are interpreted as the interrupter’s willingness to participate in an ongoing conversation, while,

in some “territorial imperative” cultures, interruptions may be considered rude, aggressive,
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and/or disrespectful to the speaker. In Chinese culture, interruption is welcomed in some
situations as an indication of active involvement in a conversation or discussion whereas in other
situations it is considered impolite. The interpretation of interruptions depends on the relationship
between interlocutors and the circumstances surrounding conversations.

In (7), the speaker WM introduces her experiences of taking part in the national civil
servants exam. Because the interactant WM has obtained a postgraduate recommendation, she
does not need to work as a civil servant, meaning that she simply wanted to try doing so; the
results of the test were not important for her. In the interruptee RM’s utterance, the projection is
the summarized information shi yi xia ‘have a try’ (Line 7) rather than the less important
information in the exchange. In the subsequent context, the speaker WM immediately confirms
RM’s inference and then introduces more details to explain why she took the exam.

(7) [Conversation 7 16 , 00: 01: 21]

I WXARSMEEEE?
ni canjia-guo  guokao ma?
2SG join-EXP national.civil.servants.exam PART
‘Did you take part in the national civil servants exam?’

2 WM: X, BEMTREE.
dui, wo canjia-le yi-ci guokao.
correct 1SG join-PFV one-timesnational.civil.servants.exam

‘Yes, I took the test once.’

3 Eh, OFFEERXEF.
yinwei, (.) shiqing qishi shi zheyang de.
because thing actually CoP this.way PART

‘Because, in fact, the situation was like this.’

4 MEHESAEHE, 18,
jiu  shi qishi na-ge shihou, en,
just COP actually that-CL time um

‘In fact, at this time,

5 RO IBRE L LR T W
baoyan(.) gingkuang  yijing  chulai-le ma.
postgraduate.recommendation result already come.out-PFV PART
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the results of the postgraduate recommendations had come out.’

BEEFET.
yijing  shangan-le.
already land-PFV

‘(I) was already successful.’

7  RM:Xt.

9— RM:

dui.
‘Correct.’

BREXEHBIEZBILER()

danshi wo bama haishi  xiang rang wo
but 1SG parents still want let 1SG
‘But my parents still hoped that I would (.)’

H—T.
shi yi-xia.
try one-times

‘Have a try.’

10 WM: xt, —T. tiliRARRER—T,
dui! shi yi-xia. tamen  shuo ni jiu CHANGSHI yixia,

11

12

13

correct try one-times 3pPL say 2SG just try

‘Correct! Give it a try. They said, ‘You just have to try.”

FARAZBEA. 4.

ni jiu bu-yao you yali ya.
2SG just NEG-will have press PART
‘Don’t feel stressed! Something like this.’

BEEXAEE—T.
suibian qu TIYAN((glaring)) yi-xia.
feel.free go experience one-times

‘Go experience (the test) casually.’

REFHR T BN EE.
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ranhou wo jiu bao-le na-ge  guokao.
then 1sG just apply-PFV that-CL  national.civil.servants.exam
‘Then I applied for national civil servants exam.’

3.2.2 Cooperative interruption to fill a moment of hesitation

During interactions, when a speaker slows or pauses briefly, a conversational partner may
perceive the hesitation and supply what the speaker is searching for. Murata (1994:387) described
this situation, in which a conversational partner, with no intention of taking the floor, encourages
a speaker to continue by showing interest, listenership, and participation, as “cooperative
interruption.”

In (8), the interactant RM cannot think of the word for beidan ‘sheet’, and says mianbei
‘quilt” with a rising intonation to express uncertainty (Line 2). Another interactant, WM,
interrupts RM after a short pause and makes abductive inferences, xizi ‘mat’ and beidan ‘sheet’
based on the attributive expression bao ‘thin’ and the classifier zhang. The interactant WM
guesses that the missing word could be yi-zhang xizi ‘a mat’ or yi-zhang beidan ‘a sheet’ (Line
4). If the classifier is tiao rather than zhang, WM would guess that the missing word is yi-tiao
tanzi “a blanket.” This example illustrates that phonological features such as intonation and
pauses can communicate a speaker’s hesitation or uncertainty, and a classifier can pragmatically
help the hearer make an inference. The interactant WM is, then, cooperating with another
interactant, RM, in supporting the flow of the conversation by supplying the word that RM is
trying to find, beidan ‘sheet’.

(8) [Conversation9 32, 00: 03: 31]

1 RM: HEFRBERRBORBTBNER,
wo dangshi jiu yinwei meiyou meiyou dai na-ge shuidian,
18G then just because NEG-have NEG-have bring that-CL  mattress
‘Just because I didn’t take that mattress

2 SRR RHE T —HKIMOIBI(?).
ranhou zhi dai-le yi-zhang na-zhong(.) mianbei(?),
then only bring-PFv one-CL that-kind quilt
but only took a quilt.

3 BARE, MRER—KCO)
ye bu-shi, jiu hen bao-de yi-zhang(.)
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also NEG-COP just very thin-ASSOC ~ one-CL
No, it wasn’t a quilt, exactly, it was a very thin (.)’

4— WM: EF, WH,
xizi? beidan?
mat sheet
‘Mat? Sheet?’

5 RM: —3K##, AERMHAELHEE.
yi-zhang beidan, ranhou jiu pu zai shangmian  shui.
one-CL sheet then just cover at above sleep
‘It was a sheet. Then (we) just slept on (the sheet).’

Another example of filling a moment of hesitation occurs in (9). In the utterance of the
interactant LC, a short pause occurs after the numeral-classifier yi-ge “one” (Line 3). She wants
to say “it is a secret” or “it is cheating behavior,” and her hesitation indicates a negative attitude
toward a computer store’s deceptive action. The interactant LC feels that it is inappropriate to
discuss such illegal behavior.!” This example illustrates the use of a phonological pause to
express the interlocutor’s stance. At the moment of the pause, the hearer LC captures the turn
timing and says dou dong de “anyone can understand” to indicate that she perceives what the
speaker ZC intends to say, that is, to demonstrate agreement. In fact, the hearer LC does not say
the head noun of the numeral-classifier yi-ge “one,” but the speaker ZC still says dui “correct”
in response, and then she describes the cheating behavior in detail.

(9) [Conversation 2 479 , 00: 22: 14]

1 ZC: fiRfRE AR UREARER?
ta  shuo ni zenme keyi fangzai renjia  dian-1i?
3SG say 2SG how can put other store-in

‘He said, “Why did you leave (your laptop) at someone’s store?”’

2 i X LB SEZRMZ(Q),
ta shuo tamen  zhexie qishijiu shi(.)
38G say 3PL these actually just cop

‘He said, “They actually were (.)’

19 LC may have been unsure whether it was appropriate to say such things when her words were being recorded.
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3
4— LC:
5 ZC
6
7

=, ATREtEMAIX—1THI—1N()

en, keneng ye shi tamen  zhe-yi-hang-de

en maybe also COP 3PL this-one-trade-ASSOC
‘Uh, it may be their business’s (.)’

#RIERY

dou dong de.

all understand  PART

‘Everyone knows that (the store is secretly cheating).’

3, MRS BIREI— R T,

dui. jiu shi ta HUI gei ni dong yidian
correct just COP 2SG can give  2SG do a.little

yi-ge(.)
one-CL

shoujiao
cheat

‘Correct. That means he could cause some problems on (your laptop).’

SRIGFTREASRIR B —mib) &R,

ranhou keneng benlai ni you yidian  wenti,

then maybe  originally 238G have alittle  problem

‘Maybe your (laptop) just has a little problem.’

e SILRBE R E T E— .

ta hui rang ni-de wenti geng yanzhong

3SG can let 2SG-GEN problem more serious

‘He would make the problem worse.’

3.2.3 Interruption as a repair device

de,
PART

yidian.
a.little

When an interlocutor makes an incorrect projection, the interrupter may rectify it, in which

case interruption functions as a repair device for correcting errors in conversation. Correction is

an abductive inference based on the preceding context and personal experience. Murata

(1998:390) called this type of interruption, which occurs when the next speaker feels the need to

disagree with what the current speaker says, “disagreement interruption”. Thus, in (10), the

speaker ZC says that the stores in tall buildings are similar to producers and factories, but the

hearer LC believes that ZC has spoken wrongly because producer is equivalent to factory. ZC’s

utterance is interrupted, though she hasn’t finished speaking the word gongchang ‘factory’ (Line

5). The projection is xiaoshou ‘seller’ (Line 6). Based on her personal knowledge, the stores in a
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computer plaza not only produce computers but also may sell them. LC’s correction took place

instantly, resulting in an interruption.

(10) [Conversation 2_424 , 00: 19: 11]
1 zC: EAMBIIA 2Bt 4

yiwei  tamen  bu shi na-zhong shenmen
because 3PL NEG COP that-kind what

2 SHEXE R AL EH.
galoudasha  limian  naxie DIANPU,
tall.buildings inside  those store

‘Because they are not like those stores in tall buildings.’

‘Correct. Correct.’

4 fiIER, XE2&E~ik,
tamen  suanshi, you shi xiang shengchanduan,
3pPL regard.as also cor like producer

5 X&2I()

you xiang  shi gong(.)
also like cor factory
‘They are like a producer and factory.’

6— LC: $HE.
xiaoshou.
seller
‘Seller.’

7 ZC: %, XNIBRHEE,
dui. you xiang  shi xiaoshou,
correct also like copr sell

‘Correct. (They) also resemble a seller.’
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8 LC:
9
10 ZC:

o
dui.
‘Correct.’

REHLEHEETAR.
ranhou ye you weixiu  shenme de.
then also have repair  whatPART

‘Then (they) also can repair (computers).’

xt, B ZME.
dui. bijiao quanmian.
correct  relatively comprehensive

‘Correct. (They) are fairly comprehensive.’

3.2.4 Further exploring the preceding turn

In communication, an interlocutor may make a conclusive statement based on inference
from personal experience, encyclopedic knowledge, or the preceding context. Communicative
projection is, to a large extent, driven by an interlocutor’s existing knowledge and a speaker’s
ostensive acts. In (11), the speaker ZT’s utterance is interrupted by the hearer XY (Line 7). ZT is
introducing her personal experiences regarding the choice of a school for the postgraduate
examination (Lines 1-6). Both interlocutors know that the admission rate of Chinese Studies is
so low that many students are afraid to choose this major. This fact is known by both interlocutors.
Therefore, when the speaker ZT says “I checked the previous year’s admission rate,” the hearer
XY interrupts to make a projection: “You were scared, right?”” and ZT immediately confirms the

projection.

(11) [Conversation 14 22 , 00: 01: 37]

1 ZT:

BKRHESE, BAkELARE
wo shi qishi, wo benlai shouxian
1SG CcoP actually 1SG originally firstly

EFIEN,FRIEX,
kao xueyu-de xueke
exam Chinese.discipline-ASSOC ~ discipline

‘Actually, I originally wanted to take the exam of Chinese Studies.
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7T— XY:

REFHIER2E KR,

ranhou wo xiang-de shi kao benxiao ma,
then 1SG want-NOM COP exam this.school PART
Then I wanted to take our school’s exam.

Ek, ERMEBDAR.

houlai, houlai jiu shi na-ge = CHUSHI,
later later just COP that-CL first.test
Later, that was the first test.

ffi—E =itz /E,
tamen i kao wan chushi  zhihou,
3pPL once exam completely  first.test after

B ERNMEFHIRELE

wo jiu cha na-ge  wangnian-de baolubi.

1SG just check  that-CL previous.years-ASSOC admission.rate
After they finished the first test, I checked the admission rate.’

a7, 287
xiadao-le, shi ma?
scared-PFV ~ COP PART
‘Were you scared?’

X, BRWINEIT,

dui. wo bei xiadao-le,
correct 1SG PASS scared-PFV
‘Correct. I was scared.’

BB ECRRETIEMWAN()BILE.

wo juede ziji ganjue bushi name-de(.)  you bawo.

1SG think self feel NEG COP such-ASSOC  have confidence
‘I don’t feel very confident.’

111



4. Incorrect inferences

Unlike deductive inference, abductive inference is non-deterministic. One person performs
an ostensive act, and another infers the communicative intention using abductive reasoning. A
hypothesis is not definitely true. In the recorded conversations, 10 of the 103 cases involve
incorrect inferences (projections).

In (12), the participants discuss their internship experiences in middle and high school. In
her utterance, ZC slows down the pronunciation of bijiao-de jiu to show her difficulty finding an
appropriate word to describe the performances of the students in middle school. The interactant
LC interrupts ZC’s utterance to guess that the students are unwilling to answer the teachers’
questions, having formulated the hypothesis through abductive inference that “not willing to
answer teachers’ questions was one of the negative characteristics of the classroom.” The speaker
LC’s inference regarding the utterance of ZC is immediately proved wrong: rather than refusing
to answer their teachers, the students are simply “inattentive in the classroom.” Not answering
the teachers’ questions is considered a manifestation of bad behavior in the class. This example
shows that projection or inference in communication is based largely on the hearer’s existing
knowledge. Context is important for the addressee, but personal experience plays a larger role in

helping interlocutors to make an inference.

(12) [Conversation 1_725 , 00: 41: 02]

1zC: W, B, RESHUESTRERF—~,

en en Wwo juede  keneng gaozhong ketang hui hao

yes yes 1SG think maybe  high.school classroom would  good
2 MHpiE, ERO)<sHEEB8>, #o

yidian, chuzhong dehua, haishi(.) hui <bijiao-de> jiu.

alittle  middle.school as.for  still would  relative-ASSOC just

“Yes, I think the (situation) in the high school’s classrooms would be a little better. As
for middle school, (the situation) would be <relatively> (.)’

3-LC: FEIZ.
bu huida
NEG answer
‘(The students would) not answer.’
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4 ZC: BAETEE, MEMIIIIA, 2>
ye bushi bu huida, jiu shi tamen mei name, <en>,
also NEG.COP NEG answer just COP 3PL NEG S0 um
‘It is not the case that they wouldn’t answer (their teachers’ questions).<um>,
5 e, LIRAERBLES,
jiu shi, shangke keneng mei name JIZHONG,
just CcoP attend.class maybe NEG S0 concentrate
They may not be, concentrating in class.
6 RENER? 1%, i,
ni zhidao ma? tamen  hui, tamen  hui
2SG know Q 3PL would  3PL would
You know, they may be,
7 MER T,
jiushi  hui fenshen.
just CcoP absent-minded

They may be inattentive.’

In (13), the abduction proceeds from the rule (different hobbies may cause conflict) and
the result (they quarreled) to the case (they quarreled because of hobbies). The hearer XY was
not very familiar with the individual under discussion, Longjie, so she simply guesses why the
individuals in question quarreled. Though the hearer XY does not know the reason for the quarrel,
she interrupts the speaker ZT and makes a projection, aihao “hobby.” This example illustrates
the important role that abductive inference plays in interactive communication.

(13) [Conversation 16_143 , 00: 11: 36]

1 ZT: MAFERSRER
erqie ta pingshi hui gen Longjie,
in.addition  3SG usual would  with person.name
‘In addition, she would usually

2 WERZHZ
kan henduo dongman ma.

look many cartoon PART
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watch many cartoons with Longjie.’

3 Pt = R SR & R AR,
suoyi ta  hui gen Longjie henduo gongtong huati,
SO 38G would  with person.name many  common topic

‘Therefore, she had many common topics to (discuss) with Longjie.’

4 BREOMENOEFE— LR L6 ESMEE.
dashi(.) tamen(.) jingchang zal yixie guandian-shang  hui chaojia,
but 3pPL always at some opinion-on can quarrel

‘But (.) they (.) always quarreled about some (of their) opinions.’

5 MAR=YAE, W),
jiu bu shi sanguan fangmian, shi biru shuo(.).
just NEG COP three.outlooks aspect CoP forexample say
‘(They quarreled) not because of views on the world, life, and values, but, for
example (.)”

7— XY: BiF.
aihao.
hobby
‘Hobby.’

8 ZT: AEEYF, smittmiitefil—EExE (EMMEAN),
bu shi aihao, jiu biru shuotamen  yiqi kan Jinjie-deJuren,
NEG COP hobby  just example say 3PL together look cartoon.name
‘No, not because of a hobby. For example, when they see Advanced Giant,

9 b IxF, B, ERM—LOURREE
tamen duiyu, en, jieju-de yixie(.) guandian gen kanfa
3pPL about  um, ending-ASSOC some opinion and view

10 ERRDIEL
shi HEN DA fenqi
COP very big differences

they had very different opinions and views about the ending.’
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11 RERTANEREZEREMER,
ranhou liang-ge-ren zai fantang jingchang neng chao-qilai.
then two-CL-person at canteen usually can quarrel-start
‘Then the two usually would quarrel at the canteen.’

In (14), it is difficult for the hearer RM to guess the strange point about Inner Mongolia,
and she wrongly says “lots of sand.” In the preceding context, though the speaker WM talked
about the grass in Inner Mongolia being very lush when she went there, the hearer RM’s response
“lots of sand” describes the opposite of “rainy weather.” RM’s inference is based on her personal
knowledge of Inner Mongolia, where, as is well-known, sand storms occur every spring and
winter. However, her short pause and use of a rising tone for sha “sand” indicate that the
interactant RM herself suspects that her hypothesis is incorrect (Line 7). In this case the speaker
RM has less confidence in the inference. Having less confidence in what the speaker projects
doesn’t mean she hasn’t projected, it means that the evidence she based on her projection on is

less stronger.

(14) [Conversation 7_278 , 00: 20: 47]

1 WM xf, FIZKEEEEF,
dui, yushui bijiao fengpei,
correct  rain.water relatively abundant

‘Correct. The rain was relatively abundant.

2 REKEEEFEX,
ranhou shuicao feichang fengmei,
then grasses  very abundant

Then, the grasses were very abundant.

3 BEmiEE, RE.
cao jiu feichang, hen lv.
grass then very very green

The grasses were very green.

4 RiE, BRESRIFE.
ranhou, wo juede  hen kaikuo.
then 1SG feel very wide

Then, I thought (the grasslands were) very wide.
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5 BEAREN
danshi  neimeng you-ge
but Inner.Mongol have-CL

6 R, REFEN=, H20)
hen hen qiguai-de dian jiu  shi(.)
very very strange-ASSOC point just COP
But Inner Mongol has a very strange feature, that is (.)’

7— RM: PO %Z
sha(?)(.) bijiao duo.
sand relatively too.much
‘Lots of sand.’

8 WM: F2TRE, RFENLmRE,
bu shi bu shi, hen qiguai-de dian jiu  shi,
NEG COP NEG COP very strange-ASSOC point just COP

9 AL EISFGE 2

tamen  nabian-de caochang haoxiang dou shi
3pPL there-ASSOC  grassland seem all cop

10 ElZR S E AN AEHHEY
guojia  fenpei  gei geren qu fangmu de.
country allocate give person go graze PART
‘No, no. The very strange feature was that the grasslands are allocated by the

government.’

5. Conclusions

In Mandarin interactions, projections in the form of interruptions are generally single and
unsuccessful. The interrupter does not seek to prevent the interruptee from completing an
utterance and taking the floor. Rather, the interrupter’s aim is merely to make a projection in
order to indicate involvement in the conversation. Our studies show that a modified head,

subclause, and complement are especially likely to serve as projection in communication.
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Projection involves abductive, rather than deductive, inference. In fact, human communication
is achieved through abductive inference as the addressee infers the communicator’s intention in
performing an act. According to LaPolla (1994:242), the “inference of motivations for doing
things is done all the time, but it isn’t communication unless the communicator intended for the
addressee to infer the intention for the action,” and inferences involve knowledge of the situation
(context), the individuals involved, and their possible motivations for performing some action.
The abductive inference of intentions involves the creation of a context of interpretation. The
recorded data presented here indicate that hearers make hypotheses based on context, individual
knowledge, speakers’ facial expressions, or prosodic features. Sometimes, the hearer makes an
abduction merely on the basis of personal knowledge and experience, in which case the
hypothesis is either correct or incorrect. Correct inferences are far more common than incorrect
inferences, and the participants’ shared knowledge is crucial during conversation. If all of the

information involved were new, communication would prove difficult.

Appendix A: List of Abbreviations

1, first; 2, second; 3, third; ASSOC, associative; CL, classifier; COP, copula; GEN, genitive; PASS,
passive; NOM, nominalizer; PFV, perfective aspect; PART, particle; PL, plural; sG, singular; Q,

question.
Appendix B: Transcription conventions
, continuing intonation
terminal intonation (falling)
? rising intonation

((glaring)) facial expression, gesture or bodily movement

[] overlapping speech
lengthening
) micro pause
<> slower than the surrounding talk
CAPS loud sounds relative to the surrounding talk
— a relevant instance
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7 MRDEBER=ZESE: HEIH. XBES5H

gk itk
LRiEEAFERE XHETRARE

NEHE NEGEERGERNELFICH—MEERE, MiEs LET
FEE—MHEEAGCERE——ZEGELRERE. AXEAHEMET LA
FHRBRR, AN NI, XFEsh. T EFHEFTANT XFEFEM
GRERAENEANESHE, FHEXH "EFEHXEANET. #. XHH
BEANEARES EMAWELS, NN IHHXE, ©EERNEMN
BERALE A, ErF ERTERERS T, 20 ERIOEREMEKIE
XA ECELTFHRE. X “BARZHHRE ENEH=FF MY
REEZTRIFHEM R ETF R, AEMFTREIET LaPolla(2015.
20210 Wy “BXAIER”, FESXGAR LR ERBAN S EFTER
A TSRS,

=z

RN H‘U

il

HANE S AREERTEEIES, A£HEHRT, AMIEERN L2 EIEE 2R
e kAT . 2, o RS2 BRI ERE AN “AfgIE” “IERER”
IECE B AERIE . B T IR W R ARG E (W “IFARRMGE” ) 4, F—M=HGEX
8 R AR R B T 2 5Bk E T . Flin:
(1) XHAE, WRUEEE, BB AN LCANRSAFNEWEER. (T
Hik) , BCC iEkHE, 1987 420)

Q) BEMAFTMASALR, LM hE i, Z22E1, #H2IR
Mo C CBEFaAl: MR , FREXK 1998 4)

(3) MAHEHFILANOLSIFIEMAED, Bint AR FEA LT A0, ( (F
ZAHEEY , BCC iEEHE, 2004 4F)

4) RBURIER, WAANASA RN B A RATRATT B RO 0E, ANER R

2Rk ik, 2025, BUARPUEHEE M =EEE: EHLH . BREFH. BRI, BiE (EdR) & XiER:
BT BT R OCEE D, pp. 120-135.

20 09 T Ak X = H 5 E R E AR AVEIL G DU (A — A REHAR, (D) - (4D KIiERI bR
TE TR, AR T ASCARPINBTTT, RSB ASFRIE G T
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WA .  (ER ANTRERZIJLSRES) , WZERL, 2016 4)
DL G, BN R EL/NER S = A, RIS BT, DL R 2R
AJF R H A IS EARTH, R AEE, BAMNIZRIEEE . (HRREES
R, POTEE BT E LN RAE AR E RS, W L NSNS A P
RS N R | S s * 2 AP O (102 L M NE S || G
B 7B G BB R I = E S A, HAAIE SR AR RIS
THIX M SEFBoRE (= A1), FEAMEZHEIEE R =R AL SN F
o 06 17T E MR ERIA R EL T A ARl =R FNOXAF ). (H 2 20
H CATTRER A AN EFER— NME A U ZE S ER, RATE “Am” wHE,
Ui NBEMEE (repair) , K “AE” BEN “HIE” .
(5) (AT SRR B
01 HZIME: 3= FFE M)LK 1V ?
02 M fH: X,
03 LN FUERWE-ELIINE? WERIA . G L We?
04 m . MW
05 S |
06— H 2115 : A n] BedA AA 0o AE X A3 LI,
07 S M
08 HLME: Frlix AN &1, Bk,
09 M fEH: X,
EPOET B, WAERUME, MEEMNKIERA, F7E “AEEE VP” “F
NIESSIE VP “BEEr17 NIE VP” (Hp “f7. 1E. 7 RETiH) S8 X£E N
%, i
(6) UnRARHR 2B W] LA FE Crystal Chow, (B LG =E R, 1 HAT & T 45 % Sk
W2, AEBAT B, T ARE B UYE, KA NS A ERAE . (4% iEERL, 2019°D)

(7) ZSEERRRICTT, 1TSS ERMT AW, BUMRE| A IERRAT R Hh, P K Hh AT DLTEMR
il L B NI 2B SEWE LT R T, MR BN 2B TF T, —ELBIRR 11 i (K
B, 2019)

(8) #HHIE 70-90 FAR I AT ABIUE ! (MZIERE, 2019)

TEPOEVERNEE B S M MBEeth, E —Eh5eREerRe, Fln:

9) FETZERAK, BEATGEEAAASENHEIXADEE? (HSK shEEL

ERHED

Bl (9) H, IR “BATRE-- W7 LT EW (4D “WH” “A” #HEHE
X RAZEAE, MPILBEHEK ST, XM TFRIEFORERZ “BH NEMH EXA
E X7, (BB N ORE, XM R0ES ) H B ERIEN R EEZ “ AMTERRE M+
FELXANE K 7.

PAR 2 — M IEW B =E A RS i, .

2 (6) - (8) W 2019 FRHIZR RN A, 1F3E LI IEAEFT N pg v B TR 5%, DRI i) — 8 73
RS IE A R S RGN, S T B, ARSI R R T Rk
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(10) ARAES, _ABASAT L, A2 a/NEE, BLEnEEESm
Ko (MZERD

Bl (10) HFRELZLA) “ARASATFL” FIRERE “RESATF0Y, RE—DZEHK
TE R E IR A 18 1 S .

B (1-9) HM=ZERERECIMES RIS, WM AR E 5L 0 A R
E, HPB— N SE 2 RRN, KRN ARIIHRZ N B MIRKE . (H2 N5
THISAEH (usage-based) [MiEE W KE, @iEvE. BHEHAESIFAGR, ENRZIEIEM
BRI E BN R — (FRiE, 2015 . EHFHES S, — M FHRIAEANEEE K
IR RN I, A ER i MBE R B R AR (P, 2017) « A ADGEIEF AL
brp A = EmH R EEAREEENHE? —EAEAEMEN L RE R 2 I
FERl? XY EE R TT T M R R AR ? A SR RHZ L ] @A T i fi & . SCE R
RS RN JLANES 53 AHOCHHZE R, — 51 15 0 M A SN S5 4 R A SR L] . = H A5
FEBE A B, Rid.

=\ R Em

2.1 XTEEMFA
FEAEVRAIE oMl &8 R “ ) 13 SU/E R 7 Bl i ) e 38 7 (Crystal,
1997/2000: 237) , &I JE B S A, X185 SCRIBEARAE I+ 70 3K GRIAR,
2018: 141) o BJGAE (1979: 348) 7E (PUE MHEEVLY — b, BRiRBIDGE 75 7€ 1) -
PO “ — MR BN ) Z A IS E W I, FARARH . AR AR HRE BTSSR TR
T . BB RS e ICE A (negative indefinite pronoun, LT TEE A H nobody,
nothing, nowhere &)t & F11H 5 (1) 75 72 17 3£ I (Haspelmath, 2013 ) ; V515 A5 5 H ¥ “ne---
pas” M, “ne” 5 “pas” FILMFA T URHEN, RIS (Hom,
1989/2001:455) , BHEAT WA (negative concord) HIMRFE. 7 M AIFR K2 AP
PN 0 B FEBUEARIAH € X AIBLS (Horn, 2010022, DR 2 J U B4R 154 (Horn,
2009: 406; Haspelmath, 2013; St-Amour, 2009:436) .
(11) Nikto ne  prisel. (iE)
Nobody NEG came.
‘Nobody came.” (Haspelmath, 2013)
WHNK.
(12) Milan nevidi  nikoho. (FE75iE)
Milan NEG.sees nobody

2 R WK e, FEHTRSEE® eI (A0 no, nobody, nothing, none &) H
KE—MBEIGR, AaFHhE—ANEetEerin, BS540 55— NS maiE CATAHGY, 3
AA)FRIRTEE S TP IR YNBSS ihm” 2hES.
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‘Milan doesn’t see anybody’ (St-Amour, 2009: 436)
KEEEBUETAN
(13) Well, really, how can I keep from not worrying? (i [13E)
‘Well, really, how can I keep from worrying?”  (Horn, 2009: 406)
‘EARAHEL?
5545 58 PRAE N ) 2 A AR IE R E 5 g, Ak R —Fh 7 (ERR I R 3
K, EMEENFIEAZ ZIONILE), HIRE S AL IEIEIX M S, AR A
SE ] BE[R] I AR AE T [F] —Fh i & BN E DT 5 B RIE A S, e E A 118 (Labov,
1972: 785)  WRKFINEFEE BTk (1 9575 7 B BLUR1E (Shnukal, 1988: 72) . BidEfi
21515 (van der Wouden, 1997: 192) . {15775 (Haspelmath, 1997: 205) H{#{E
TEMMIR . EARIES T, 5E RAREEERR — 85>, W FFIE . s,
Z o JR WA M h K55S (de Swart, 2010: 21) &
Br 7 A5 0E Z BAEE R E AL R 2 4h, 1S PICES “ —E N ERR
(Triplex negatio confundit) (Horn, 2009) . SEfr b, “=EHGERE" X FH MR
A UL AU R B TE PR e R, PR Dy AN A E SO R B AR, AT S
RS E f5, M5 e — N EATHN, B CRIEE & . N EE HE T
PN = 3 A5 58 R E T
(14) There isn’t a man there who doesn’t think they can’t do it. (Horn, 2009: 408)
EEE BA AN MATAREX A4 .
(15) No head injury is too trivial to be ignored. (Wason & Reich, 1979)
MV ARER Y S AI B oA AL
RPN, S A A KA S E B RSy, W] (14) H&“isn’t ” “doesn’t ”
“can’t”, 5 (15) /& “no” “too--+-+- to” “beignored”, HH “ignored” & —ANFEMERE
2. HR4E Horn (2009: 408) HI4r#T, JEiBREEE R 5 BB ARy, JEdEdZ “ s fi
2407 (B A RIAT B e A, TSR E € B . 26T (15), Wason & Reich (1979)
E R A SETE REE BRSO, 45 R SR A ] Ty IR E BARR T H B
&Y, WHEWREINA “No Xistoo Y to Z7 RIAH & LM BEA G AZ AR
BECE H AT IN LA R, e —FhaiE VRS A T RS ER L, BRI
B TEDIRE, S A & B B2 BTl IR #2235, W1 “No head injury is too trivial to pay
attention to” JCi%ESEHL BT ROR (Fortuin, 2014: 249-250).
DA SR T HEFHE F AN B 2 A5 8 1 ISR W B 2RE I G 8 LB R
Ve ZREVE, DL 1 SO SE I IE RN A 8 SOX AP R A i) Sz e 1

2 Horn (2009:407-408) #ii i, fEJE TG, MHrh— A5 g ClA S A 5 € & 1 30 4
“surprised, avoid, deny, doubt” FikR}, = ERRE &R T HE 6,

2 FEMEANFE I — AN SRR AE A 6T OGS MR e AR AN E 1 LI ) S, Bt AT s IR
B SLIG R IR BB ANTE ) S A E ANANE R B R A) T, SR A NS e, JEEY
AT EE AR E LA, W “She didn’t answer nothing in that interview”, #i{ 5 2% 5 7= A i Ab 75

(WA MM (Blanchette & Lukyanenko, 2019).
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FEEHRTRERENZHET AT TIES 58— C S BI5EHS EIX MR,

POEMF R EMSCIIBRFEE A mE, 1993; JLEHE, 1994; =HiK, 2000,
2018) o« Ait, PUEHFITIRERZ MFERE TP KEAZTRH A ST 2 17 2 [R5 A
WIS, EERAA TR RS R GER R MR AR A 7y S 285X Fh
FEol, W “ZE 8 )L VP AN VP /ANDAIVP, JEHEE VP fEEA VP 201”7 o ElUH
(1985) FRiXKE BB N “ MBI .

AN 2N EIR AT 5% R 5 e e — TS a L K R A e g iR
HERRE T SRR G L 2 A6, Blnaki s (2005 347) A LEERTER “WUF” (5
WER) LT HRERER, AEBXEBRPINERE TR . 5K
e

(16) Y ARETR AR LEIREEA B = . GGRiEAE, 2005)

(17) AR FEARPATA KIX G I RLE . (A D

ARG RG] (16D A (17) IXHFEIE 5 FH IR A2 o] AW N SCa [l . 465 18
% (descriptive grammar) B 7T AR ARIFAIMPOEH A RIFINES, ARG
=, AR IEHI . AEERISEH, H AR IER . R E 1B II45H (Leech etal., 2005;
Lakoff, 1973; Newmeyer, 2003); 5 &M 7 6BAE T R IE VLA FHIE S H LA &
ANJE H RS T Sebr bR i R B (Hinke, 2018: 1). ASCHE S MM # M =8
e, BB IERAEMER, SHE T S Wi E S E ST, &4
FATPR IEIRE R, SRIBRAN AT @ (00 R Hh R I R . BRI

Shr b, AR RARADCHE R = E A E . BRE (2018) HICESR] 7%
%, SCHERAE T — e AR AR, IXEE R S IRAT E R TE R AR SR SR
MRS 7L BE LG 5 =N B e W R A S, AR — AR e 1A
PR LA S T S 0, B SCE TE 5 E W A JIBR A BTA D0 BBl 25 £ T xR
M= E e M RAE R A, BRCEERFDGE B S RIT 0T, EEPNIES KA
R FURCR , IR ATAG HOO A = A 8 B AT LR R . A T LRI TR SR XS
B, AWM AREEREESH =AEHE RN =E8ERE ML L.

2.2 A)REE

AR SC BT T ) = A AL S RO A SR, DR L 2 S DL G
TR AEES TR — N A KT A EBES A, AT A3, — 32 LAL
FIE (200600 NARFE, A= RO AR RIS S K (Fauconnier & Turner,
1998, 2000 2002) WIfEK, Hr T OUEF A FREEGIHE, LSCHE “54 "7 5aifm)
NS EE S B U EZE (20104 2013, 2014, 20200 AREE, FERHE

25 “EA” (redundancy) “TUR” EiAE “Z4RK”7 2N, XEMEPEMMAETS N, WRIEHIRD
MY, ZROBERDSUEAIAN, AIHEE “ER” XAFRRPRILEITHE, AR IR IR BUE
MR RS “RR7 —id.

20 AR B ER R —F, TR K. 7 Ckgid e, REEH SRk R .
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()2 P A1 SCRE TRV Bl 1 ) SRE a0 3R, R (2020) A VS (R SRR
A A R DOERR ) M BB A LS, ook <A S e SO “PANTE XA
F AT AR A 5 B, KEFEH H 10 2@ e E S & IR — A= C
PR FRBILGR” o DUEA) S IR A R 2 HIE ST R AR Sk, DGR
B SCHRER S & LA A IS (I EE%E, 2010: 328) &

Tove At SRt “ AU S IR AR ST UL “R A7, BRRAFE AT I S 2
AAANE, I H AR L L — 2 B, M E AT OA — iRk, WVTEEAE (2008: 484,
487) YIS 2 R AT AL 0 SCEARM R R 1. HHEZE (2013) 2T
A A ) AT A S 8 SO U] A AR Sl I T 0 A0 e 4 2525 B0 (i S 26
RN o B SR JENR 2 “PAaR A 5 B 7EE X LB R SAE” 5 ’AR
JERNIFE M I8 SCH R BME IR A 5 B BAeTREAN C MfFE, ®h
¥amA ¢ FRAAE” o SRS SRUFERE “BamX ¢ B8 EHEAN A 5 B
BBy, HEREEIRS”

= ZEBEBEMXMEMAE TR RHH

3.1 ZEEEEEMRNESWAET
BT AR BT 110 2A=HAEREE WA, RIS HH LKL
/NS A A I LR
FRRETHEWR A" B TERR =B A e, BN R a0
AE: BBl lsaeabl  lspacmsaS  |oaws
(18) WA A=A AL, WX Fhr=fZ i, Z24METY, A2Inn
M. (BHECHR, BCC EkRlE)
(19) A NAABAL XSS/ B L — S 7. C CERSEfEUL) , BCC i
BLEED
B: | |leasal® Bl lowwomsa ] |smms
(20) H S WA AU I 11 WEEART T IS —H 2, MRS S0
N3ktth, ZANFH, REBEAZZEINI TR D.  (MZIEED
CH: Al lswmemsal® B[ | smeaSl | saws
(21) xfELE, XA ST, HEASEAAASYIEN  (REERD
(22) FEMR—ARIEH A ZATISAL, REMEE, AREHEASAK. (F D
DE: ARAD[ lswmwcama ] | sams
(23) AR | —F5, “FRANE, IRATERAE FRAE I B AR R B dF B B, AR =
NEZEF AR H S, XA RDPEABIN . (NEIEED
FORRETHAXSERENGEH L7 “98” LB R ER “AN7 R =&
558, HARNEWF:
E 2: HERRA] | sans
(24) J35b, Fyotggh ik smiE, BHIE I IEAR AT B0 A8\ — 28, a0 fifhge
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W5 S IAF /AP HX — s, A S EREFIBAESR PRI, ((EEKR
M

F2: AEAL| lmssn

(25) B a2 BT DA E TR E NS T4 3 1 B, EREASATLERE . ((F
ALY . CCL ERME)

GE: FIEREl Inssa

(26) fi A7 A LT, g B3N T IEIEAR LA RE . (F IR CE = EIE) )

2k, AT DU B 8977 2R A 9N R ST 81 28 1 -k = A e 1 S 2

F2RAY, BT S [R] R A 2 T S 1 ) A5 2 1R TR )

A AL bessan ™0 Jnsmsoman ™0 Jams
B?’é:[ ]f;ms«.]fﬁﬁq’:[ ]‘HJ'JNCJ'L‘M«.'J\U‘Z:[ ]euu.u‘;i"'s‘.

ERFES _ _
CH: N luawonsndZ Bl Lawaa Nl lanss
\'[_H"f D 9'5 4‘. JJI_ /i‘-[ ]m.r.wllu-z-wm;/i‘.[ ]J Wi
=&

e

E é'é: ﬂ'*li—/i‘/i)l/i\[ ],‘:,_HJ"“,“J‘

EFTH < FE: PRAEL lusen
G HEAEL lusen

1 BAE=HE 5 5E a2

R = R E B A S A T G SR G e RS A S B AT H—, 7
FRERIE A, 55— 55 =153 (N2 A N3) @it p 7 200 55 25 i 0 75 5 B
Je——B T A e 1 (B NG ASBhahiE (i “2. g8 JOEREhE (o ‘B A8,
TR 1558 l+ UG & Bhshial /O s ia ]+ 50 w7 ik EUHELE (n “ANECA” “ AN ke
A7), SR . = ER (N2 MIN3) BRI AR g (an “AE, 1ZX
HEE R — P2 AL e (N, W3R ™ IR Gk, MR N1T+(N24+N3+X) 7
M=FEEE. L, FEiEERZER, s eds (887 “fe” “IdE” &
“he”) REREBEIIRE, BIK PR I OUE 75 8 SR N 5 e i, ¥
B = EL A E

TR = S S N B S S 0 2 T A SCOR B I T PR I 2k 1 1 5 ko — 8 A
B, TR ESIIRE SRR, RS EERERERFLAS. s, =4
g (N1, N2y N3) 0 PUESAFRER A E RB: (1) N1 5 N2 Reghe: B
FET] N1 AT 55400 N2 HE, MR EREHRIT (4 “FFAEATrTRE” F, “If4E” TR
5 CRuEE” Hb, BAAER CHWAE: (2) N1 5 N3 BEXLEE: N1 RASad N2,
5 N3 s R (i “FRAEARTERTRE” vh, “IFaR” AT “ERTRE” e,
A TG RAREM T “AATHE™); (3) N2 5 N3 KBk N2 5 N3 el 44 # oW E 75 (i
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“ALHRE” ~ “HAHE.
FIRERAER I, ZE S IR AR SRR B, A AR R R R S A
IR A
S HEAA B DT — e B A AR S I (i “Biak. fRga. ik
B NS EM” &) BARMIER, Wl (27) (28) B
Q7 Hi=, BT NBIERUR-EZ-7 LA 4%, s gaAn . (fp 208
T CMEss 0N
(28) WML AN : BIENLRER . BATEART NI LA S H 8 XA H
Bl B, HEAMGENREPEERI A%, Bammgl...... GENE GOSN E)R
WM
ANk, AT EREN, ACH R B ST AR S Ewim e =8
BRERHENRE

3.2 ZEEFEME B

AN =AW AR —Fh 2 530 (multiple source construction) (Van
de Veldeetal., 2013) , ‘&2 H PN AN A R 75 2 # & it 7)72: %8 & (syntactic blends)
MR, ERFAMEZE (2013) 2B G R =N EAREN: Bk, =HE&E A pr
R AN IER RS SCRAIE . L=E A @ HE M “BA NP A2 VP RN
. W2 Lk, #EAEMAZ— “BE NP A VP” BB EMAEMN, B— IS
I “NP AL VP R Fa R, mHEMERENEE, BHES. HEH A
AP 22 5, Blan: e BB L T2 A S WAL 5 U2 18 HiE5ER
EN “PTBL&T” BRNEST, MMEE—ANXFERIGER, XNoRERITAANHESR
“COAREXNM X R G R B EE  TRIRR C LETASAERAM” R
N EHESRIRE R “ A LT TERRIEE Y, SRR ZET %f@.%‘IZTTU\
ANHEA “AoE WA X R G RZ BN E S+, Wl Ui A N L& T
XAt G,  “EA NP A VP” 5 “NP AEA VP BA —SURZ0E L, X2 %i&
TR RS AR — o LR, FESEIN R, WA NP A VP A “NP A A VP i
HILRE T =E Al E “%E NP ASA VP75 e, —ERElE “B%E NP
AEAVP” gt TIEH “BA NP A VP il “NP A VP (R4 BE 45 .

FE[F SO G R e, SR AEBEE AR “WEF” IR GLEKIE, 20060 , B
WA [F) O B 4 3547 )9 9. F Coppock (2010) HITEDL, B2 fl T FATREAM B k-
(R UL 2 PR B R AR S I T S 4, IRAORER — Ao DURE 5 E ) “WAH L&
A AENM” A LT ARANENAL” A, e, “ZBT K& “AN
B kA GELFTR), REH—.
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> KALBETASAENRM

--------------------

o m—————

________

K2 AR EBEEE RN EY

THER 1 F, RAMP ==, ERHAMPESER 1 AXES
SERT 2 BEETE R o

R 1 OE A E ARG R = E A5 E

U A E R 1 WU 2R3 2 —HEAEMX

BOA AR IR + | AR AR — | BAAS AR

S B ARG IR 2T + | AL IFAE ) - | FAEBRAAEAGF I
A AAFLE + | A ANAFE — | ARBHANARIE
PLARATEN + | BIXASATHA - | MIXARASAHIA
IFAEABITHEMEN 2L | + | ARABITHEMBE BN L | — | FFAEARA TG E AN E A28
A RTIEH + | ATIEH - | ARATIEH

I E " + | AKIEH — | HAEATCERH

W A 8 — A = EL A A IR A A R LA 2 R 4 A B AR TR A
AT = EEEBEEWR “BA NP AR VP FRkIEM e N “BH NP A4S VP~
5 “NP LA VP S, MEAIERES “BA NP A VP JERGE S X R N E 8
I “¥%AE NP AL VP” “H NP &R VP KIENBEMRZ —. Hig L, “%#A NP AR
VP” “¥H NP g VP” “¥H NP &R VP IX S8/ T [A] SCH O EE 75 52 #4 SR W] RE A2

“YWA NP REAR VP [EM, HAFER “BA NP AR VP LETERHZE i F AT K
e (VEWLR 2. £ 3%, BATESEMFR T “%A NP A VP” FIERFEHAZ —.
HAM—NEMR NP ASA VP 2, A RSB S LR,

27 ZE 2415 De Smet (2013) HIJE % .

B FEYARDPUEF, “FFIELNP” 5 “IRHERE NPT #AMAES, W “HESE N ENE, TARE N
HART R AR PR AR TG B2 VG~ 55 B 4357 1 8 D0l Sl Ko R i 4 A AR 40l 7
2 JERISRYE T AL UIE S Ok BCC BRI E, it casgmide Hirigkl, Rl &R0 ¥
BEEASIHAN, BN RBATER 7T “3%A NP A4 VP, Bhah, XESHE R fiER 2 T

B PR A 1E N 1000 B )4 ATV fus ) 4
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2 VLA NP O B =AU 7 5 Rk A B B

FiL N ) 2o | id B s 5
%A NP 4~ VP 112 291 470 400 150 0
%A NP &/ VP | 6 6 80 55 9 0
BWENP AL VP |0 3 16 17 0 0
K3 LLEHEN NERZMET € RE A H B

Kk P ) 2o, | Bl s
A AA VP 75 174 467 262 102 0
WEH NS VP 3 1 55 47 5 0
WA AAZ VP 0 2 14 16 0 0

M, —ESEBEHN~HAEIE

= E AL R 5 AR AR R AL SO E e, B
sz Ah, BRI R 2 B A0 N AZ BRI B R 1R T T R DR A -

4.1 R tR i SCRIBRZU 1% Bk

AT Rh A 5EAT Y BAE SR AT B (Jespersen, 1924/2010; Martin, 2008) .
Jespersen (1924/2010: 518-519) 45 H s Ak 15 SCRIE B 2h R0 e S48 F 45 e ) L 22
AE

“TESRZLMBRIGREMA N, Uitk AR B RIE S R AR o e, ik, A
B 5 W A B b, T HNE ) AT 5 T S 8 g e S A AN
THET—EREBEMALIEEERRE— ) .”

RATIEEE T K Martin( 2008 7E 1R IR A BriE U, RIA T 5 Jespersen(1924/2010)
FAIEE, MU E PAIIE LR KGR (polarity) B A% 15 31 & Fir B9 1) 4
AN L, B (29) FREHIE “no” LR T IXFERIE .

(29) If you don’t get no publicity you don’t get no people at the fight, ...If you don’t get
no bums on seats you don’t get paid . . . Anyway I enjoy it. (Martin 2008)

METHMAWESEMN, ZEGEEE RN ESERE, BAf
FEREAN A1) Hhoin s A 328 U 153 5 P 238 K 2 WL 1 58 R SCRIRICR

4.2 B SOHE B AR A BUE Y #

A FAE R A)IERE S (syntactic blends) [T R I, 152 BOMESAHALL 1] 78 BY
AR AEAT 3 1 G HR T AR OC & (Carl, 1998; Baars etal., 19805 Coppock, 2010),
B B LGB SIS R R 2, 29— AN EE IR ORI R, 5 — AN O

30 B Gi B 8] D 2019 4
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ARSI IE AR B2 5 2 0E , X2 15 SO L 19 B (spreading activation) #12, 44
un slick/slippery—>slickery (Collins & Loftus, 1975; Dell, 1986; Hudson, 1984. 2010).
FERRAEGH, AEAR MR ANE SCR A A 2 IR B 5 . RSO i 1) = H 5 8l W
AR TR BB iEH b, ISR TE BRI ER IR &, EAZ MRS 55 T Bk
BRR, ESHERMHREIEEN A G, XENEGHEFEHA B, RAKR=E5E
RIBHERHH S E/ .

4.3 1ETE FII A MR AR 015 7 BB R At 25 6]

TEE A2 R I [R) R gk g I, A S [a] M (temprality) RF{E (Hopper 2012; [iligi )6,
2020), PEEH T ELE CULH S EREERE bk el — S B AN Bt LR R
IR o VRS IR A Ui S A2 P RS2 21 5 1 BT 3G s 0 2 s, S 38N o T Re 2l —
ANESRTFM (projected) HIELIIIZN A, 7 B MIAEF F#ALE — NI Co miA i
MR =ESCW “BWALETFASAERM” E, SEARAKREHMR A “BEL
T ARENRM”, HRHETE “L&ZT” FEHMARRZ “Ae”, A FR&EE A
WM =EGEHRA LG TASAENRM . X ER, B8N E S AR ER,
BATT AR P FE R 4 s s A RIE I A2 (Hopper, 2012: 301). M IZHLETE IR
FRE, WIEH LR BTN B OO AR T2 LRI R A T &0 I Ad
FIVE 5 4540, (R UG 72 IR S 5 5, ShsuEiETAIE S ORI S ST RE—
B, WATREA—E BEHE TEM TR B R B — M RIS R GH 2 8], mT LA AN R
IHf RiA AT OIS TERZH S (Hopper, 2011, 2012). iE S KIGIH ES LB SRR
B, —HHBFIEN—MHENFRER RS, NITEM ST A8 BRI 26 2052 21X PR
YA EMIMIL) S, BT R MR TR, BMMARTE AR A E F BT BR
MR, N AN NBIHT I -

Wz, —HEAEMEWRIE RS EW R ZA T (1D ANBREE 5T, BiE#H
B FEBEAN ) 1 AR IS AR P SCRIBR IS R, (20 RN T, 53 ik, iR E
Gy AR R Y BN S, S A SRAETTRE s (3D FiE < U7, 1 TS M AR
FEMARAS b1 1 (1 BB A 7 2% [

G 7

B 5 — L )BT VAR — B TR SR I R) Y A2 B AN E AR BTG Y o MRS
WA E S HE S WEUREAERRKK R A, X EFERERAR, SRR
— IS R SERRE IR VUIT , — i IV S 1 47 A S DA SERR V1 5 18 FPIR DL o 17 S Bl
FHAENELL AN RIEE L, B 5 —SmH R A TER SR B3RP AR S 5k 1 A7
7£, Lambrecht (1988) . Fi¥} (2018) LA} Nakayama & Horiuchi (2021) 43 5ic3% 1 3
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B E. FIEP RIS, 3 T E S E, nRAESEYEah
PIDGEERELE, W1 CCL B RHE . BCC ERHESE, B4 LR 45T e M I 43 A A2 1 1
R, NIRE—FIATF A BRI I, AMESWE . (Hi&IEQW Rissanen (2012:
313) FriRHRIACKE, Fmal R A ER N, MR RREIE ST ML —5 5.

B REH, &Ea S €8 A nic M (markedness) » 0T i X 58 K (2 WL Horn,
1989/2001: 3 =F) o M58 & A 5 E B Bt e 7 3 s 2 ), e G5
T BRGNS IS EAICZER . MTWETE, AE iR ELE
B, T LAY ) T IR R SCEAT R, TR ) R A G —— 1S R 1 —— 1
R BREE AT 4 UK . XA OFEAKIE R, e OIS ISR, AT B ik
(PR RN LT SR 7 R BRI R 5 (S IR, 2011) , X HBFRAE “ A (1%
PRI, TEAZEEIAR T, BARIFAET I 2/ G, 2012) o FO9E AR Mt &y
KRG R, IRRTEE PHNHIT, AR AATS ZWEA 3R FIAH T RRAE . 75 0T 28
Fl—AZEGEHEWGE, WEatin T84 T GBS LR FRIBARE XL,
A AR A L A 17 e T AR

T ERILMEEE T A AARHE R B ARIERIA T E IR P AADESR, HEESR
SE N ER MR A DA I . BAR, ARRFNE 5 R&IER T NESE (REE) 3G
FIZRA CRIME 73250 A B A — B SRS AE a8 5 ehmid B 7 X, (BRES BTT
FEE AT, KBS H LA — R BRSNS . 1 In{E W E A e AE S, B2
FR KPR, E2EAMHESEFEERR s

1E4n Jespersen (1924/2010: 515-516) fis, iBE A, BRIES PG EAT
SEATEEAE, MEEFFZAES¥XERMTFCBRE MR, ELbrriEsE
R, MrTRe IRk . WAL TIEE, TR A RS~ (Hopper,
1987, 2012). —EHEXRGEIEEMESHHRSE, HAREARMILHIME, 7L
FHHAEONE WU, T RGS R K sh RER 32 A8 bR LA 5 8 7= H R
AR . = S A S E AR R IR AE R, I E e AR T DUE
REVE#TE A3 = B 5 i ) —FpRe ki L7 . WS B R R EA T EEH, W
= H A E M TEHIZ T R R T B AR AR S . XM T AP T LaPolla 24
TR R B L AE” B —— A1 SRR GG F &850, 12 s Fr g4 78
BT RS S I H.5) 7 (LaPolla, 2015), & A AR A2 1B S I sl 1 E N84, Tk

31 Lambrecht (1988) R 51 38 [ A 1% HLAH I —Fh Z5 4 [NP V NP] [VP], 1 “There was a farmer had
adog” “Ihave one of my uncles was an engineer and he told me...” . M4ffiRij— KEH . EHE%
FIF, X7 ERRIEE SRR AU, BOAAIRANEERFER A)F, BOAXAE R A7 Tk g
{E 2 A EE e — MBI RGN, 28R 15 8P st 17 2 Raxg5 . (EAEE R TE gt
MTEEETRI R 2 AR E SR TR “ B M0" (435 30 Dichte Konstruktion) #1H
IAERURZR .. MRS (S W, 2018: 27) o fEHIES, —RBINAT]HEHIIETEER LG
ALEM “wa” GEEARC) BRG] LU IERZAE GRIN-FZD BRnii s, F ARSI
(¥1ZhfE (Nakayama & Horiuchi, 2021) o BLESREAEE. f81E. FIBEHE] T ERY, 008 ik
WIS, RESAEER, R LLMIE S F M S LT HER M
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AR5 R E ML (LaPolla, 2021).

BHic: ASCESIERME SO RE 45 21 D M B A B B K S AN B, 2 NS i !

S 3K

MR 3 (2018) (HEEHANEF %), Lig: FFFRFEH M.

B 7 (2018) RARM=HEEWRHIT, HLRIMIER LA 0018

Brigite (2015) &ifvk. AEIEEGEIEE—— “EiEE” a3 E g, (T
TIITFE R 24 (B A RHE RO ) 56 3 s

B (2012) CREMrOEES), Jbut: ARSI R A A .

TLHE (2008) ME&&IN 50 ARG —HEGE AR, (hEE 25 6 .

XFFEHwE (2017 (EEFEEFRFN) G280, B EEEE Htt.

FEEEG (2020) 23k M ADUE IR BRI E——8 7%, Brib ek BRI, T, 2T
G (HAETE5DOEMAY GE=4), Jbnl: JbaliEs KEEmit.

FUROHT (1985) %ElA] » B « HE, (PFEE % 4 W,

TLESE (1994) “HFAN” ASKIRR FVE (F38 SORE FRe, (R ETESC) 58 4 4.

LFJE (20060 Hea fds, (HADUEHE) 5 4 .

ESE (2011 C(HBVEANPEY, dbut: BgEiE.

AE (1993) “XELILK” RREEAXME, (DUEFT) 28 4 1.

M7 (20100 (<HHEESEFERAHTTL), bt hERE.

A ZE (2013) “X HERL Y™ SR “ HEBL” RITRNCAL A AR SR R A, (B S R 56 3 .

M7 (2014) MHKRAJHE “BAV X7 BRI, (72 R4k NSRS REERO)
53 .

% (2020) F)XBEEHIFE . BEFEICR A A 0SB IR /0, CHEIBIMTE K224k

(TR BHEARO)Y 55 5 3.

AR (20000 7B A AL T AEEEOE X, CRERESCY 5 2 B,

R (2018) (BB E R MNFBF IR, dbat: FSEHIE,

FRIEAE (2005) RARTEMEM . ME S, bR RAGETE F A0 GEEF ¥R
WY I, GEFHIRA) CGE=+—8#), dtul: FMSEHIE.
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Non-canonical Triple Negation in Modern Chinese: Formation Mechanisms,
Typology, and Motivations

Shushu Li
Research Institute of International Chinese Language Education, Beijing Language and
Culture University

[Abstract] In Chinese, the use of double negation to express affirmation constitutes an unmarked
negation strategy, while linguistic practice reveals a marked negation usage—triple negation for
affirmation. This study integrates typological findings from other languages and analyzes the
mechanisms and motivations underlying this non-canonical negation strategy from cognitive
processing, communicative interaction, and speech production perspectives. This study proposes
that the triple negation construction arises from the integration of two double negation structures
that share high similarity in phonology, form, and semantics. From the cognitive processing
perspective, the layering of negation significantly increases processing load. However, driven by
perceptual gestalt principles, listeners prioritize extracting contextualized holistic meanings over
precisely calculating the number of negation operators. This “principle of gestalt meaning
prioritization” leads to the reanalysis of triple negation constructions as pragmatic intensifiers in
actual communication. Their interpretation aligns with LaPolla’s (2015, 2021) “Meaning
Creation Theory,” which posits that linguistic communication is fundamentally a context-driven
dynamic negotiation rather than a static decoding of formal symbols.
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8 Empirical Foundations of Sound Correspondence
and Probabilistic Evaluation

WANG Feng
Center for Chinese Linguistics, Peking University

Abstract: Sound correspondence is the cornerstone of historical comparative
linguistics. Determining sound correspondence involves distinguishing between
historical divergence, language contact, and accidental resemblance. From a
probabilistic perspective, identifying sound correspondences must first account
for the interference of chance similarities. By reviewing previous research of tonal
reconstruction of Proto-Miao-Yao based on experience and incorporating the
probabilistic calculation of tone comparison across Yao languages, this paper
constructs a probability-based algorithm grounded in actual distributions to assist
in evaluating accidental correspondences, thereby strengthening the probabilistic
foundation for sound correspondence identification. Some mathematic tools or
convenient software are expected to develop to evaluate the relevant probability

of sound correspondence under the guide of historical experience.

1. Introduction

It is generally agreed that the speech of William Jones (1786) is the beginning of historical
comparative linguistics. He said: “The Sanskrit language, whatever be its antiquity, is of a
wonderful structure; more perfect than the Greek, more copious than the Latin, and more
exquisitely refined than either, yet bearing to both of them a stronger affinity, both in the roots
of verbs and in the forms of grammar, than could possibly have been produced by accident; so
strong indeed, that no philologer could examine them all three, without believing them to have
sprung from some common source, which, perhaps, no longer exists: there is a similar reason,
though not quite so forcible, for supposing that both the Gothick and Celtick, though blended
with a very different idiom, had the same origin with the Sanskrit, and the old Persian might be
added to the same family...[Emphasis added]”. (Cannon 1991:31) However, the claim of “some
common source” or “the same origin” for Sanskrit, Greek, Latin, Gothick, Celtick, and Persian,

Wang, Feng. 2025. Empirical Foundations of Sound Correspondence and Probabilistic Evaluation. In Chenglong
Huang, Xu Yang (eds.) : The Creation of Meaning: A Festschrift in Honour of Randy J. LaPolla, pp. 136—143.
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is purely based on William Jones’ experience or belief, which helped him to exclude the
possibility of accidence.

After more than 100 years, the arbitrariness of linguistic signs was first put forward by
Ferdinand de Saussure (1857—1913) in his course of general linguistics*, that is, there is no
direct connection between the signal and its meaning. Thanks to this presupposition, Antonine
Meillet (1866-1936) explicated the comparative method in his cornerstone book La méthode
comparative en linguistique historique (The Comparative Method in Historical Linguistics).
Otherwise, if a sound has a nature connect with its meaning, all languages would be related. In
this book, numerals in languages like French, Italian, Spanish and etc., are listed as examples to
show the non-arbitrariness across these languages. The key point is to find the so-called sound
correspondence between these languages. For instance, the pattern of ui (French huit)-o (Italian
otto)-o (Spanish ocho) detected in the numeral eight is repeated in some other words like night,
cook, milk, and fact. According to Meillet, Such pattern could not be due to accidence, and
suggests the historical connection between languages. The reason why sound correspondence
could not be resulted in by chance has not been discussed in Meillet (1926). The systematic
examination and the followed procedure of reconstruction seems to support such judgement. The
complex inflections in Indo-European languages were taken as strong evidence for their common
ancestral language, whereas lack of such morphological phenomena in Asian languages like
Chinese, Vietnamese, and etc. may be a huge handicap for the reconstruction of their proto-
languages.

In spite of Meillet’s alarm, the Sino-Tibetan hypothesis has been proposed. The detailed
history may be refereed to van Driem (2001). The most influential proposal in China could be
attributed to Li (1937). The late professor Li Fang-Kuei put Chinese, Kam-Tai, Miao-Yao and
Tibeto-Burman into a language family named Indo-Chinese. This paper was reprinted in the
inaugural issue of Journal of Chinese Linguistics with only some minor modifications in 1973.
The editor added the note: “A condensed version of this article first appeared in Chinese Year
book, Shanghai, 1937. Since that time, it has been regarded as the standard reference on this
subject. Although research over the past three decades has brought us a more refined
understanding of the individual dialects, Li’s broad outline remains essentially accurate and
useful.” Three characteristics, namely, tendency towards monosyllabism, tendency to develop a
tonal system, and unvoicing of the original voiced initial consonants, are taken as major evidence,
aside from “many items in the lexicon which are shared in common in this family”. However,
this argumentation was criticized as these phonetic characteristics should be seen as typological

similarity rather than genetic resemblance.

32 The content was compiled a famous book, Cours de linguistique générale (Course in general linguistics),
and published in 1916.
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Interestingly, Baxter (2002) examined the history of the comparative method, and found
that “the technique of using regular phonological correspondences among genetically related
languages to reconstruct aspects of the phonology, lexicon, and morphology of their common
ancestor” as the standard method of historical linguistics is quite recent. Following Nichols
(1996), LaPolla (2012) agreed to consider the evidence employed for genetic relatedness
probabilistically, which would better to be “whole systems or subsystems with a good deal of
internal paradigmaticity, ideally multiple paradigmaticity, and involving not only categories but
particular shared markers for them” (Nichols 1996:48). As it was well known, most Sino-Tibetan
languages are monosyllabic morphology-poor, so that such standard is very difficult, though not
impossible. LaPolla (2012) suggests to look for “particular elements (words and/or
morphological markers) to be organized into paradigm-like sets and applied rigorously to
determine relatedness. That is, the sets are treated as if they were paradigms and used as
individual-identifying evidence of relatedness, because the particular combination of
independent elements as an internally-structured set would give us the level of statistical
significance we need.” Notably, such proposal is to highlight the importance of probabilistic
evaluation, however, the actual probabilistic calculation has not been conducted. Maybe, it is still
experience-based.

2. Probabilistic calculation of sound correspondence

Looking into the term of sound correspondence again. It may be illustrated as follows: If
one set of words shared one sound X in language a, at the same time, they shared one sound Y
in language b, then “X” and “Y” are sound correspondences between language a and language b.
In fact, sound correspondence indicates a recurrent pattern, not necessarily with phonetic
similarity. Thus, at least two examples are needed to support a sound correspondence. Under the
condition of given words (indicating a constraint of particular meaning), sound correspondence
suggests a non-arbitrary relation between sound and meaning of these words, and it must be due
to some reasons. Excluding onomatopoetic words and a few words with sound symbolism, the
reason can be attributed to language relatedness. However, chance resemblance may cause the
problem. For instance, is the sound correspondence sp- <> ph- between English and Chinese in
the following table due to genetical relatedness or chance resemblance? (Examples are quoted
from Prof. Chen Baoya’s course.)

English Chinese
split E%phi]

spill & [pho]
spread ffi[phu]
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Here, maybe three examples are not enough. “Are 500 enough, then? And if not, are 501
sufficient? Nobody can give a satisfactory answer to these questions. And this is no doubt the
reason that linguistics may disagree over whether a particular proposed genetic relationship is
sufficiently supported or not.” (Hock and Joseph 1996:493) The problem cries out for a
probabilistic evaluation.

A null hypothesis should be made before the probabilistic calculation. In this case, it would
be postulated that sound correspondence between two languages without genetical relationship
could be generated. As far as we know, the number of phonemes in a particular language is quite
limited. For Mandarin Chinese, a syllable can be divided into initial, final, and tones. There are
22 initials, 35 finals and 4 tones, but actual syllables in use are 1298 at most. (Su and Lin, 2006)
Therefore, if the number of morphemes or words in the comparative work are more than the
number of syllables, the chance resemblance would be unavoidable. However, the probability of
chance resemblance could be evaluated, and the threshold for the sound correspondence not due
to chance could be calculated then.

3. A case study of Miao-Yao tonal correspondences

Previous studies on the tonal correspondences between Miao-Yao languages are
illuminating. The eight tones in Proto-Miao-Yao were reconstructed in Chang (1947). Records
of 6 Miao-Yao dialects were selected as the basis, and 8 sets of tonal correspondences were
detected. Each set was supported by several examples, three at least or nine at most, as follows.

Tone | examples Notes

water, two, three, five, four, deep, snake, monkey | Lack ‘monkey’ in Yongcong

flower, leaf, door, nine

full, fruit, house, tail, long, dog, road, bone, blood

fish, fire, village Lack ‘village’ in Yongcong

name, moon, iron

die, eye, rain, bird Lack ‘rain’ ‘bird’ in Yongcong

wing, smile, to drink

X[ Q| NN |W N |~

see, tongue, bean, ten, eight

It is notable that several words (called characters in this paper) do not fit any of these 8 sets,

though they look quite similar across these dialects as follows. (Chang 1947:101)
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o & A BB A
1. pon4 pawt  poud

% g .
2. : pav pad pai*
3. nagd  nom ned )

o %
4. nand n¥ny  nand ne'»
5. lonN lawd  loud

.ﬂﬁ- 3['

6. la4 lad las

Since each tonal pattern of them could not be supported by one more example, these
examples were regarded as exceptions.

Another way to view this reconstruction based on experience is to check whether a priori
assumption may have made. As is well known, the four tones in Middle Chinese split into eight
based on voicing of the initials. Based on the eight tones and their association with voiced or
voiceless initials, the earlier four tones were further reconstructed for Proto-Miao-Yao. In other
words, the develop of tonal system of Miao-Yao languages seems to be a parallel of Chinese.
Anyway, as LaPolla (2012:120) suggested: “The solution to these epistemological problems is
to be aware of the principle of interpretation and be aware of how assumptions can influence our
interpretations, and try to work as inductively as possible, and make explicit arguments for all
generalizations and assumptions.”

We did an experiment of Miao-Yao tonal comparison. From a vocabulary collection of
Miao-Yao languages, which was edited by the research group of Miao-Yao languages in Minzu
University of China, a (Chuan-qian-dian) Miao language and a Yao (Mien) language were
selected. Their morphemes are not equivalent. Among 1443 Miao morphemes and 1593 Yao
morphemes, the distribution of their tones is listed as follows.

Tone Miao Yao
1 251 335
2 142 252
3 194 214
4 130 85

5 256 276
6 186 169
7 150 176
8 134 86

To evaluate the probability of a set of tonal match under such an uneven distribution, an
algorithm has been proposed in Wang and Zhang (2021). Once the collection of morphemes of
two languages under comparison is given, it is possible to quickly calculate the upper bound of

a set of matched random distributions under a given confidence level using a Matlab program.
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The probability principles and procedures are as follows: Assume there are N matches in total,
the two languages have m and n Tone 1, respectively, so if these matches are randomly scrambled,
the resulting number X of 1<>1 is a random variable following the hypergeometric distribution
H(m,n,N), whose probability mass function is described in the following formula:
ckcpzk

CN

A software application can be employed to derive a unidirectional confidence interval for

PX=k) =

the aforementioned hypergeometric distribution, which can then be compared with the figure

corresponding to a 1<>1 correspondence obtained via semantic match.

Correspondence | Examples 95% | 99% | 99.9%
1 1<>1 109 66 71 75
2 3<>3 61 35 38 42
3 7<>7 34 22 24 28
4 5<>5 72 56 60 64
5 2<>2 53 28 31 34
6 4<>4 20 12 15 17
7 8<>8 20 12 14 16
8 8<>6 32 22 25 28
9 6<>6 30 27 30 33

With different confidence levels, the tone matching that reaches the upper limit fluctuates.
The first eight matches are robust. However, set 9 (6<>6) exceeds the upper limit of 95%, equals
the upper limit of 99%, and falls below the upper limit of 99.9%. The eight-tone system of Miao-
Yao languages based on sound corresponds has been recognized as an unchangeable theory since
it was first established by Chang Kun (1947). According to the table above, it can be seen that
the 6<> 6-tone correspondence has developed to the edge of randomization with the increase of
the separation time of the Miao language and the Yao language. According to the development
of this speed, the earliest randomization and the phonetic correspondence that cannot be
determined by probability calculation is this correspondence. From this point of view, the
matching of 8<>6 is especially worthy of attention, because it does not conform to the traditional
eight-tone system of Miao-Yao. However, this problem is not difficult to explain, because the
nine sets of matches are calculated at a 95% confidence level and are non-random matches, that
is, they can be regarded as sound correspondences in historical linguistics, and thus may be
caused by genetic differentiation or language contact. Instead of explaining the correspondence
of 8<>6 from the perspective of language split, it can be explained from the perspective of late
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language contact. It does not have to be the contact between the two languages after split, but
more likely it is the contact between the two languages after split with the other language, for
example, Chinese. Nevertheless, in any case, given the same probability evidence, the match of
8<>6 should be treated like any other sound correspondence.

If we adhere to the most rigorous probabilistic assessment (excluding random matches),
with 99.9% as the standard, we must pay some price that some sound correspondences (e.g., tone
correspondence 6<>6) due to language split are not recognized. In this sense, strict requirements
of sound correspondence can ensure the stable foundation of reconstruction to a greater extent,
but at the cost of recognition. The significant probability can only show that the formation of the
correspondence is not accidental, and the cause may be genetic relationship, contact, or a mixture
of the two. Therefore, other criteria are needed to distinguish the properties of these non-random

corresponding results.
4. Conclusion

From the perspective of language evolution, if two related languages diverge from a single
ancestor, their earlier phonological matches and supporting examples gradually show a random
matching state with the respective replacement of common words. When the two languages
differentiate for a long time, the non-random state of phonetic correspondence will eventually
collapse. In this spirt, rethinking the position of sound correspondence in historical comparison,
it is indeed the fundamental basis of any other steps. The question is how to define it and how to
make use it properly. The experience has been accumulated in the comparisons of Indo-European
languages and other languages, through about two hundred years. Based on this experience, some
mathematic tools or convenient software are expected to develop to evaluate the relevant
probability of sound correspondence. With the coming of Al era, this hope may come true in the

near future.
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ZHOE T I WANEEEN,  BVE R R AT BRI R M ),
WA RN A) R ) 4 e — Rl R &R (substitution), RIS RILELFAITE. XA TFAER
TR B RO A A TR P — A B, AR LT (common argument).

9 REFERTRZFIBETIERRNG]

eSS
FRRKAF

AEWHE < ZMN4A (relative clause) £ % K % HiE 5 £AH A EEHN, B
ARRANFERBAL MRS, X AMEE N E A P 416 g fo &+
& A —F AR X FR (substitution), BU* AL FEl45. HiBH * 2 MM
RH#ATRLE. RARAR AXANUT U7 B EE KRN HATHE
BB AZET RGN E . KRR X RN AR R ARIE.
RENG G RIET REFF| . R ZRNA G ke Bk R R
FAEENRANGBEREATERMRE, AEREFXRNGHEZ
SETHEOLEN, AREANGEER (NReD FafEA (RelN) # &
F, AP EEARETEN, WEARXNEYWESBEKAFHAREL X
MRA, BH R TR A B R B A X RN EIEE AN e,
A TACR R B RN R BN B R A Y RIE A Ak RN A
WA, AREEX AN ZEEEN, FREEXRNGHE D FTEE,
REZNAFCH A L W0 su® (B EH S suPEA4WEE). 217 (&
HHRTHEGEREGWEE AARAE, SELEEIET RETFE. BE
EifE, MEEE. BB T, OFF. LRSS (RN EIE). i
(W EIE) HAUHE LR, RANEAHE . EERFAEE. RETE
KA, AT AT WA R

KR HiE; X AN R RMAES; et GiEEEE K

FEFSIE S MEFh, RAENE (HFRAR RPN R TA)) (relative clause) FE4EK

BHER AR, 2025, RAVLHERE R BB R MR X RGO, ME (E%D (B XANER: PU{bied

HRRFFRCEEDY, pp. 144-158.
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Comrie (1981) “—NC /M) sE AL — O A1 —ANBRE /N o Ho 24 17 48 B
BT A FEATEEROVE R, 1 BR /N ) B — A i REOR BR X ANTE L 7. 56 R AT
R E ]S A )06 R i R, LB TE R, J& T R A X FH) (embedded clauses)

FER R MNF G R IR b, FEARBRIEIR (Dixon) (2010): 1.H—AF A HI—

MR E—NAF, BN FRE—MEH. 2. 20MFaE=E—Meon, Bt
(common argument), ‘& B2 F ARG, TR It. ERARIE S T RERT R
ANEHRERHIIETE, AT RE R HEE — AN N, BURERAS N R ERA L. 7R R
s HARESRIE A 3L L, KRR TFAME N EAIT MRS 15 R B, 6
Z TR PR R S BORF R IL T R A (focusing) —B &R (restricting) —B{ &
fAFR (reference); WRILLE, UILTNAFRAIELL A LFRE, FRFEMLS A K
Fef5 B BT AR 2 K R T4 (restrictive RC) , J5 # NIEFR 72 9% & T (non-restrictive RC) .

4. RAZT AL EA — TR N 25— BB AIBIE R Z 087G (core argument)
EHEESF, RC ATLLVEFESMNEIR T (peripheral argument), Y815 HIA ] DL,
— AR E A PIEVETEE—— W AR, TSR

KA FOR I, AFRTEFHRRFAMER FERNAEN FIXLESH E (PR
020060 1 RRTHIEMAL GERIRE, LYIS5T); 2.0 SRR A H B
XL E, RAFAEF O Z NIERZIN, HEZIIZITELREE: 34K RNTE

(strategies of revitalization), J& B %182 U B S8 B4 1) 44 9], Bl F Ok SR AR B 4R 4K
4. R TR Bk Rk, BIAIRAE AT SR T A SORR TR AA RS (RIAY)
) FrI@Tams; 6.0 R A4 & 22 57 it @ I Ja s .

BIEE IS (ER) BT HEITT 5, o mel N = dei, mATEFR“EIR 7,
B R E RN O RZ T 5 X, HRKXRMNAMNERC R0 RIS A A 5 H
RE A, MARAERB AR T KRG S5 N BEEOE (EE) CRXWMREE) 1
KA.

= FHEXRRENARIRE

AT RLANUANAS [ (4 71 B2 o) 3618 56 R M RJIEAT 4328 28—, N JEi% 044 7] (head noun)
KFE W LU NE R AZAMA] (headed relative clause) FITEH%% R M) (headless relative
clause). =, ML OAIRMKRMNAIFIM ERE, ARANAEER (NReD MH KR
MAJHTE R (RelN), HACRMNAEEREFER. H=, NRKRENAMME, 7L
53 JIBRE MG R REAERR @ oG RG], BTE S HEAR

21 ABRRENAIMER KRN
FIEUA ORISR ANGNE, A ADEZK RN,
1. AR ANA
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FAHE O AT A PRI SRR A ISR R (1e) H “HyZh
k77 (2b) W) “5B” A (la) HH2EUH KRR RO, HEHERNE]
FH RAB 5 R S T 10 A A% o 4 1«

(1) a.su®]i*=ma* mu’'pa’®  dnP=ta®  la®.  “—APNIMAKTFRES K.V
MK F=cLinoer Fi=apvoura K
b. su®li® (= ma**-su®) dza* dzwP=ndzo®.  “ AN AMKFIEERZIR. 7
/MK F=cL-pEF W #zZ=proG
c. suPli>® [ [@ mud'pa® dz)P=ta® 1a**] = ma*su®] rc dza** dzw®= ndzo®.
IMKT e Bi=apv HK=cL-DEFREL W zZ=proG
AN B R B IMK T IEAERZ IR 7

(2) a.mu’'pa® 7 dzw=ndzo®. “HEENZEL,”
= B HZ=proG
b. mu*'pa® [[su®]i” @ d)P=si*/*ta®*  1a®*] = ma**-su® |rc 7)*® dw**=ndzo®.
EB /J\,fk?: % =ADV/ LINK.INST 5!% =CL-DEF.REL E‘F HZ:PROG

CIBUT/MK TS R IEAERZ R, 7
2. KRN
Tk R RN RPEM IO A TEA I, XA/t RpsaEr
Y7 EEER CRIEM T BRI 7. BRE oL O R N A]H R T LA R (4
Horr LAk D, BEE B RO BB I OC R A R — g i, s TR (R
30 B A OE RAFRIC B TEE SCRFIE B 28 1) 1] DA HE 0 24 B R A% 0 44 1]
f4n:
3) O [[pi'tei**bo*=ndzo*]=su**]rc a**mu*® a*ti®* dzo*.
<}\> :“:f?: ZE:EXP =NML. REL Bﬂ‘* /I:l ﬁ
CEREAEER (N RARIAR.”

(4) nw?* 0 [pa® muP=su®*|rc ho’'1b*® dzw*® hw=a*
2SG () 1SG = nmr. REL — T Mz F=1mp
“PRuz— AR (O e

5) O [bu¥s)®> thu¥=su®] re =i, lwPsw®® sit'=la®  ho®,
(A EHEE =ReL NML=TOP B F= M

IR (D, EEAE KRB (BIER A 2020: 229-230)
Al (3) - (5) ALK RMMNA], Hotsho® (N, dza®® (HR). ma**ya®® (f[1) FILL
HEROLAZFENME 6 FAh . WAKER su® fE AR R0 (relativizer) BiFRAxR )14
(complementizer), ‘B EEEH R R F A AL O A FEMERI, W2 —NEWibrid, HsL
WYESK XN KA AR bR R AV DhRe iy & CRKE . $1 34 1999,
Liu&Gu2011, HHEME. AW 20200,
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22 REMNA)FERMR RN FE SR
MEEESE, AZOARETKRRNG, K04 1EAME . WM, SERH
AR SN E TR R MNAIEAL, A AR R a8 B A E 1 6 15Xy B4
(6) [thaya-ji sto tf9] tha-ra qa dzs da-sa.
3PL-AGT R fft #-% & "z DIR-5E:1SG
ARSI TERIZTE T 7 (Dl 1998, Bl BRSO R4 2007)
MIEFERE FE, VOIES LT RN “&LOAii+kR/MNA” (NReD [HIEfT,
POE B G2 —; OV iEF MHHMIEFHE. HiELANALLEE (NRel )
NE, WHDEC RN E R AR
1. KEMNAEER (NReD
B R MNA G BN T, BB (1e) (2b) & FFIRE 51 4] # 8 T Ak
A, FA CRIE IR (BRSCAR 1997: 549) Hhshef b —ia] i iR £ -
(7) thur'tshi®®; thur*bo®tehi*tchi®*[ [1?'  mu**dw3=ko® dzu*=su®*Jrc thi®.
VN VN M7 g =oc SifE=rer 1R
“Rant: fRIBIE R ERAAR
2. KREAMA]HTERY
IR RRMNAATER LR, B N 85— 2 P08 I 52 1 57 7= 2R 1)
PHEFK AR 28 R RZ O AEEE N AT B, RIS B 1A% O 4 i
FEAAZYARRE, AR IAIMEOC R A,
F—RRRMNAETE R sufE X RN FRid(relativizer), 41 R4 (8):

(8) [dzu*’la®*vo*’tsho® @ bo**pha’du®la®*=su®|rc s> 2> yurt' dzu* the**du®*=su®...

N f)i H SR=rEL CHH R L F5=ar1R
CNEANIE I TS S AR e 7 (4H2020: 118)

BTRRAMNAIETE R, SRRSO (R AN G), FAL T 44 3] dwes (AL, 3D
A 8] 4 18] thwes (D) AERZ A4 10], 120044 )BT EE A 3 Ak BT A 18] B 42 01k
PRAC e b R NI 8] 44 38 FORT AT o B A RRIT, O BOA B0 A R R B R OG &
1, WABERN ORI E) T, ARSI ORI (] /NE) A2 P04, 3 A i) Y AR Dy A s 2 4
KEME], WFH (9 (10D, NG i mORT R E A -

(9) nw* [[sho’'yo™ i¥mu’! ts)®]rc dw*’]= ( ko® ) 1a®. “ARRMATFI E KA HTT .7
2SG 3PL Eﬂé ﬂ] ﬂ‘ZLOC.NML.Loc §E
(10)nw? [[sho*'yo™ > mu?! ts)3*]rc thuw®] = ( ko ) 1a33. “ARIEABATFI E K AR 7

285G 3PL Tk B B revevireme K
AR R, ML A4 TR 9 55 AR TN T AR B SRR R A, KRR
MENA B EHARD it JFARRMNAIRE CREia+su®), BONZ O A BT
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FIRE R R R MA) G B R, FoRMZO AT dw? C“L7 ) BENCNIE T AT

hsic, T s, iRl (i

(1D)nw?* mu*dw® [[sho*'yo* @ =si*' i*>mu’! ts)?=ta¥*=(dw*)]=teo>-su®*] rc =(ko??*)1a®.

2SG +:#h 3PL-ist FAK  FP_ANT-LOCNML =CL-DEFREL=LOC *k
CORFADATFR 7 TR AR Lt b 7
SRR T O AT LA RS (AT RARS ), BRA B2 R NSRBI SR T

AR — NS, EEER (RSO BUR AR R bR 18IS URFIEEL

F& ) B TR R AR N AA B (A% 0 4 1] o s B[] AT HE e (UK AN ) FH 8 A RIS bl

KA, EAIARRANA]. BI_EF] (10) WA R ABIEF S, 1w bs (D

BHRAMIFFRE Y (D, FRNA LR .

FEh, A —FhEBSEAL KR RG], TATATAR )R], (R RO%JE T RE T A2 /N,
WIrR (12a), ‘ARSI, 5 H GRS R @ I E s,
A FT B RS RMA); T8 B R MNANIE R f5 B TH0 A, Rl (12b), MAEJH
8 B 2 JE A T HEAR PRI st

(12)a. [vo> no®' Jprrc ma®tee® ni*® dzu®® a*'-pa®. “HUEHHFHIEAFE” (3] @ RIS E).

O Hiv tH OGE e B
b.ma®tee*[@=si**  vo0>> no*'=su¥Jrc ni**dzu*a®'-na*>. « FHKHORE R AR
i+ =acumst B H=re G5 E nec-R

BB (122) FREMRNG S B RRER, HEE—AEEBREE, mAMEE—1
SRR B (D, BT 521K RERE,  H AT 1 b
s (2 A N—ASFA) 52 nT DL 38 D& s o Ry e iy, 1 805 v 62 T 44 1A 1T 1) 3l
WHEAT DY &, KU HTE e EIENE S0

JE LG vo>’si®® do* ‘mu® I J) sP'pgw’! teho®' WAL
A& JIT mr WK
B&: dzy*mu® SRS ) 5 tee¥mu® HISRIKI 5
Lo L/
mo*lw?® #4 si% w8 24
o A

POEF B AR —RE B AT M7 (BB RESHERE SR TAIZ 4, W “H
FRidn” , a5 0K RENES, RME—NEE0H (XFHE 2008: 40,

VO BEFIEF LT B2 “ROoi+ XA/ MNA7 18T . METFAERNMEE, OV
B 5 BB R %S VO BONBGAL T A0 4R 2 B, (EARYE B s 5 B (heavy
constituent principle) (Hawkins 1983) & EL #8457 /< 5 J5 U] Cearly Immediate constituents))
(Hawkins 1994), RC fJLAGE TH.OAWZfG. FIL OVIEFMA “XKR{ATH+H LA
W7 (RelN) HIEF, WA “HLLH+CRTH)” (NRe)IJIEST, it FIEHEKE, OV
BEERRATAEEMESMEZ TATEM (Dryer 1992, Whaley 2009:90).
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2.3 [RE MR R MNA SRR E MK R NA)

KA M) G044 0] ) SCR R A IR EFIAE IR B R RS2, A& R AR, A
PR 1 B IS F #B A BRI ENE], S AR o T R 2 BR 1 5% R AT
Je FE, a0 bSO SO S B TR AR BRIV RNED, A D HERRRE R, B A
oA B FE B . BRE TR R AN A ARG A su®, ™l (13a); TERR E M
S (RALE 48R0 ePoRbraR, 1F “antiX e rxh 8 dtld, #iltn (13b):

(13) a. zw™® [0¥'dzo¥=ta®®* a*z)P¥=su®] no¥*su*® ho’' a®-s)P'=—o*==ndzi*.

)L? E EIZLOC Kji:RES.REL ﬁjﬁ ‘fé‘g NEG‘T%ZZIND::INFR
“HEVTERKRBLT AT REAE SR 7.7
b. zw* [0%'dzo*=ta®® a**z)® ¢i®'] no¥su®®  ho®!  al-spPl==o*==ndzi*.
)L? E EIZLOC _[l/(j( non'RES.REL.jziqé ﬁﬁ% ?IZE'I:% NEG'T%ZZIND::INFR
“OLTIXFEAETE BRI, FrRe A SIS 7.7
AR PR AE 1t 5 28 AN EJIE AT DA oA g 37 F /B T 2R h 78 1 A 32 6] B A% 0 44 1]

=\ EEXFZENGRIL. EIPFER RN

KEM Tl — DR BRI ER RN G, WA RS S ARAETEERC.
FEX RN FEH AR su® CEIEEHES suP4 G, &id (R
W5 B G RIRE) WARAL. BN E SO BARTE F iR e T e (B3R 4E
2010, Jiang & Hu 2010),

3.1 KAEMNEIFRIT su®

su & BRI ¢ R AIRRIL, 2B ARIL. o] T A ISR MG, 1 B (e,
(2b). (10). (11D FI(12b); WHTHTEKEIKLRMNG], @ EF] (3) - (5. ATHTRARMM
F G BT E R, BB R WA suskERIC. JERRERISE R M B (13b),
Afe I % R M AIFRIE su®s

1. suHhE S R M AR D

suBHIIME G RN AARICIT, HH TR RG], MRV DIRER &, R
fE BRI RIRZ DA B R A (14a) 8384510 (13b):

(14)a.dza®[na®® mu®=su®*]  th)>'1o*® dzw® hw*=a*. “ARNZ — T BRAB R
W =R —F W H=e
b.dza**[pa® mu*=su®*]  nbo*'-dz)*>-nbo’'. “EMRIR Iz, 7

W MeEreeawe 2R ex-10Z
CEFsuR” ARG R MERRID
MEEIT S suBghi & £ g, “Bil+su®” 1F % RN RIPRICH R R0 4
FIFRIRFE 2 EdR . b (1e), EHEWF:
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(15) su®li® [ [@ mu?'pa®  dz)P=ta® 1a**] = ma*-su®] rc da* dzw®>= ndzo®.
IMKF 5 B =apv K =cL-DEFREL 3 NZ=proG
“CHATEE E R I MK T IETERZ IR 7

3.2 BfER 2 MNAARIE
1. Ba] B SC R WA AR
A A DLERUIPE S R N AIRRIE, R RIAR, ZO04 R BIRERHE A e s, W
B (15D I RN AI AR IS T AR su?®, A &1 ma®:
(16) a.suBlill[I[ [@ mu*'pa® dz*=ta® 1a*] = ma®] rc  dza* dzw®= ndzo®.
d‘ﬁ(% EJ % ~ADV 5{% ~CL-INDEF.REL /fﬁ l]Z:PROG
“ AN E SR MK T IEFERZ . 7
b.*su®ill [ [@ mud'pa® dz)P=ta® 1a®*] rc  dza** dzw*>= ndzo®.
/MK 5 B =apv K 1 HZ=proG
FRIL: “TadE DR MA T IEEREIR. 7
c.suPli®  dza* dzw=ndzo®. UMK FIETERZIR.”
/MK TR HZ=proG
B Q16e) HEFt AR MR FTRAMEE, H (16b) HOE R TRBA i by
Wk, AR EZ LA . B
(17) a.ve*ve?[ [a*mu® @ ka®® ¢P']e® a®dz)*-ma® b*'| =pu**]rc ~ a®vu®=o0™.
T‘E}L ng7k AUX ﬁEﬁE DIST.DEM-CL é{ﬁ\ :CL:%-INDEF :F‘*ﬁ:PFV
“ B AR LS AN IR AR LA T
b. *ve*ve?[ [a¥mu® O ka® ¢)’']e® a¥®d7)*-ma® b’ ] re  a¥vuPi=0*.
el B « =aux GhHIR  pisToEM-CL o Fhli=prv
PAFRIK: “PUARZE A GEIRAE ) L4 17
c. a¥mu® ve*ve® ka® ep'le® a¥dz)*-ma® by
ng7k T‘E}L =AUX ﬁﬁﬁa DIST.DEM-CL g{ﬁ\
“RIARLE TSN IRTE L
d. veve® advud=o*,
el :H‘ﬁ:PFV
“TILTHRET 7
EHl(16a)H 1% 0410 “AEIL” IR RMEIIARL, T (17b) REABA SRS
RMAIHIARIL, MOAROL; (170)MA7d)H e “T6)L” MEEIE 2 FE, #oL, BN
AR ERR (BESE, 20100,
2. BiA 5 R 3L FEE O R AET BRI
A 5L FEE R RMNEIARD, RO E R, W] (18) HISE R M
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AIRRLET A “ S i+ i, HoEdR S BRI (15) “ i su®” MIIRER —HF
1
(18) su331i55 [[O mu31pa55 &) P=ta® [a®] = asst]44_ma33] re dza* dzw??= ndzo®.

MRKT 5 % =apv K  =pEM-CLREL W Wz=proa
“IAFEHE SR IMK T IEAERZ IR
FH0:
(19) a.vetye [[344mu33 0 ka® ¢P']e® a33(12,144_rr1‘,:133 b ] a33d2144-pu33] re a33vuP=o*,
el Rif A =aux WHHR  pistoem-cLN4E DISTDEM-CLIZR TFli=prv

b.ve*ved[ [a*mu®® @ ka®**  ¢)P']e® a®*dz)**-ma®  b)?'] pu®-su®| re a*3vuP=o0*.
1e)L BT A ~AUX GHIR pistoemcLi ™ 45 cLiZEDEF TFhli=prv
“BABAIARLE AW IR EIAE ) LT 17
RKENEEXAZ O AT RIRE, 020 BT MR — R IEE S, KR/
FH T HE X ERRE DR, %O AR TR R R XM ES IR E R R
IR GHFIER 2005). JUANICER AT AR —28, O8RS, 5 DURRE B —
AEJLNTEER, NOERREAEE -

33 RARTHSHUNL
1. EE A YRR su®
sub W AP ARIL, P LK Bl 24 W04k R ahia] () 4 i o —— it &0
B EEEG IRE E fe FA AL, BRI A B Z P BURFE B N B . 451
(20) kur=1i*  sw’® dz)*=su®. “LITRATSRE
I[E:TOP @i :‘FT:NML
(21) vi*-ge’ z¥=su®® ndi*', phu’'no® dz)”’= su®® ndi*'.
K-EH K=we  F FH /= Gt
“RPFRW, 274mit.” (12: 258-259)
Kahia AR AT R, AT HARIT A S . .
(22) khu¥=su® nge**=su®=li** tha’'-zo®.
1@%§:NML %QL%:NML: TOP PROH'#>J
CANELES s (GED FHOR (ED.”
su”® Af LR B IRl RIS yaP-tsh>-ya*-zu® “E-R-F-E” &, et AT
R RZMNA], su fE R R bR f)ia], BRI BA ERMDIGE. rE (23) hHRA4
YL DIRE su 3538 € FRbRic:

(23) ya¥-tsh)y”®  ya*-zuP=su® , dzwP=lu* phatmo’" tsa®.
e Ja -4 =nmLreLpEr FZ=nmL Bt WZ.:caus

“JatE (O AT, BHERREEERL”
Comrie 1l Thompson (2007: 378-379) gt : “AWMLII—AF W I RE & RE/E AR
RMNEMEIRZ O A6 “IEREE S, LR/ (Relativized) S5 HELLIX 437, 540
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BIRES WRAE R “AMIEi. XRTA. S8 =F 2 MHEREKARK” (Matisoff
1972); FipEiE (Delancy 1986,1999; Agha 1993) JiE K4 ML bRic-pa AT 1E % R4LFr
it (R4 454 )« #MEHRIC . Delancey (1986, 1999) $& Hi 5% & M AJ 52 L AL IR R 15 1L,
FEXFEDL S, P0G N EME R O 4], 5% 04438 3651, Shibatani (2019)
e A A VL, — R AIEMEIERTE (NP-use), HARRINAE; 2B
%, BAREYEE.

LaPolla (Z'{Z#h) (2008a, 2008b) & HPEIE MK R T H) BN LWL 450 K R i =4
BrBe: S— B BOR A PR E SR T AR B RO 2; B I BOR X O A E
AR ds 5 =B B FIX R 2 s S OC R TR O A, RIS
VIS5 R “ R /TR0 4R, BERE, OB N2 R &, FE
T, LOUAREBCN B R R TR —H 5 BEOE (2008) CHFEEARFE LG
AR TAI 22 SRR SE T B 3R H A DUBOE MOk R 1) B 2 WAk S5 A 3 AR IR AN R R JE By
B

W EATR, B RRLAT dw® “Ab, H” FIFRIREHE] thw® “B7 RN 4200 G 8
FRANAEFRLALZFE, Raeld—SiEE a8 mietsic, Wkl 9) (10, HEF
% LaPolla (PMZHL) $2HBIMNIC R T AR AV AR By, $5iT AR ax Fi 46 pa itk —
R AR LB O RN, BB O R AU Y NP+RCHsu®3RIA, 1 B (11). %
BHEER N7 40 suB UERL A E B 0T 826 R MEIRRIE, F5 58 &V
JE B, HHC A ] B 34 R B RS RN, R NPARCHsu® s susf Az Bt
A DL R, AR O R NI IAZ O R, B IEE N R AR . At
— PR REAE, suB SR AL 2R, T ThEREY N/ INA) (SR R/NVEJ RN 1B
INEDY W RRE GRS, Bhih 2012). Ah, 1648 B RUEARCH “ kR M)+
417 SERN AN B B S M B “B+48 7 J A, BT RN,

M. #EEXZENANZITTRER XA UFR

o1 BB SRR AT R

FIBM BE HEEE. MEEE (5. YUK fEREME . THREET LIS R,
RIIX L fi 73 (1) 44 1) 4605 8 T AR B 32 A) A% 0 4 0]

1. FEiBEAIEKRWL

BB FAE A T R R AR BCE WL, W B Cle) W “/MKT-7 5641 ) B & B R R AL
TR (24):

(24)e1*'le® [@ a**mu® he**vu®] a®dz)**-ma bo=0*. “ AN E T ARFI B IRE T .7

Wit PR B pistoemcL  E=pRv
2. EiEAi KRN
TG R R EF (2b), FWRE (25):
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(25) [eP'le® [a*mu™ ko* he¥vu®] a®d*-ma®] bo¥=0*. “FiAE WML T .”
TR - BT 3SG.ACC E=DIN DIST.DEM-CL E=ppy
3. HEREELRNK
(26)a. a**mu® [ve**ve®=pu**po ka® [612']e® a¥3dz)*-ma®]io by
Raf A 16)L=cL:Z. INDEF  AUX o DIST.DEM-CL:/I\ “%
“BIARZE TR IR — e )L
b, ve*ved[[a¥mu® @ ka® g)P']e® aBdn)*-ma®  bP'] pu-suP|rc aPvui=o*.
el R A =avx  WHIR pistoemeci S 4 cLig-per Thli=prv
“IBABAIARLE AW IR EIAE ) LT 17

4, [HEEFRIER AN

(27) epP'le®[[a**mu® ve*veP=pu ka** ko**  b*] ma*-su®] bo*=0*.
iR FoR 16 )L=cL:ZE Aux 3sG.ACC “% CL:/I\'DEF E=pry
“BIARLE Tt — A8 ) LIS G AR AE T
5. Fk (MEEE) KHRKL
(28) a.a*mu® do**mu®=si*' zo* si®. “FIARMJIRE.”
BIAR J] =INST 2 %
b. do**mu® [a*mu?* @ =si*! z0®  si® ] tehi®-su® ndzu*’dzw*=o0*.
J] B[ A =§IINST * %&\ CL:EHJ_]I'DEF f'ilfﬁZPFv
CMAERTAR AR FERIIES T,
(29) a. a¥mu® ¢P']e® a¥dz)*-ma¥=teo** za¥=ndzo®. “FIARLEIIA AN WHRBETE. 7
RAf A IR pistoem-cL: M= par - Bi=proG
b. e7’'le* [a**mu® ko»=teo*  za¥=ndzo**]a¥dn*-ma®* kha*'di®® pu*?
;ZE;ZE ngj( 3SG.ACC=DAT -LE:PROG DIST.DEM—CL:/I\ i’& 7\%
“IBAN BT A AT b 1 PR AR R E?
6. AJE %41 K R AL
(30) a. e)']e® dzuPmo?® tsho® khu®-si**-bo®. “Uh iR IR M E T .7
GhIR R AN fil-ne-E
b. e1?'le[[(tsh)?') dzu**mo?! tsho® khu®-si**-bo*] a®*dz)**-ma3? Jrc zi*no**=ndzo®.
ﬁﬁﬁﬂ 3SG.GEN €£ j\ {ﬁ—LINK—iE DIST.DEM—CL:/[\ %:PROG
CIAPENTE TR IRAEDE 7
7. B (WRHEE) KAWL

(31) aePlle® addn*-ma® a**mu®  z a*l-tshy®. “ AN AR LR A 1y o
GIR pistoemcL: ™ FITAR e/ KL A=k
b. 61311633[0 a**mu33 Z]31 a3‘Ish]33] asst]44_maa3 dza3®® mu®*=ndzo®.

G BIAR mA/ KL ALk pistoemcn ™ R fi=rroG
“RAS LA A o EA) i AR AE A B
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8. B (HWEREE) KRN

(32)a. a**mu® ¢)']e® a¥®dz*-ma®  z! a?l-sh)®. PR ECHR N ah aR s .
FIAR &R pistoemecn: ™ mEAVREL AS-1k
b. ¢'le[ [a**mu® ko  z* a*'tsh)] a**dz)**-ma® ] dza** mu¥=ndzo™®.

li 4 BIAR  ssgace s RAL A1k pistoemci ™ R =proG
“CHBANBATA bt w5y P 2k AR AE AR -

Keenan 1 Comrie(1979)7% %2 i+ F iF 5 B 15 1) % 8] %015 7] X P (Noun phrase
accessibility) 57418 : SU (F 1) >EH B ETE (DO)>10 ([A[# 51 ) >OBL (54% ) >GEN
(BJETE) >OCOMP (LLHEEHE) (AR EE), RIS I RA Z 8 X R, KR
PR B 2 G 5 ARk R A I E1E, RGBT R R/IR), HADRK
SHEEBRK R RADHIE S RERXDN KRS 2R X R/ L. HiEmte
MRERRWWINES, ARESFIRRXAET HRXRRUTFBA N, HPhBESHERRL
[ EEAEHE R R EETAME FRHE ST

4.2 HIELZRAEIER R FE

KZRALHEHE (strategies of relativization) J& F5 A % KA A 67 B TR S T B
PSR E WS — A (gap). CEAHERE (fullNP). X R&XiA (relative pronoun)-.
2 5483 (resumptive pronoun) 5AX 17 £ B pronoun-retention(Comrie1989)%% 3¢ R 4L F Bk
FIEA A ERERAE . PUBKACE (T LLERE . S5k Bhid (i) Bz PR,

1. H%

BT AN EEEOCRUE, FEMERARTTFR, EXRTHANEMN EHEE
KFER. W B (1) (24), ST A EiE R A2 FBL Wb (31b)
S B RAEMESE. LHEFRE 2R, WA EA (EEE) R,
i Bl (11) (17a) (192) (19b) (26b) %,

2. HE R ERARIA ko-*

)45 =B R0 52 R0 9 A B S g RO NS, B =R 48400 ko-*, 1 b
Bl (2b) (25) (27), HIKMIEIEW (29b K EFEHE (LERHIEIT) (32b). HHARIE
TBAE TR R AN B AR koB-* kG He, LLBEGESZ 5 .

3. AR ARA tshy

45U 44 A 7E TRk R AT B R AR AR tshP R FE WA AISRIE, (E 2 th Al LG . 0
Ll (30b).

4. B&BhA (i) B

FAR T (T B LRI, R A IA 0, A BhiE (M) B2
fan Fg (2b) (8) (12b) (28b) W T H AWML Rk, FHIWE T TEME A sit!
225,
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F. Hig

SRS WU DUGETETE AR — 8, BN R RSB R REY], Bl
A i — AN (2 —MEED, 5B RR R T AR A A T PR MG 44 3R 2 AT R
SEo A BNRARMNABIT IS, HARCH L AYEARID su®, BB R HiRE
HIRZ AT AR 7Y, BT DO SRTR EFRMIANE SR, BT YMEARIT su MR FRER I .

S1E T LLR R AL A R A 1 T AR 5 R K A B B AT LR A A, SRR T Bt b
P A DUl S 28 L M i (X A0 e G B SO N AN 22 5% SN o B 2 S s — R il S ) 2
5 e A4 1A R A7 B 22 T8 BRI s B T — AR i B T i 2 e 77 ) A4 1A Je i D
ey (MEFEERM) W%, BOIRA SRS o S8 1R 44 1 AR 40 E 44 17 2
(6] R W5 I B, PRI G, A ATA mT DA it m] AOR B o AR fR B S
ARG, A4 e (N MEahinlsmiE . FEEE. SKEIETS. TRED
] AT AE A B AR TR RAL, ARG A 3RO TRy

BEAh, $FiE R R MNE) S EENA . SN EIE A2 E] R R E U] (R P 2012),
EAFRY); SRR RN S B A Z MFIEEEEA [FA 7, SEWw s 5T 5 ik
JRAME 2 (B A IR ZE R, R EATZ T U 2 TR A E R 3R R R A HOHS AL
PR A R, X AR 5 SCR o #

Himg 1T :
1SG:first person singular (Z5— AFKEEL); 2SG:second person singular (5 — AFRHEL);
3SG:third person singular (55 = AFRHEL); ACC: accusative (ZE#EHRIC) ;5 ADV: adverbial
CIRIEFRIC); AGT: agent (JfiZF451c) : ANT:anterior (Jal {4 / 58 if4) ; ATTR:attributive
(BERRL);  AUX:auxilary (Bhhia]); CAUS: causative (EUfffEZS); CL: classifier (8
W17 ); DAT:dative (5&#r1C); DEF:definite (GEFric); DIR:directive GE[AARIL) 5
DIST.DEM:distal demonstrative (i 455 45 7~ 9] ) ; DURA: durative (FF £ 4K brid) ;
GEN:genitive (JEF&JEZS); INDEF: indefinite (ANEFEAR1L) ;5 INST:instrumental (); LOC:
locative (ALFrtgAsic); NEG:negative (15 € #71c) ; NML:nominalizer (4446 F51c) ;non-
RES: non-restrictive(AEFR E PEL5#)); NP:noun phrase (#1455 ); PFV: perfective (58
BAARARIE ) s IFX: infix (145 ); IND:indicative (E.FRiE"<); LINK:linker GEF:101); PROH:
prohibitive (ZEIEFT4E); PROG: progressive (HE4T{A#r1C); PRTC:participate(z/jin] 731 /&
R); RC: relative clause (% & MA)); REL:relativizer (S&R&AARIC) ; RES: restrictive ([
FEMESER)); TEMP:temproal (B 4%#FR1c) ; TOP: topic Cifi @ARIL ).

BHIC: ASHTFUA5 2 SR i T 48 22 TR 0 B SOk (CHHORHRD B B 5 5
H¥EHEFE (2018VIX052)”, HE FBASCHFHE fUE 7= BRI H 1 ) i 5 AR

BIAE = B AR FERT 7T (22JJD740002) 7 %1,
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SE30Hk

BURIE, HHEAE 1999 (il BB B su®), Boas. HIEsH (PERES 20
i E—— RO E T HIRN LG ), il BT KA Ak

BIER M 2012 (IRIE T 518 TOGHAT A4 A A4 BRLERFEARIED, JERURY GEFFHIRA) &
5% 45 # P231-246

BIERAE 2020 (<EHHRAFIK (2FAQD) >VEENAEF#HEF0), dbut: thERSRA 1 R

IR, Bhih 2012 CRELSAALEF N B35 W 5 1A 2T TR0 T R RROR S (Ui
i)

TR 2008 (FEiR T AIHIR AL TBYD, (RIKIESC) 28 4 1

BRI AROCE 2007 (FBIERRTHRIRE, R RIERY: (DURIE AR %51 8

XPHE: g 2008 (HEEHAEDIFTIMD, B BEEHEE bRkt

D RNGIEERETE 1985 (FIARFHKY (BESM) GRICHD, Be: V)R H R

VR 2006 (HEFZHIEHIRRA)), (HEBIEFY) #7654 1)

JEIER 2005 (DUERRMNAIRISEBEDTTL), B EE SR 2B iR #1183

R 2021 CHTACHLES TR BRESCRIRRT ), bt ROMR ikt
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The Relative Clauses of Nuosu Yi in a Typological Framework

HU Suhua
Minzu University of China

[Abstract] The relative clause is a syntactic structure shared by the vast majority of languages,
which extracts nominal elements through relativization. This is because the nominal elements in
the main clause and the relative clause are in a substitution relationship, that is, they are
relativized or co-referential. The relative clauses of Yi have not been comprehensively and
systematically studied. This paper describes the relative clauses of Yi from the following aspects:
the presence or absence of a core noun, the position of the core noun, the strategies of
relativization, the nature and marking of relative clauses, the accessibility sequence of nominal
phrases in relative clauses, and the relationship between relative clauses and other syntactic
categories. The research shows that the relative clauses of Yi have two types: with a core noun
and without a core noun.In the type with a core noun, all relative clauses are external to the core
noun, and there are two word orders:the postposed type (NRel) and the preposed type (ReIN).
Among them, the postposed type is the main one, and the preposed type is mainly a new type
developed in written long sentences under the influence of Chinese.The preposed relative clauses
that were originally used to indicate location and time have evolved into clause nominalization
structures, while the other unmarked preposed type has developed into fixed collocations that
cannot be expanded. In terms of the nature of relative clauses, restrictive relative clauses are the
main type, while non-restrictive relative clauses are relatively rare and atypical. The marking of
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relative clauses includes nominalization markers su* (including phrases combining quantifiers
with su*) and quantifiers (including phrases combining demonstratives with quantifiers).In the
accessibility sequence of Yi nominal phrases, the subject, direct object, indirect object, oblique
argument, possessor, comparative subject, and comparative object can all be relativized. The
strategies of relativization include nulling, anaphoric pronoun repetition, retention of possessive

pronouns, and preposition stranding.

GEIAMEE: dbat PR R R2E BB RGRE S 52 24FE 1000815
HL-FHRF: husuhua Lh@]163.com)
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10 IR ATIESIE “MR” IR SIEXET

Bt%. ERERE
T IT A/ REN R A F R

REHE: LA RAT AR IR AT R, KXCE R R ERTR T EEHESR
I o B A RR AS ARSI, AT RS B R S 3 B S R R AT
Ganh. wamREEME, “%” FHREGHTHINEL, HFRIEEZHTF
KNAZRAEZATA, FRN T EIAE “R—& " AR b, 3t L 4% &
ME, “%” FHATHER. BN, REFHFEASRTAF, BTHREA
EHEXIEMEERAE., B2, MmRLgAnE XL R e BRI
BAUBRRBSEMATIEZ A AR, TR TS HEFREHF, ZRLE
AL £ — B

“CRE Y R POEE @A 1T E o AE AR, 2 HBE AT R DR 2
o RTABEAE “IR7, HETEEFEARNN: CFIONFEEEAIN & IR IO SRS
FIThfe (BFH 1994 FHIEEE 1999; JFI55% 2008 J75/Mk 2008; BA55E 2011), ITAK,
o E LE E AT “0s 7 RAREE AP T B E RS . B s
(2020 $2HVATILERE T & M7 (1) 32 B RE S EE RS J7 B8 O I ) o) AT
NN R . 422 (20200 DORZARACTT FIBA0 “m” A& iE A DU R s 7 53R
Wil NFUESE . AR B — Stk Bl R, IS TT L — 8. mliias . #8% (2021) 54T
T EE R OE R A MCRg”, mrEE TR AN B RE S —E0Lg R RTA, JEE
W TAFERA R R T AL RE . DL BRI B &M, i iE s
RS BB FEERAL TR A A L B AT e .
ASCAE AR (Epistemics) T ERRAHESL T, IS Ui AT 373 (stance ) FlEk {37 (footing )
(Couper-Kuhlen & Selting 2018) HJ A1 FEXT1E ] “Fg” I 510k, BT HAREE
TR, ARSO ARSI AIE X7 T RE AR “RE 7 3 TAT IR A ThRR VA 4N, S E i

JAgE . BUWeER. 2025, HRISALMA NiBEAIA “Me 7 MR 5IE SO, R BB (E%) (B LA
W BB R SCEEDY, pp. 159-171.

BAETTE L SR T B OSOMMBAAETEF 20 HIE AR “I5” [hau]s “4F 7 [xo]s “BL” [xan]s
“W” [D]\ “ug” [XO]%O
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F—VEfiRe, 1B S A PRI e -

AR SCASEFH () CHEAE R B A TR R B SRE R B s, SO IE S . AAE
Bk BTSSR RATTRT B B R e B AT B BARTERONES HATRE.
ARG RER, BT Z) 12 AR, W R RIS RRR R SR

=\ WA “1RT BT AVEAR SR

KR (Epistemics) #2231 70 A U R R REAL AT AR U S KR BT e, &
FUORYE B BAC PR AL TR S R ¥ A 7 S A TR A R (knowledge) HITEE A7 LA K B 5
BRI B B HARAUR S5 %A F-BL . Heritage (2012a. 2012b. 2013) A NARTAZ bR
#HAHA B SRS ARG SRR FRE, BRI Pk e AR F1R AT GeAb T A0 iR A
& (epistemic gradient) KIANFNE, HARZHMIAM K+FER, SHBD AR K-%
N, T AZBR AT B FNTIRZES (epistemic status). FHECTERASHIRIVURES, HHAL

(epistemic stance) W15 N H T AETE R FE b m) 5216 NI E S ARSI 7R 22, 18
o — L T R R T I — SRS BB AR XS Hu AL, 22 % B & A7 ) T+ 2% Cupgrade)
B [%2; (downgrade) WbFE. Z5GAT NIRMESALE AT, FRSIG T “Mg” FAa) 0 mdT
THONE R TERUESEA T RN F =R AEA8AT R, AR AUTT B A AN ) A UIR S 5 3l
(A

2.1 HWIMER

YE N FRIC (confirmational marker) [FiEIA “Ma” 2 WA VEEAS, AFRA
X ETHER, BEHEAEM (gaze) MR ERMIGESEIERS, FEHTX SRR+
Z 5307 VISR E B S 4. F:

(1) GRIEIA A5 HEA)

1 FXA: AR (MA)) Eaz it X KIS AHag 2 A3 (0.9)
2 [ 4F 7 643575 ] ?
3 MR [S=K A=)
4 JR: [ ARM]
5 MR : 2R REBUAFIEE (1.2) 2 EEH,
6 Bl 3t
(2.1)

7 — EE: RS AR E.

= KR IR % G MIUER B F B FA1ILEE — &S

M. ["B=]
10 FELE: [ERAEGAAEZIANAD (0.8)
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11 BEERERALHRKIIH LT (1.1) &F 2=

12 MRip: ROEMHE P,

13 KRB XX A ERAE R T ZIRA —ANARE RS

(R 2%

R R AR R 2 AR R, E R NS CE N NI A DA R A R T kAT R
o R “MIRZBRBAWEEUW” S (G5 1-6 17) J5, XK SRR, It
7 BRR R R 7 4T N o BT B Sk ABRASAE R R RN, S0 LETIRT T 41 (pre-
pre) (BB 84T) Mt 7 “JABA AL —1” K 5E B S, FHEH “mg” LI
I3 HIGE (partially K+) (EIVPLIRAS M BRI = A7 AP UIRAS K R IR 5 5 o RS2l AR
s BRI S a g, T AR PR ST X S AR A B g, T HESD JE 2R H bR
AN T

MBETE N PR R E, RIAR 07 PR A AR SZ 18 N R EIRE, A2
PN B O AE S BRid F2 R A AN OIRAS B2 A R U B0 7 fr iR I s A g B 5
A, 521 N2 B S B S B Sk fIA, H IAE T 55 X0 R A7, B PR S
bRz 5 E AL ESIRP B —80 T B KA HBNUR

2.2 ERIEE

“Bg” n] DU TR R Ul Nk S T S AEE B (B-events) (7] 5206 A T 3R UE 5L
(verification), 1 in] H & & B E WAL, 8 HIEMEIEVI T AR — A &, B
IR I P 5. 51

(2) (X240 EFR)

1 FE: ZA D ((BREE)) AR . A,

2 B A A (0.8) = ARG

3— &R B: mBEREY, 57

4 RE: [M]

5  JERB: [kkA], RERERRE,

6 RE: ¥, #tift Q=D

Bl (2) R /NS REAL G AU AT BUR AE 2 Rf— BOHE, A BB AR
AR, 5 03 B SR 4T e As . IR B Jadi AT SR G 14T, JE 51 A fERIRA B R H 56
2215 B (repetition) A AR R G B 75 5K - 7 2 5 A Sl IR DF R0 2= PR DF 9 1,
WA R I BFIB L, HahBRbe s &5 . BRI, TEBUR A 3 B e O AR 7 SR i 1 i
T, JE BETAE CHRPMNEIE) KT HEERRE Bk, w2 7, Bk E
W T EERS. TEREERNE, ER B XEEN ST BTG —E R, HA
EFRRE 21l NBE BRI AR, Eukhr BT KA E . W21l NI FER
E, ZEEETE MR, HImE A E SRR T E s (KB, B

3 Pomerantz (1980: 186-198) MAE BERYAIM AL X 70 T 55— 511K (typel knowables) F1ZE %11
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JE 51 B {4 ) AT [ 2 A AT 5 5

PATTHRIESAT NI “ g7 RS IE R R 5ZIENAE R, MUt N BREEa
PREEITRISEIRE T — 5 JR, ElR TR 2N B Sl A BRI, Kbz
NI SR RIRBUE, SRR A FUIRZS BB 2B R 22 0.t lml S i
o AT KHOLE R0 N EAE N — 105 DLs AR BUBOIE SEEGE DY HAR(E B, Hkm]
AT 9 BA — 52 [ s o

2.3 FRINE
PATTFKINF (seeking alignment) 1T A “F” HHIEER KRR, AT EH
B, FIFEETIERIGE 7 4. Siid s “re” kR E A% B S0 AR, et Sy
FIRXTSE Con-line alignment) (Morita 2005: 214) SRARIE & £242 Br R I 451 2 -
(3) GItFRXFWHEALHE)

1 X: KN AHIE AT, HBHF T H =

2 Y: “B=

3 X: H—RBAAFRAEEFHRERA 2T A LA ERT=
4 RikH =k (0.7) F_RBAEFRAHT.

5 Y: @@@.hh

6 X: RE=—MBF=ZTNLRGEHH V.

7 Y: %,

8 X: REF=ZHMERT AHARIIHAEZLD?
9 Y: &, XAAERE A,

10> X: —fAF=ZHEZHREKTA?

1 Y: o (04) H—FH= (1.2) [BFZ]EMERRNDT
12 X: [%7F]

(B %aiEFE)

il (3) & A7 B i BB 70 AR e g ) 25 i s SR 2R 1 — BOdE, XORI Y A2 A
KFRo “TER—HE= RGO T HE AR S (WU T A= AR 5, ReUr &
B R EE A EN IR S5 R (Stiver etal. 2011: 9),  FIPUIR A IO T AH 3 75T 67
B EATPUANMER T BB 1917, X DUARESZ D Y vHA 7 HiE < HE Rk
., KEEHEFREEER, MZIEAN Y B—HA FH RN, 835, X BIRESE 10 174
THRMHT “—K”, BHATFTEEEET “HE” b, LSRRI ibxr «5 =X g
SR X —HIR RS 2 e Beiy, XS “Ig 7 30 B S RS AT %
PALER, DABUKA S TR0 7 BRI S Y, b ST £ AL HEZ) & RS
PRMRE. ZENY BIE T —1GRPAET T EHEERR, HHUL “H—f - AF="

(type2 knowables), B 15 Ui il NA BRI LS FIERIFIR, 11 EH CHIA T I $5s: m&E Rk
TN ()3 07 RGN RTR, dnlr it HHESE
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HUERYE SCRF o BT B RTR S AL 2 B s
B 1 “SRINE AT A BRXUs I RIR S (25 323775 5 1

2N
"""""""""" HYVIRES
R D de.!
Uélﬁj\ﬁq l owngrade KI‘
HRRES
Ks

HTF R B, RS RIS B 2 AT R A Pl i B EAE A T 1
HiE, @n] D2 B A LR AR R A S 2R R . SRR, iR ANFSZ TR N B A ARSI R
TEAVETARUEL, BRI XUTT B AN PURES AT o (BAESERR I iEEERAE T, Sis NG
A “mE” EBREYE (downgrade) H CHIATRALY, LA 7 2 KA 7 2 53T K
NTF], 58 R LR W g N, Tk B (R AL FE S TR e AL (epistemic primacy )
B — AL BN & TR BEE AR (ZF 4% 2020: 81).

MR JZHRE, 5 RN “SRUESE” AT A, FRINFER) “E” )R E
RZAHE N BB, AR LS S e RS (s Xy B 20D R SRR, %2
1l NIEE R B B S EE L elS B S BRI (R “H 5@ MR R+ H & 57
Fik”) 177 FORBEAT R R

BT LA EShg, AT ENRNL FESE “RE 7 1 ) DhRe i 3 — Vet Ui A
WA “rg”, DR AR S AL [ I if A SRUESE . BRAE BB RINFE, AL
A HESE TP S AR A3 B2 (seeking alignment of epistemic stance) o —F-3Z4T N
ST AL B AT AT EN R A R R PR

1 FRRAL N “ns” WATSAJE . AL E AR AR B AL

_ . HRSLIHRIK
ITHRRE | ERAE oA E - — [ 2 T
NIRRT y IR A
. A Prd Ks partially+<< | JG i ol
MIMEE | &Rz Py Ks<<Kr K fully+ il 7
e it . 146 RSk
ERIUESE | KR 52 11 ) Ks<Kr | Ks-<Kr fully+ ey
- TR AR B w146 _ Ks partially+<< | JEHlH &L
SR Caeo e | gm0 ] ke funy %
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=\ BN BSMITATR R
3.1 B ST A
EFRBHHEIRIA R T, Stevanovic & Perikyld (2012) MATHFEMRBIMAEE K&,
B T BUB R E X 4EE——1E XBUE, (deontic authority), BIFEBREN1Z. FREFEEEEMY
HIEfE . AN, T8 SRR (deontic rights) Fi8 (2 M E AT MM RE
FE— € T8 SCIE N, HAG S s SOBCRI i) e R Bl vk 5 TE R 250 — 7 A B2 1)
B SUBUE, 0 A8 5 m B8 SCIRZS (deontic status) o BEELSERINIE BN, S50
DUSE AN [F] )38 & T BOR 4% B 5 138 Sk Az LS EURS & 1) 22 b B A 3l A 118 A2
(deontic stance) 14 & o PRIk, FAT B iy 1 SCIRAS I —J7 AN S 2 LLaBOsCE & 1 77 X (Can
Fortn S BEIEMTEG)) #HATILIARE, SRR Re e i B g e L A8 R R e A1) Uk
/INTA] ST BOR RS 25 T8 SURRRE B, AT G2 A0 & 15 HoaE SUBCR]
MAT RIS B, 18 LI RN 5 30 5206 NI IE R« 180 & Jil, .
b, AR MEAT N (directives) o TEFRATEAT N, 23 UF i 52 2 [A) A2 i A7 (18 A 6
KRG HIEB A OFPAT RT3 VIS (Stevanovic 2018: 375). Couper-Kuhlen
(2014) MARRAT N FEAR S 52 28 F QW B S et NI AL, Bda 247 X5 wluZkE, BR
M IEAD 1 I8 O — TR AT NIt a AR IR R SR . (R, AR SCNHR AT
N KRS E R,
% 2: Couper-Kuhlen (2014) X}F5417 R80%1 7

ARRITAFEE (Agent) RRKAIT R #E (Beneficiary)
&1 (Proposal) EEEZILILUN EEEZILILUN
LA (Offer) H & A
3K (Request) il N H &
##1 (Suggestion) A YN

3.2 “Iy” FHMIE ST AR EE LR IE

BT X HARSAE TR 73 b, FRATRIAE AT b 5 <A “S 7 2 LT AL
G5 (institutional settings), Wl: EEFE. 22K AT, 28 BARWRENAES T W A
X iE (Drew & Heritage 1992: 220, FHECT H W A iGN E,  AUA I 218 — O TR A 1
HEARE R E R, AT SCHATR EAAAEAR RIS, BRI
B —J7 RN UIRES B AR T RN — 5 B UIRES, i s AU L 55 B 51
T SRR ST REJET S, FRIKTE AL “iG” FA) 2 IR SRR i =
FAT A, FCALEEESS 518 SOBUBS AR L 54T, 38 0 B 48 St AT 8 I BCR] o

3.2.1 XK

YL NPT DME R 87 A BATIERIT A, Bz A8 B Ol DRI B, Hopr
TN — RN “HRIMTER—MH EI R G549, 5.

(4) (F Tk K5 £ =4 THHH)

1 D: REJF, FH4F.
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7

BtR RS (0.4)

S ARAE A K RA IR EALEIFETF A,
il
FAMET, HRAILIA K B A B,
BedFH) . BT, F BTG
RRARR, ARIEL L A G 2 HeE 17,

B,

0O 3 N L AW DN
SF YR

(23s)

9 —

7

D, &ABMGFRIEABLE—T% (0.5) B FHE KK

10 D: 49,

(B %t FE)

X AR R EATECE N R A4 B D 2 R — BOE, s R AR SR = A %
R A8 D AR EMEL, R IEREERAT AR Z AT, S NS ek T —A A
Ginform) RIFFFH] (B 3 4T), TEMIIR E B 75 K0 [FIB HXHE R Z T R e AT T
PG 7R3 8] D NS, RS $HEH TR, JEut AR BT R B8 . &2 al,
R R “Ug” APk E D WA 7igR, DAEME S48 R TX—1T .

3.2.2 B

AT S AR 32 258 2 oAb, BRAE R A0 HoA AL S« BN,
AR5 AT B TE SCIRES A RTRIREN A AT NHAT 5300 -

(5) (“B RAEF LT AS K48)

1 — Ekda: 4, P, FHmEILE (0.8)

2 JLEREY?

3 WA W E=RLEIX T,

4 EoRdA: K¥h, BRI T KM, ERABIE S,
5 KA. =T R LT ?

5 ERd: BT RBI S

6 — R, RAGRETC, WERAELAT D,

(§H7 I A ARD)

CLEX I A5t 5 — s, &K E SR ERFE S MITHE, mE

SR MERRE SR AP R HE ) LIFaE e (“HRHEIL™D, BT EBUT N, 5 2-3 AT AT
Py LB [B]E0 “ 3R R — (RIS 8o A5 AN, ORI KU AN B 3 T8 A T T
W IAT AT BARILE C2 4 A7), KUBRIIRINL “ANEIX L2 7 th e 1 H AR A AR
o ZJa, mRMAUGRIE T “HEAR B S 5, IR KU ARRAT I PAT IR 1
E . FEWBARRIE, EREHT B S TARLE ATV ETT A 5 2 118 SCBUR
5B, DR o 5 5 B R SCIRAS (D), “Hria)+ns 4% 2 A5 A% At mT LA
WX — sio BERF, TEA “Hg 7 SEbr bRXT i IE L i — MR, SZAES E O
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FRE BB, AT AT A () S AR B

3.2.3 RAEHD

iR, #UCRFE, RMHEPREHE S (GselD) KM AN ZEIIT N PAT1Z
TR “IG” FAIRRE S R EAFRE: (1D KRITAMEZ G B S (determine their own
doings) (Stevanovic 2013:25); (2) ZiF AR “L XK MM, Fla:

(6) (“F by 27F LR T # K &)

1 H AR AR A FKH?

2 F A Hedm B AR A b B AR AGCEA A E K EA, CBATIRAS
CHLE LT — B 2, LT 4 AW S

3 BRE EET, BEINFDLDL? BFRET?

4 BAW: BRRET? 4, KA A

5 — FR: HEIR, &4’/\7"‘/\%_.-]:‘:/\

6 H AR B=—=

7 Pl XA ARV ALE LT — R 4

«z M

H RSN Lo AR A (2 20) MEREARGEE, #Eh “ERN T 1°F L E
MHEE L TEER 14 AT, PINARLT “REnsEi” —8E L. B, “FAEIFGEIE
f@ﬁmeWﬁEjC”Aﬁwrﬁﬂmmpr BIEE 5 470 “IRGENHA—TWE”, 1M
I MR AR RAT N IIE L RE, “AHRS” BTN LE S,
P ER LA A B (0 TE OB L e, BT E AR REEME TR SHEN TR AR,
SFIZAT RPAT FIRE AT — 52 B8 SRR R, AR “IE ™ (45 FH U 38 PR B 5 fr
Xﬂu%ﬁXﬁﬁﬁ@,ﬁqumEMH%o

R DA E =T R, BRATYONE SR “a 7 7E4R S AT A rh B im (e o A B e & 3%
IR — PP MIZERE (mitigation) . BEIE NIBIEAEH “HG” E B0t B & (138 SCIRAS AT IE
AR, TR EEAT N BAT IS (A58 SOV, 38 3 LRV 2018 SRR B F AR B2 AT R AR
&%ﬁa%ﬁthmﬁaﬁ%%ﬁo#ﬁﬁﬁuﬁﬁﬁﬁimmﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁmxﬁ
B, 5 SOk T R TE SCIRES 5 S ERAT N AR I 5 BRI ST . RS, A8
bR XU T8 S AL 5 SRk i R B AR

Bl 2. AZBRBUT 38 A 5 ik s E

tl

“N‘>

Utl

_____________ 2N
d d e &=
ﬁmmr_Lffﬁi//”” Lﬁ?
18 SCIRES
Ds
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33X T “Me” Fa)HILE R R

BT NP AT 2 AR R, BT — RO SR N R TR, 51 AR
ZAG ANRZIR A MBI ASCHRER] T 97 HIFRRIE gk, Hih 82 Botikh
B B N 1E R B X8 A AT AR 5E a5z, RI“G 7 2 A) (9L [l B (preferred response )
MIF I BERE, 18 L R “e” Fa) 2 E ML T JERIa6 7 41, RIS R @i,
SE LR B AT BN AE T 7 7 5 i CHP B AT A TS, BRI AN A 3] B 7 51 g AT P R -
MEERAERRABKRE, 18217 NIRRT 24 THHTEE S, & B A S5
TE—EMBEA KR, WS T4, 254 ESEFES, FIEM “iG” 54)
TR O — 8 G, WOTE SCIRESE T 557, MHRF A RS 2 i N E et
[ S 1717 TR 225 B

(PR AN ERYE: X DAY & SN DN 7y - S/ K (N TS S iU R ¥R 7 WIN ]
75 AR HAR 21l NI AR KAT . A7

(7) (ZAHAWAEXZ, ZEKXKHZR—MESS)

1 — Z: IRFEEAMNNGG K, R8T 8 KL K%

2 H: ...... (GRB, RE@RE.))

3 Z: H?

4 H: "7

5 Z: ARICIFHEIE TAE K Ko

6 H: "B=4F89, (B #iEEE)

/o, 3—MmER: MRFEXRVERS HE

R AR, BE N AR 5218 N RN SRS T AR R v IR 5 AH B
SUENEFE S, Rl Sacksetal. (1974) $2E[1) “521E N1t (recipient design) Jif
Mo AEX—BRNR, Piid AAMY R EE A B S BUESIRAS, 3 5 B 2 0Pl I Boe X 7
BRI FE FE AT A e BB AT B 1 R0 UFNTE SCAE T 37 2 8] ¥ 9 J& Cattribution)
F4rHC (distribution) (ZF Sidnell 2012; Drew 2018). A, “IAJE” $RMZ “UEIAT 40
WEGE R S8, J8 Tt Em; «<srBe” W “Wr i X7 & B A 2 D ECH S5
B, BT ERIRE, A L E SO TE TR S S A I AR O 1 R A

Stevanovic (2013) WA\ %€ AR AU A FIAUZCEL L 53 B A i1 R RAT N IAUR],
RIUE 1 ANAE AN ENR BN B S m AR, R SCIRES N 2w —2, =R
HIRFERUE . BRIk, AT AR S8 CRA R — B a7 6 R, X — ]
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PAM Palmer (2001) FhEnyR 15 2 A1IE SR 2 18 48 B iR B
PLAIRFIE CAEWT S0 2 (B VA8 5 0 B A% G, FRATTHE SRR NS T3 R “ih
FAIPAT DU AT AR AT RE S5, TRl P RIE s E R
B 3: BUBHE S T “e” BrgRiln s K

Speaker Recipient [Authority|

K+/D+ J> ___________________ K+/D+

Downgrade

K-/D- K-/D-

B IR A RIGEIE , O AR ARAE TN g FEBILH T R sk o7 s
PR A B = b A B RIBE R i A, o B 5 BT RR S OB RPRES, g o3t
J7RFRBUBAITE SCBUE Cauthority, ULIE 3 oo EJrbRa). B, RIRSZIZAIEE A7
Tyrbiy g #4952 Y N\ CUBHR At AR 32 05 AR B i A IR B8 SCIRZS , AT 5K
XN HEFH LT, SA&EREERRUT LY LR —3

T HiE

ASCUARIR I N B AREE XS PUE/NA] “I5 7 BYRIR AL @M FIIE LI R IB AT oy
B, BREEACRRXUTT A 5 T a3l T B AR G F R R BB A A2 AT 9 S LR RUIR S b 3%
&, NGRS “0E” B E BN REME VA — PEMERE . WEFCRIL, AERARILIZ T RN
“ORIESE”, “SRINFE” BTN, ERE ALy “m” Fh)isE — M B RERERIE, /A
“UE 7 2R TR N ABUR B AR 7 il v BUE, IS 5B F Rk, ik
AL — 5

TR DURE R 15 5 RRURHIE, R DUE B RS IE IR EE R, kT
TR IS, ARSCAE R I PR TS 5 T X AL RIB T Re i TP IR R - (HA2E, “1g 7
5 HARE SR E T RE_FR B ARE BANSIN AL, DL AEIARDOEE SR RGP AL, X
26 i) U ERATHEAT RN . RGERIIR T

3 Bk, RS E U S dr B E R AT RErE . SRR ZVE A %, B E B R ALY
PP JEE I E T 5 15T O RORAT o BeAh, Ui A B — e R S A B e, A A B A
TRBUENE SCBUBL, - AT SE AN AT RS FE AT, DRI AR A AT 2 4L
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AR SRR

- BRI AR TR S AT
M PRER BOMRRE . TR B S
: N 0.2 AR5
(0.5) KFEET 02 I, 55 A B Rom BRI

= FORIEFNER, B P=Fm - PMERKF
------ FoRIGRE M AN, HA RS S EAMAR

[ 1] RIRASR N TT 1 15 E B W 4
hh FoRASR A A5 WS
@ TR, P @RE-NEWNES
XXX RS, BN XEBR—DEN
S E R
A= 2011, <iBSAA “BS7 BT SE XMINEE>, GESZHFES5R), 54, 39-
450

A B 2021, <ASLIZFRIE K M R WG TE R “4F7 5 RS XG>, G
B R PR RERROY, 56 5 31, 116-122.

PR 1994, <dEATiE MG < “me” 7>, (ra), 9 1, 60-63.

TR/ 2008, <V U AR AR “ g 7 A0 g BN >, CBAGIE ST GE S HEFERO),
%4, 2123,

FHILE 1999 <yiifi<i] “mg” M “mg” Fh)>, (7F), B2 W], 95-103,

JEIRE 2008, <PUEH) “Ms” 5IEIER Eh>, (AMEE (EEAMNEERFER), 3
H, 64-72.

JAEE 2020, <AAETTF W 7 5 gy a)” —— SRS RRNY>, (OhEE
(AN ETE R RO), 56 5], 74-86.

SRNT R 2020, <AL L A ELADTE AR IR AT “mg” >, (O5F ), o 3 1, 289-
295,

Couper-Kuhlen E. 2014. What does grammar tell us about action. Pragmatics, 24(3): 623-
647.

Couper-Kuhlen E, & Selting M. 2018. Interactional Linguistics: Studying Language in
Social Interaction. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

169



Drew P & Heritage J. 1992. Talk at work: interaction in institutional settings. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Drew P. 2018. Epistemics in social interaction. Discourse Studies, 20(1): 163-187.

Heritage J. 2012a. Epistemics in action: action formation and territories of knowledge.
Research on Language & Social Interaction, 45(1): 1-29.

Heritage J. 2012b. The epistemic engine: sequence organization and territories of knowledge.
Research on Language & Social Interaction, 45(1): 30-52.

Heritage J. 2013. Turn-initial position and some of its occupants. Journal of Pragmatics, 57:
331-337.

Morita E. 2005. Negotiation of Contingent Talk: The Japanese interactional particles ne and
sa. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Palmer F R. 2001. Mood and modality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Pomerantz A. 1980. Telling my side: “limited access” asa “fishing” device. Sociological
Inquiry, 50(3-4): 186-198.

Sacks, H, Schegloff E.A. & Jefferson G. 1974. A simplest systematics for the organization
of turn-taking for conversation. Language, 50(4): 696-735.

Sidnell J. 2012. “Who knows best?”: evidentiality and epistemic asymmetry in conversation.
Pragmatics and Society, 3(2): 294-320.
Stevanovic M & Perikyld A. 2012. Deontic authority in interaction: the right to announce,
propose, and decide. Research on Language & Social Interaction, 45(3): 297-321.
Stevanovic M. 2013. Deontic Rights in Interaction: A Conversation Analytic Study on
Authority and Cooperation. Helsinki: University of Helsinki.

Stevanovic M. 2018. Social deontics: a nano - level approach to human power play. Journal
for the Theory of Social Behaviour, 48(3): 369-389.

Stivers T, Mondada L, Steensig J. 2011. Knowledge, morality and affiliation in social
interaction. The Morality of Knowledge in Conversation. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 3-24.

The Epistemic and Deontic Modulation of Modal Particle “Ha”
From the Perspective of Epistemics

Zhou Shihong and Duan Xiaozhen
Beijing Normal University /Tianjin Vocational College of Mechanics and Electricity

[Abstract] Taking the recognition of social action as an entry point, this paper focuses on

the epistemic status and stance accommodation of interlocutors when using particle “ha”,

thus analyzes epistemic stance expression and deontic stance expression. As far as the
170



epistemic dimension is concerned, sentences with “ha” can perform three types of social
actions: confirming information, seeking verification, and seeking alignment, with a relative
stance of “low—high” between the interlocutors. As far as the deontic dimension is concerned,
“ha” appears in directives such as requests, suggestions, and offers, constituting the speaker's
downgraded treatment of his/her own deontic footing. In conclusion, “ha” in both epistemic
stance and deontic stance marks the speaker's lower position to signal the recipient's
authority, inviting the latter to engage in discourse, ultimately reaching alignment on stance-
taking.
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11 Honorific Forms of Personal Pronouns in Tibeto-Burman Languages
and their Typological Significance

LIU Na!, LU Jun?

'Central China Normal University, “Jiangxi Science and Technology Normal University

Abstract: This article examines 127 honorific forms of personal pronouns in
Tibeto-Burman languages. It is found that the honorific system of personal
pronouns in Tibeto-Burman languages is mainly characterized by binary
politeness distinction and multiple politeness distinctions, with a majority of
languages coming from the Tibetan branch. Morphologically, suppletion and
affixation are primarily adopted, while inflectional methods are less common.
Regarding their origins, most honorific forms of personal pronouns in Tibeto-
Burman languages are derived from the expansion of existing personal
pronominal forms, such as the use of plural forms of personal pronouns and
reflexive pronouns.”

Keywords: Tibeto-Burman languages; personal pronouns; honorifics; typology

1. Introduction

Honorifics are lexical items or morphological units that have the expression of politeness
or formality as one primary aspect of their meaning. They are found widely across languages
(see Agha, 1994 for a useful survey), and have received extensive attention in linguistics, both
from formal and informal perspectives. A wide range of expressions in natural language might
be thought of as having an honorific character, or which sometimes function to mark or perform
politeness (Shen, 2000; McCready, 2019). However, this diversity is neither random nor
unconstrained. Languages have the choice between multiple grammatical categories, but only
certain values within these categories are recruited for honorification. The recent paper by Wang
(2023) on honorifics without [HON] provides valuable insights into honorific forms in Tibeto-
Burman languages, particularly in the context of personal pronouns. Wang’s (2023) analysis
aligns with LaPolla’s (2015) argument on the cultural and cognitive underpinnings of linguistic

Liu, Na and Lu, Jun. 2025. Honorific Forms of Personal Pronouns in Tibeto-Burman Languages and their
Typological Significance. In Chenglong Huang, Xu Yang (eds.) The Creation of Meaning: A Festschrift in
Honour of Randy J. LaPolla, pp. 172—198.
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structures, emphasizing that honorific forms are deeply embedded in cultural norms and
cognitive processes.

Specifically, LaPolla (2015) emphasizes that linguistic structure arises from cultural and
cognitive patterns. LaPolla (2015) argues that communication is not about coding-decoding but
about ostension and inference, where speakers use repeated linguistic patterns to constrain
interpretation. These patterns are shaped by the speakers’ cognition and cultural context,
influencing how meaning is communicated. Over time, conventionalized linguistic forms reflect
societal values and cultural norms, which also shape cognitive categories, linking language
closely with culture.

Languages in the Chinese Character Cultural Circle, such as China, Japan and Korea, have
developed a complex system of honorifics over a long period of social development. In addition,
many minority languages in China, especially the Tibetan-Burmese communities, have also
developed quite a complex system of honorifics after undergoing the rule of feudal dynasties (Hu,
1985; Guillaume, 2008). These honorifics are partly reflected in the pronoun system, especially
the second-person pronouns. At present, studies on honorifics are concentrated in a few
languages such as Japanese and Korean, and there is a relative lack of studies on Chinese
honorifics, and even fewer studies on honorific forms of Tibetan-Burmese personal pronouns.
Given this, this paper systematically examines the personal pronouns of 127 Tibetan-Burmese
languages (cf. Sun, 2013), and finds that 23 of them have honorific forms of personal pronouns,
which can be categorized into seven language branches: the Tibetan branch, the Yi branch, the
Qiang branch, the Naga Bodo branch, the Kuki-Chin branch, the Himalayan branch, and the

Karen branch.

2. Tibetan-Burmese Pronoun Honorific Forms

2.1 Tibetan Branch

Statistically, among 24 Tibetan sub-languages or dialects, ten of them have honorific forms
of personal pronouns, including Tibetan Lhasa, Purik Tibetan, Ladakhi Tibetan, Amdo Tibetan,
Dzongkha, (Metok dialect of Monba), Lhomi, Kurtop, Denjongke, and Newar dialects.

Among them, the Metok dialect is quite unique, unlike other languages that have specialized
forms of honorific pronoun, the Metok dialect pronouns have the form of abomination®, which

36 We consider honorific speech to be a relative concept; for example, Japanese honorific speech exists in the
form of respect for the other and self-effacement, with the former reflecting respect by elevating the other person,
and the latter showing respect for the other person by demeaning oneself. When there is a form of demeaning,
the regular form is relatively the more polite way of saying it, so we include the demeaning form in the honorific
system.
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is used for people who are disgusted, but not for family members. It mainly appears in third-

person pronouns:

(1) Non-honorific Derogatory
3 person pronoun  singualr ro? dan
dual ro?ein dagin
plural rokte(ba) dai
daite

(Sun et al., 1980: 83)

The main means of honorific forms of pronouns in several other languages are the following:

1) Addition of quantity morphemes or reflexive morphemes

After the original personal pronouns, the morphemes with quantitative meanings are added,
such as in LhasaTibetan, whose non-honorific first-person dual inclusive is ===~ (first-person
+ self + numeral2), meaning “both of us”, and whose honorific form is =EHTF (Zhou and Xie,
2003), wherezs is derived from za=, meaning “you all” “all of you”. The use of 5= as a plural
marker derives from its grammaticalization as a noun “kinds, styles”. (Wang and Chen, 1983:
280) There is also the first-person plural inclusive === (first-person + self + plural marker),
meaning “we”, with the honorific form “=zs%”. The same thing happened in the second-person
pronoun Fsx# as well as the third-person pronoun #=3s#. Several of the pronouns mentioned
above have the morpheme &, which expresses respect through the double plural marker, added in
spite of the existing plural marker .

The only language in which honorific forms are currently found in first-person pronouns is
Lhasa Tibetan. Helmbrecht’s (2001, 2003) survey of honorific personal pronoun in 100
languages showed that honorific forms existed in the personal pronouns of 25 % of the languages,
and that only a third of these languages (7% of the total) had honorifics in their first-person
pronouns. This includes Burmese, Thai, Japanese, Korean, Indonesian, and Vietnamese. He
suggests that the presence of honorifics in the first-person pronouns of these languages may be
related to the “pronoun avoidance” phenomenon, whereby, firstly, these languages encode a
variety of social relations in their personal pronoun systems, and, secondly, the speakers of these
languages do not like to use personal pronouns to refer to a particular speech act participant
(Helmbrecht, 2004). Cao (1994) points out that in Tibetan interpersonal communication, in terms
of address, ~a OF sy is usually added to the name, title, or position, thus constituting a respectful
address. If this kind of honorific address is prioritized in daily life, it is in line with the view put
forward by Helmbrecht, that is, Tibetan does not tend to be referred to directly by personal
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pronouns.

A similar strategy is also found in Denjongke, another language of Tibetan branch, where
the honorific form of the third-person pronoun singular is represented by the plural of the third-
person pronoun non-honorific form, although no plural morpheme is added directly after the non-
honorific pronoun. In addition, its honorific plural form is overlaid with a variety of plural
markers, with kho: itself being plural, lenge: originally meaning “everyone, everybody”, and tsu
being a plural suffix:

) Non-honorific forms Honorific forms
3" person pronoun  singular khu (male) kho:
mu/mo (female) kho: lenge:
plural kho: kho: lenge:(=tsu)

(Yliniemi, 2019: 240)

A similar phenomenon can be found in Chinese dialects, such as Jiang (1957), who found
that the second-person pronoun in Jiangsu Ganyu could indicate both the personal plural and
serve as honorific for the singular second-person.

Another way of constituting the honorific form of pronouns in Tibetan branch languages is
the addition of reflexive morphemes, such as the second-person pronoun of Lhasa Tibetan :

3) Non-honorific forms Honorific forms
2" person pronoun  singular  che?? che?*°ran>®
che?°® ra®
chera
ran
dual cho®°j?> che?*5ni?®
cheg?°°ra®%ni®® che?®°ran®°ni®®
che nam ni
plural cho®°tsho®? che®5tsho
chg?°°ran®*tsho® che?®°ran®5tsho>?

che nam tsho
che nam pa
(Zhou, 2003: 229)

It is important to note that the second-person pronoun honorific form also undergoes a
vowel alternation in the root , followed by the reflexive pronoun ==, and the same is true for the

third-person pronouns, but with the phenomenon of synaeresis occurring in the third-person
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pronouns:

4) Non-honorific forms Honorific forms
3" person pronoun  singular kho®? khon®®
kho®°ra®?
po:
mo''ran'*
dual kho>°ni?®? khonni
kho®®ran>°ni®® khon®*nam>°ni®*
morani
plural kho>5tsho>? khon®>tsho®?
kho®°ran®°tso>? khon®? nam®>*tsho
morantsho

(Zhou, 2003: 229)

The third-person pronoun is kho for non-honorific and khor for honorific, which appears to
be different root but in fact its honorific form is the result of synaeresis of kho ran. The most
typical examples of synaeresis is “nin” in Mandarin Chinese, which is derived from “ni + mon”
(literally you+plural marker)(Wang, 2016) or “ni + lau”(literally you+old) (Lyu, 1985).

Identical to Lhasa Tibetan is Denjongke , where the third-person pronoun of
Denjongke has the non-honorific khu, and the corresponding Tibetan is &=, with the honorific

pronoun khd:.

®) Non-honorific Honorific
3 person pronoun  singular khu(male) kho:
mu/mo(female) kho: lenge:
plural kho: kho: lenge:(=tsu)

(Yliniemi, 2019: 240)

Similarly, there is the Ladakhi dialect of Tibetan. The second-person pronoun honorific in
the Ladakhi dialect also requires the reflexive pronoun roy to be attached, but the root is different
from the non-honorific form. The honorific form of the third-person pronoun, on the other hand,
is consistent with Lhasa, and we hypothesize that this form is also the result of synaeresis of

singular pronouns and reflexive pronouns:
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(6) Non-honorific Honorific
3™ person pro singular kho khoy
noun plural khogun/kun/sok khongun/kun/sak
(Koshal, 1979: 109)

There is also the Amdo dialect (Gonghe County), whose third-person pronoun honorific
form is similar to that of the Lhasa and Ladakh dialects, with the same presence of the reflexive
pronoun ramn, and an r sound in its third-person pronoun non-honorific, which may be derived
from ran, and whose source of the honorific form needs to be further examined to see if it is
consistent with that of the Lhasa and Ladakhi dialects:

(7 Non-honorific Honorific
3" person pronoun  singular kha(r)ga(male) khory
ma(r)ga(female)
dual khanika(male) khonnika
ma(r)genika(female)
plural khotecho khoyteho

(Ebihara, 2018: 58)

2) Vowel alternation
This morphological process is not found in many Tibetan sub-languages, as in the case of
the previously mentioned second-person pronoun in Tibetan Lhasa:

®) Non-honorific Honorific
2" person pronoun  singular  che?%? che?**ran>®
chg?°® ra’®

che?% ra5?

rap"
dual che®°nj?> che?*°ni?*
cheg?°°ra®®ni®® che?®°ran®°ni>®
che nam i
plural cho®5tsho®? che®5tsho™
chg?°°ran®*tsho® che?®°ran®°tsho®?

che nam tsho
che nam pa
(Zhou and Xie, 2003: 229)
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It can be seen that the honorific form uses vowel alternation, changing the vowel ¢ in the
root to e. In fact, the root of the second-person pronoun honorific s is also related to the first
form mentioned above, since in Old Tibetan 35 was only used as the plural form of the neuter
second-person pronoun rather than as a honorific pronoun (Hill, 2010). Essentially, the honorific
form of the second-person pronoun in Lhasa also developed from the plural form.

Another example is Amdo dialect of Tibetan (Gonghe County), where the o/i in the non-
honorific of the second-person pronoun becomes the e in the honorific (Ebihara 2019):

) Non-honorific Honorific
2nd person pronoun singular teho tehel
dual tehinika tehe(D)nika
plural tehitcho tehe()tcho
3) Suppletion

This strategy is most common in the Tibetan sub-languages, where honorific pronouns use
a different root than non-honorific pronouns. For example, in the Purik dialect of Tibetan, the
honorific form of the second-person pronoun uses a different root from the non-honorific form,
with the honorific form having the root ja- and the non-honorific form having the root khje-. The
second-person pronouns also have a synaeresis form, khjan, and their corresponding honorific

forms are also similarly merged:

(10) Non-honorific Honorific
2nd person pronoun  singular khjerany jarar
khjan(univerbation) jag(univerbation)
plural khintan

(Zemp, 2018: 248)

The same situation also applies to the Ladakh dialect of Tibetan, where the root of the
second-person non-honorific is khjo-, while the root of the honorific is pe-. In addition, there is
an exclusively derogatory khjot in Ladakh dialect , the origin of which is supposed to be the same
with the second-person non-honorific g5 of Lhasa. Due to the more frequent use of khjo+r ap, it
has replaced the regular form khjot, and khjot, which was originally a common second person
pronoun, has been downgraded to a derogatory form:
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(11) Non-honorific Honorific Derogatory term

2nd person singular  khjoron neray khjot
pronoun plural khjorangun/kun/sa  perangun/kun/sa  khjodgun/tkun/tsa
k k k

khjoza (Muslim) nezo
khjozagun/kun/sak  pezo/gun/kunsak
(Koshal, 1979: 109)

Second-person pronouns in Dzongkha likewise use different roots, tthe and na-, to
distinguish honorifics from non-honorifics, with the Dzongkha honorific na deriving from the

proximal locative pronoun -na:

(12) Non-honorific Honorific
2nd person pronoun  singular t/he na
dual tfheni nani
plural t/he natfha:tfhap
t/het/ha:t/hap

(Watters, 2018: 189)

Similarly to Dzongkha, Kurtdp also uses the proximal demonstrative “tsho(here)” as a

honorific form of second-person :

(13) Non-honorific Honorific
2nd person pronoun singular wit tsho
plural nin

(Hyslop, 2011: 370)

The non-honorific of the second-person pronoun in Lhomi is ’khet or rapy, and its
corresponding honorific form is niteca-, whose non-honorific form, rar, seems to be consistent
with reflexive in Lhasa, and can be used either as a reflexive pronoun to mean ‘oneself” or as a
second-person pronoun singular, but in a lower level form used only between very close people
or by adults for children..’khet, on the other hand, is used between acquaintances, people of the
same age or class. The honorific form nitea-ran) was initially popular in only one village then
gradually spread, and is not yet accepted by all Lhomi people:
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(14) Low level Non-honorific Honorific
singular rarg ‘khot nitear
nitea-ran
plural . .
‘khit, ’khis-so

(Vesalainen, 2016: 22)

Both second and third-person pronouns of Denjongke have honorific forms, where the
second-person pronouns are divided into three levels. The first level tehe? is used when
addressing close friends, social inferiors, or people the speaker looks down upon. The second
level, rd:, is used for those who are equal or inferior to oneself, and it shares the same origin as
the reflexive pronoun rang (==, meaning "self") in Lhasa Tibetan, which also serves as a non-
honorific second-person pronoun in Lhasa. Its honorific form is lenge? zsg~, which is used for
people who have a higher social status than one’s own, strangers, or people deserving respect .
zagv means “everybody, everyone, all of you”, and the honorific form is singular-plural
homogeneous, but it can be followed by a plural marker, tsu. Jenge? can be used with the third-
person pronoun honorific as well. Since Jenge? can be used in both the second and third-person,

its exact meaning sometimes depends on the context.

(15) Non-honorific Honorific Derogatory term
2nd person pronoun singular  ré: lenge? teho?
plural ra:tsu k‘utea Jenge? tehe:=tsu
k*utea? lepge:(=tsu)

(Yliniemi, 2019: 240)

The honorifics of the Newar second-person pronouns also use a suppletive root, with tfhi in
the non-honorific form and tha- in the honorific form, which is typically used when addressing
the elders, gods, or benefactors. Since the use of honorifics is non-obligatory, they are not

frequently used. The details are as follows:

(16) Non-honorific Honorific
singular t/hi thamu
2nd person pronoun .
plural t/hipen thapen

(Genetti, 2007:130)

180



All 10 languages of the Tibetan branch use the means of suppletion for the honorific forms
of their pronouns. On top of this, there is vowel alternation in the Amdo dialect, adding
quantitative morphemes in Lhasa, and reflexive morphemes in dialects such as Ladakhi. Overall,
the honorific forms of pronouns are more inclined to use different lexical forms instead of making
morphological changes based on the original pronouns. In terms of person, the second-person
pronouns of nine languages have honorific forms, the third-person pronouns of five languages
also have honorific forms, and of the languages counted so far, only Lhasa Tibetan has honorific
forms in the first-person. Thus there is a sequence of implicational hierarchy in the honorific
forms of pronouns in the Tibetan branch of languages: i.e., honorific forms for first-person
pronouns > honorific forms for the third-person > honorific forms for the second-person. This is
consistent with the sequence of personal pronoun politeness hierarchies proposed by Helmbrecht
(2004), who, by counting the languages of the world in which honorific pronouns occur, states
that the first-person is least likely to acquire the honorific/non-honorific distinction, while the
second-person is most likely to have the politeness distinction, and the third-person is somewhere
in between. This pattern, however, is not absolute in Tibetan-Burman languages, such as Hakhun
Tangsa, mentioned later.

Although the examples above show that the Tibetic languages have a relatively rich variety
of strategies for expressing honorifics, overall, only a minority of these languages actually
employ honorific forms in their pronominal systems. . This may be related to different regional
cultures and religious beliefs. According to Cao (1994) , the use of honorifics in early Tibetan
literature was limited both in scope and target, mainly for monarchs and religiously related such
as the Buddha, and only in later periods was it expanded to the general public. In addition, the
early honorifics did not change in rank, and with the establishment of the later feudal dynasties
and the further refinement of class and religion, the system of honorifics developed further.
Hasler (1999) has examined the honorifics of the Tibetan dialects in the Kham region, and found
that the use of honorifics is not as common as in the U-Tsang Tibetan region, with the number of
honorific nouns in the Dege dialect being slightly higher than that in the Dongwang Tibetan.
Bartee (2007) argues that the Dongwang region, which is predominantly farmers, lacks the social
strata that would have led to the development of honorifics. In most cases, honorific
expressions—when used—conveyed distance or anger rather than respect, except in very limited
contexts. This is largely true for other languages lacking developed honorific systems as well. In
addition, some languages do possess honorific systems or expressions, but these are not reflected
in personal pronouns., such as Kurtdp, where some nouns and verbs have honorific forms
(Hyslop, 2011), e.g. the word luspu ‘body’ has the honorific form kuzu. Similarly, in Machu
Tibetan, honorifics are used within a specific context, mainly when addressing high-ranking
monks such as living Buddhas and occasionally important guests. They are not used casually
(Zhou, 2003). For example, hzak “to see”, its honorific form is 7ta. Some nouns and verbs in
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Tshangla have honorific forms, mainly borrowed from Dzongkha or Tibetan. Its pronouns, on
the other hand, do not have specialized honorific forms (Andvik, 2010).

2.2 Yi Branch

Among the 35 Yi languages, only four Bai dialects and the Lijiang Naxi have honorific
forms of the second-person pronoun, namely, the Zhaozhuang Bai, the Qinghe Bai, the Baishi
Bai, and the Jinhua Bai. Listed below:

(17) Non-honorific Honorific
Bai : Zhaozhuang no 1i5s

Bai : Qinghe nau®! niss

Bai : Baishi not? nwss

Bai : Jinhua no?! {i55

(Zhao, 2009; Zhao, 2010; Yang, 2014; Xu and Zhao, 1984)

As they are different dialects of the same language, these are similar in terms of
phonological form and means of expression, except for the Jinhua dialect, which employs
suppletion, the other dialects use inflectional strategies: vowel alternation and tonal alternation.
The honorific forms lack morphological methods compared to the non-honorific forms. In these
dialects, the non-honorific pronouns exhibit inflectional changes between the nominative-
accusative case and the genitive case, whereas such inflectional distinctions are absent in the
honorific pronouns.. Compared with the Tibetic languages, the honorific forms of the pronouns
of Yi languages are more likely to be obtained by morphological changes on the basis of the non-
honorific pronouns.

In contrast, the Lijiang Naxi pronoun honorific system is much more complex, basically

using lexical form:

(18) Non- Honorific
honorific
Ist person pronoun  singular na'!
plural exclusive no*pgu’
inclusive  1a°°pgur! na?‘ngu'!(affability)
2nd person pronoun  singular nw'! na?*(junior)
ma?*(relative)
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nv>®(elders)

wu*(peers)
cia®
plural nw’ngu'’  wuP/wa®>/mv/eia*+xo*
na?*+ngu'l/xo*
3rd person pronoun  singular thur®? the''ngv?*(affability)
the''ngv**mu>*(honorific)
plural thur**pgu’
tha?* xo™
tha?*pgu*

(Yang, 2004: 292)

The second-person is divided into five types according to the age of the target and kinship,
in practice, the direct use of nuw'! (subject-object) or nw*® (agent/possessives) is considered
impolite, These forms are generally used when addressing someone of lower status or among
close peers with an informal relationship. In other contexts, using these pronouns is usually
avoided. The third-person pronoun the''ngv*? expresses both closeness and respect,, while
the''ngv*mu®® is honorific, where mu®® means “older” and it is used when referring to someone
older or deserving of respect (Yang, 2004).

In addition to languages mentioned above, we actually find honorific forms of pronouns in
Sadu. However, unlike the previously discussed languages where honorific pronouns correspond
to unmarked forms (such as the nominative or absolutive case), in Salar the honorific forms
appear in the genitive case. The Sadu first-person pronoun singular is no?', while its genitive case
has five types, wua®, wua*? wua®’, 10, no?'ge?', which are used for categories of senior
relatives, wua®is used for elders such as grandparents, parents, and in-laws; wua*2is used when
referring to aunts (especially maternal aunts), sisters-in-law, and similar kinship terms; and no?'is
used for uncles and aunts (including paternal uncles and their spouses), sons-in-law, daughters-

in-law, sons, daughters, and so on (Bai et al., 2012).

wua*po**: my grandfather wua*?mo?'le**: my second aunt

no?'ta>>te’*: my uncle no?'ge?'ku®®: my relatives

The genitive forms of the second and third person pronouns also show similar distinctions.,
For the second person singular, the nominative form is na*', while its genitive forms are na®,
ne*ge?', na*’, and no*'. Among these, na> is an honorific form used when referring to elders
such as older sisters and aunts (on either side), as well as relatives of the grandparents' generation.

na?'is the neutral (non-honorific) form, used only for younger siblings, such as younger sisters.
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For the third person singular, the nominative form is i*}, and its genitive forms are i*3, za®,

and i**ge*'. Among these, za*® is the honorific form, used when referring to elders such as

grandparents, parents, and older sisters.

2.3 Qiang Branch

Languages within the Qiangic branch that exhibit pronominal honorific forms are

relatively few. Among the 28 languages or dialects surveyed so far, three dialects of

rGyalrong language have honorific pronouns, namely, the Mora dialect, the Kyom-kyo

dialect, and the Cog-tse dialect. The specific manifestations are as follows:

Mora dialect:
(19)

2nd person pronoun singular

dual

plural

3rd person pronoun singular

dual

plural

Non-honorific Honorific
nad3o nojo
nodszi
nod3zod3is
dzidzo
nod3o0jo
nidzo
no
wujo nijone
wud3zo
mo
wuma
moza
wujodszis
wud3zod3is
wujone
wud3ojo
wud3zone
nijone
mane(jo)
(Nagano, 2018: 37)

The pronominal honorifics in these dialects appear in both the second and third persons.

Example (19) reveals that -jo in the second-person honorific najo likely functions as a plural

marker, while its root agrees with the singular person. Similarly, the honorific pijone of
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singular third-person pronoun can also serve as a non-honorific plural form. Therefore,
similar to some languages in the Tibetic branch, Mora Gyalong expresses respect through
the singular use of the plural form.

The same situation occurs in the Kyom-kyo dialect. In traditional rGyalrong society,
where social status is taken more seriously, the neuter form can be transformed into the
honorific form by adding the plural suffix -npo to the noun or pronoun in Kyom-kyo dialect
(Prins, 2016). Such as:

(20)

smonde=no sloppan=no naryo=no
doctor=plural marker  teacher=plural marker you=plural marker
doctor (honorific) teacher (honorific) you (honorific)

There is also a third-person singular pronoun, wuna, in Kyom-kyo dialect, which is often
used by adults for children, with a sense of condescension. Prins (2016) suggests that wuna can
be analyzed as a pejorative or modal pronoun that elevates the speaker by demeaning a third
party.

The honorifics of the personal pronouns of Cog-tse rGyalrong are also expressed through

plurality, as follows:

21 Non-honorific Honorific
2nd person pronoun singular no no
dual nd3o
plural no
3rd person pronoun singular wajo wajo-ne
ma ma-ne
dual wajo-nd3as
mo-nd39s
plural wajo-ne
ma-ne

(Lin, 1993: 98, 176)

Where the second-person pronoun honorific no agrees with the non-honorific plural, the
third-person pronoun honorific is added to the singular personal pronoun with a plural suffix. As
with Kyom-kyo dialect, this approach not only transforms common pronouns into honorific

forms, but can also be added after other words such as appellation to change them into honorifics.
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Overall, the languages of the Qiang branch, although more morphologically complex, are
more inclined to use plural in the honorific forms of pronouns. In addition, like the Tibetic
languages, the Qiang branch also has some languages in which honorific expressions exist but
are not reflected in the pronoun system. For example, Muya languages have honorific verbs when
it comes to religion, temples, etc., but nouns or other word classes seldom have honorific forms
(Bai, 2019).

2.4 Naga-Bodo Branch

There are fewer detailed descriptions of the Naga Bodo languages, and so far the only
descriptions of honorifics are found in Hakhun Tangsa, which is unique in that its honorific
pronouns occur only in the third-person, as follows:

(22) Non-honorific Honorific
3rd person pronoun singular ati(familiar) ativa(unfamiliar male)

atinu(unfamiliar female)

dual honi m¥ni/vani
tani(m3¥ni/vani)
plural honirim
tarim

(Boro, 2017)

The language first identifies whether the referent is a familiar person, and does not use
honorifics if it is a familiar male or female, and if it is an unfamiliar male or female, the affixes
-va or -nu is added to the original singular third-person pronoun. These suffixes are derived from
va “father” and pu “mother”, respectively, in the language. This suffix thus conveys both gender
and serves as a honorific suffix. They can also be attached to other nouns to show respect, as in
the case of mé-nu “cow” (Bora, 2017).

2.5 Kuki-Chin Branch

The honorific form of the pronoun is also currently found only in Karbi.

(23) Non-honorific Honorific
2nd person pronoun singular nan nanli
plural nanli
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3rd person Pronoun singular alan
anar
plural alanli
anapli
anali
la(hel)
(Philippova, 2021: 85)

The second and third-person pronoun plural forms are realized by adding the honorific
suffix -1i to the singular personal pronoun. The second-person pronoun plural also serves as a
honorific (Philippova, 2021). It can be seen that the plural pronouns are also used as honorifics.
Helmbrecht (2003) has pointed out that the second-person singular honorifics can be derived
from the first, second and third-person plurals, the third-person singular, demonstratives,
reflexive pronouns and even kinship appellative, and appellative that indicate status. In his survey
of 100 languages, in 25% of the languages where personal pronoun honorifics exist, 16% of the
honorific pronouns are represented by the second-person plural. Chen (2008) notes that
honorification is one of the triggers for the singularization of the plural of personal pronouns. we
observe a similar phenomenon in Tibetan-Burman languages, although not in the second person,

but in the third person. Take the case of Lhomi as an example:

(24) Non-honorific Honorific
3rd person pronoun singular roo ‘khor

gotta

‘khontso

plural r00-S0

‘khontso-so

‘kho-pa

‘kho-pa-so

The third-person singular pronoun ‘%#ontso means “people belonging to the same group”,
and it consists of the third-person singular honorific ‘khoy followed by the noun tso It consists
of the third-person singular honorific ‘4hon followed by the noun #so, “a group of people, a
gathering of people”, but when combined together it is used as the third-person singular instead
of the honorific (Vesalainen, 2016). In addition, a similar phenomenon occurs in the Denjongke
mentioned in the previous section, where the third-person pronoun plural kho: also serves as a
honorific for the third-person pronoun singular, as well as in several dialects of the rGyalrong
languages. Among languages in the Burmese branch, although specific honorific forms of
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pronouns are not found, similar phenomena exist. For example, in Bola, in the genitive case of
personal pronouns, when a possessive modifier refers to someone, the singular form is neutral,
while the plural form may express humility or respect—particularly when addressing elders. (Dai
et al., 2007). Heine and Kuteva (2012: 319) point out that the grammaticalization such as using
plural personal pronouns to refer to singular objects is very common, with these plural personal
pronouns often evolving into singular honorific forms. As mentioned earlier, this can be seen in
the English second-person pronoun ‘you’ and the French ‘vous’, both of which have transformed
from plural to singular forms.

Regarding the phenomenon of using plural forms to indicate singular honorifics,
Helmbrecht explains it through face threat theory, suggesting that when speaker X lacks authority
or the ability to request something from addressee Y, using the second-person plural to refer to
Y assumes a hypothetical group of listeners, thereby diffusing or weakening the obligation or
responsibility placed on Y (Helmbrecht, 2003). Chen (2008), on the other hand, points out that
one of the motives for this phenomenon is the communicative mode, i.e., in the typical mode of
two-party dialogues, if a plural form is used deictically or anaphorically but only one individual
is present, the plural form semantically shifts toward a singular meaning. There is also a
singularization of the third-person pronoun plural they in English, when describing a third-person,
where either he or she would be inappropriate due to the lack of clarity about his or her gender,
and they would be used in this case. This usage mirrors the patterns observed in the honorific

systems of Tibeto-Burman pronominals.

2.6 Himalayan Language Branch

Of the 13 languages of the Himalayan branch, one language has been found to have an
honorific form of the second-person pronoun, namely, Bunan, whose second-person pronoun has

a non-honotific stem of han- and an honorific form of ini-.

(25) Non-honorific Honorific
2nd person pronoun singular han ini
plural hanei iniei

(Widmer, 2014:273)

The honorific form of Bunan agrees with the form of its emphatic pronoun; ini in the
example below is an emphatic pronoun, and Widmer suggests that the honorific form may derive

from the emphatic pronoun (Widmer, 2014):
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(26)

han ini=re don=thir-a rin-k-are

2sg yourself=EXT  come.IMP=send-IMP.SG say-INTR-PRS.DJ.SG

““You yourself come with us as well!’, he said.” (Widmer, 2014: 276)

In addition, the Dhimal language exhibits derogatory forms in its third-person pronouns:

27) Non-honorific Derogatory term
3rd person pronoun singular wa ya
ya(proximal)
dual udhimi
idhimi(proximal)
plural obalai
ebalai(proximal)
imbalai(distal)
(King, 2008: 66)

Among them, the third-person singular wa is an unmarked form, while ya with some spatial
attribute (proximal reference) is used for non-human things or for pejorative references to people.
Additionally, the language has a set of forms kja and nja for the first and second-person pronouns
that are used exclusively between relatives. As King notes, these forms represent archaic plurals

of the first- and second-person pronouns.

2.7 Karen Language Branch

The number of languages of the Karen branch in the current sample is small, and the one

language in which the presence of honorifics for pronouns was found is Kayah.

(28) Non-honorific Humilific
Ist person pronoun  singular Vg ?u
plural pe

3rd person pronoun singular ?a/li/?u
plural jesi(rare)
?a/lu/?0

(Solnit, 1997: 183)
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Kayah has three third-person pronouns that do not distinguish between singular and plural,
of which ?u also serves as a first-person modal pronoun. This is less common in the languages
of Southeast Asian mountain cultures (Solnit, 1997: 184).

From the discussion above, it can be observed that 23 languages within the Tibeto-Burman
family exhibit corresponding honorific forms in their pronominal systems. These honorifics are
primarily expressed through suppletion and the singular use of plural forms., In some languages,
the different strategies are applied to different personal pronouns, which suggests that their

origins are not uniform.

3. Honorific Forms of Pronouns in Other World Languages

From the analysis above, it is evident that the majority of languages with honorific systems
primarily apply these distinctions to second-person pronouns. Helmbrecht (2001) examines the
polite forms of second-person pronouns across 207 languages and categorized these languages
into four groups based on whether polite forms are present in the second-person pronouns:

3.1 Second-person Pronouns without Honorific Forms (136/207)

About 65% of the world’s languages do not have honorific forms for their personal pronouns,
which is also evident in the case of Tibetan-Burman languages, and the proportion is even higher
in Tibetan-Burman languages, where 104 languages or dialects (82%) do not have honorific

forms for their personal pronouns. For example, the Darma of the Tibetan branch:

(29)

1st person pronoun singular J
plural nin

2nd person pronoun singular ge
plural geni

3rd person pronoun singular u
plural wi

(Willis, 2007: 199)

Its personal pronoun system is relatively simple, distinguishing only between singular and
plural, and there is no inclusive-exclusive distinction for the first-person, and none of the three

personal pronouns have honorific forms.
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3.2 Second-person Pronouns with Binary Honorific Distinction (i.e., honorifics and non-
honorifics, 49/207)%

This pattern is most common when honorifics occur in second-person pronouns, accounting
for 23.7% of the cases. For example, the second-person pronoun “ni-nin” in Mandarin Chinese
is a typical honorific/non-honorific dichotomy. According to Wang Cong, “you + old man (or its
variant)” in many official dialects for honorifics can also be categorized in this category (Wang,
2016). In Tibetan-Burman languages, this pattern is also the most common. out of the 23
languages with honorific forms of pronouns, 14 languages or dialects can be categorized into
Type 2, accounting for 11%. In the World Atlas of Languages Structures, according to
Helmbrecht’s categorization, languages with binary honorific distinction of second-person
pronouns are mainly found in Europe, South Asia and East Asia. The second-person pronoun
honorific forms in Tibetan-Burman regions, on the other hand, do not have a significant bias,

mainly because of the small number of samples included in this database.
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Figure 1: Patterns of second-person honorifics in world languages (cf. Helmbrecht, 2013)

3.3 Second-person Pronouns with Multiple Honorific Levels (15/207)

It refers to personal pronouns with two or more degrees of politeness distinction. This

type of language is also relatively rare in the statistical sample, accounting for only 7.2%.

37 According to Helmbrecht (2013), dichotomies are distinguished by the fact that pronouns do not differentiate
between more than one degree of politeness, and even though there are multiple honorific forms, they are
dichotomized if they differentiate between only one degree of honorific/non honorific. For example, in Polish
wy and Pan/Pani, the former is used in rural areas and the latter in urban areas. However, both express the same
degree of respect, so it is still a dichotomy.
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Worldwide, it occurs mainly in India and in some languages of Eastern Europe, where there are
hierarchical differences in politeness and multiple second-person pronouns are used depending
on the addressee. For example, in Marathi in India, the second-person pronoun i is used for
family members, te/he is used for people of higher social status, and apan is used for priests or
teachers (Pandharipande, 1997). Five languages or dialects of Tibetan-Burman currently fall into
this category, accounting for 3.9% of the total, e.g., the Ladakhi dialect of Tibetan, Denjongke,
where the second-person pronouns have pejorative forms in addition to honorifics. The Naxi and
Sadu of the Yi branch also have different forms of pronoun honorifics used for different relatives.

3.4 Avoiding the Use of the Second-person Pronoun out of Courtesy (7/207)

Languages that use pronoun avoidance strategies are even rarer, occurring in the sample
languages only in Japanese, Korean, and a few Southeast Asian languages. These languages are
very sensitive to politeness and the need to reflect differences in gender, age, social status, etc.
between speaker and hearer in conversation. In some languages, direct address is avoided, and
in these Southeast Asian languages, personal pronouns are not used for polite address, but rather
for expressions of status, kinship, or position. Therefore, pronouns in these languages are rarely
used in honorific forms, and second-person pronouns are generally used to address an equal or
subordinate person, whereas polite addresses such as -san, which is attached to a surname in
Japanese, do not fall into the category of personal pronouns. Since the majority of the authors in
our collection do not mention the pragmatic features of their pronouns, it is not clear whether the
above forms are preferred in real life. Descriptions of pronoun avoidance have been found only
in the materials of the Kadu language of the Mizo branch. In Kadu-speaking societies, where it
is very impolite to use pronouns directly against people of higher status, the strategy is to replace
personal pronouns with kinship appellative (Sangdong, 2012).

Based on the above classification criteria, the honorifics of Tibetan-Burman personal
pronouns can be categorized as follows:

Table 1: Honoring patterns of Tibetan-Burmese second-person pronouns

Binary politeness | Multiple politeness | Pronoun Oth
distinctions distinctions avoidance ers
Tibetan | Lhasa +

Purik +

Ladakhi +

Amdo

Dzongkha

Monba metok +
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Lhomi
Kurtop
Denjongke +
Newar +
Loloish | Bai N
Zhaozhuang
Bai Heqing
Bai Baishi
Bai Jinhua
Na Lijiang +
Sadu +
Qiangi | rGyalrong N
C Mora
rGyalrong N
Kyom-kyo
rGyalrong N
Cog-tse
Naga- | Hakhun N
Bodo Tangsa
Kuki- Karbi N
Chin
Himala | Dhimal "
yish
Bunan +
Karen | Kayah +
Mizo Kadu +

According to the World Atlas of Languages Structures, the diversity of honorific forms of
personal pronouns is higher in Southeast Asia and South Asia, and it is a common phenomenon
that personal pronouns in the region have polite distinctions. This is also reflected in Tibetan-
Burman languages, especially in the Tibetic languages, where the proportion is quantitatively in
line with the general trend. The geographical distribution in Figure 2 shows that the distribution
of personal pronoun honorifics is basically along the periphery of the Tibetan Plateau, which was

also the main area covered by the historical Tubo dynasty.
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Figure 2: Geographic distribution of second-person salutation patterns in Tibetan-Burmese

4. Typological Significance of Personal Pronoun Honorifics

According to early scholars, such as Brown and Gilman (1960) who proposed the T/V
system, T refers to the regular form of the second-person pronoun, while V refers to the main
strategy of the second-person pronoun salutation, including the use of the third-person, the
second-person pronoun plural, or certain other forms of the pronoun. Later Joseph, after
examining some Indo-European languages, further suggested that the main source hierarchy of
second-person pronoun honorific forms is the pronoun second-person plural > third-person
singular > third-person plural. His explanation is that languages tend to use less direct or less
specific referents to convey greater politeness. If a more direct form loses its polite value, the
language will adopt a less direct form from a structural hierarchy for polite address.(Joseph,
1987). Helmbrecht, however, offers a different perspective. He argues that the second-person
plural is categorically closer to the intended referent in communication because it inherently
combines features of both second- and third-person values. When referring to a second-person
singular, using the second-person plural is more specific and less prone to ambiguity. That said,
he does not endorse Joseph’s proposed hierarchy of grammaticalization paths, citing numerous
counterexamples where third-person plural pronouns are more commonly used for polite address
than third-person singular ones. According to Helmbrecht’s findings, the primary sources of
second-person honorifics include:

Second-person plural pronouns,

Status-denoting nouns (e.g., terms indicating social rank),
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Third-person plural pronouns,

Reflexive pronouns,

Kinship terms.

Other strategies, such as using third-person singular pronouns or first-person plural
pronouns for second-person honorifics, are extremely rare.

The situation of Tibetan-Burman languages generally aligns with the descriptions of
previous scholars. In most cases, these languages adopt existing morphological features such as
plurals, reflexive, etc.—to construct honorific forms. However, there are also notable differences
compared to patterns observed in other language families. For instance, in some languages of the
Tibetan branch, second-person honorific pronouns employ suppletion or inflectional forms, and
certain dialects of Bai (a language within the Yi branch) do not derive their honorific forms from
the commonly cited sources mentioned above.. It is also important to note that the polite forms
of personal pronouns in some Tibetan-Burman languages do not appear in the second-person
pronoun, as in the case of Hakhun Tangsa, where the source of the third-person pronoun
honorifics derives from the plural suffix of the noun, rather than from the plural form of the
pronoun similarly as in the case of the second-person pronoun. While most languages prefer
modifying existing linguistic elements to avoid generating an excessive number of new forms,
certain Tibeto-Burman languages have taken alternative paths. The uneven distribution of
pronominal honorific systems in this family suggests that additional factors—beyond those
previously identified—must be considered to fully explain these variations.
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(35) the®  khai®'  tehe® 10° mo®? fIFET A
fl I * 7oA
(36) the®  tai®® no® khai®'  tehe® mo®? MTEIIFEA?
fio OB I % A

ik EaR AT R I, R T A R ) R R IR N, TR
RE RN T FRoRBE R B o #1 (33) HRE R ERIE A &, FAFTRER AR KRN,
WA R IR AR, KRG RFMED; B (34) X ARRE LM, H “5”
AR EMFEENE L B (35) —XCRFAEARIRM, Fh “ 77 RoRFEF O RAE;
Bl (36) Xt IEAERATHIEFR R, A “FER” FoRFA BT,

(37) tholl  [20-00 pu') khaill'  tehe[1'? fRATFE?

fl 2 A Vi %
(38) tholl  [20-0 muaill' khaill'  tehe[1'? M2 T 4?2
fl 2 W Vi *

TE S A6 T I A XRIB BN R, HEELIEMEE, BRBAR. Raf
XPARSRANCIREAEFEAT W A 1] (37D X ARIRFAIIM), “CR) A7 BKIfEER AR
1 NTHR A, AR R A s B (38) X CARFARM I, “OR) W MAFAER L )
WANERK, FHECEKAE T BRI T4 ) SR SRR RIE S B brid“ A7
5 R WA, g A7 ARHE IR RRFL I, fEn “&” Ak
HiACREMH I HE,

WL B AR SCAR T 5 B R 25 R 0 N RER ) AR SR )L IR A DY AR, B TR
FR1A), HoAth =Fh5E 0] 254 2 (B A7 AR IR — B SRR, JUHORIE R AN IE A, B M
b, ERMNECEE, IERFEZRETESER, HEfFRx T DHEANEES B EMN
NIFFIIEI ST, AE EIT, DR B 5 2 TR AR SRR “ 27 R REmK. 1R A
BRI 52 AR R A, ZAMAFRRIE: 1ERE, ARSI InE = «2 7 A<
FoRGEN], IEREEEEE A ARC “GR) negVP”, MIGIE A 2.8 i b, IR
3 ARG B SRA R s, FRERE, IR AR E 5 5 € Mk It 2 im A
W, AN 38R b, AR R EOYIFTEE A, WA LOEE N SRl
OB MR, IR Z B E A A M@ LR R R ) & DURHER R, HAh
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FIRE SR FEIARSS, S R AR B, AU, IR A S RISEEN, EE A
TP AR AN NS R — N AR, e I T RE AL TR

FESCHRTT B BRI R, R A TR R — . AW, s, mhie) HoE .
HREEHYIH AR, ERER R AEH TP NETRIE RS, AR H e 0 — At
NS )i hprik s ek S P At N o vk = LR NS LN T = AP = I D
CR RIR IEAEBEATSEEARRG ), FEAC B PirA i o 6 255 mT DL ISt im) 15 0] “ 47
SRR, T IR D REE 5RO o SCERTT 5 BE i 45 44 2 18] IR A2 5% 2 th 1R 4 9 E
T EGRUM (1985) AN IRBE 1) T 73 e 4R il A2 AR 1) KSR, R AR ) o SCYRAE H 26 4% (7] A1
IS e ) B o (H Tk e ) 5 IR e A A SO 5 5 oA HA L 1 SO sk
ik, PEATTHRE B AR P

LB AR TE S AEEIL R B 2%, MIERFRERI EhaeE th——. a7 54
FAE AA 305 AAB SUIESH, 0 “ARPERARRR? 7 “ KRS REFM? 7%, HIKEE
] “AN7. 7 E IER A “ itFiESE R EER, W R L BT 7 IRk
T i RAREI? 7 P, FFAE—ADIERIRL fio W27 5 PAEAE VVP IE& A, AR
BONE R, A “VAVP? I, W “RIET? 7 A i VPRSI C R EE
GFgFe 7, A “RERE VP, I “BIfELREREIEHE? 7, A R VPT, IR RE T
PAEZARIENC “V A V7 S5RERYE; EEE “2 VP75 “ZA VP” 4k, I “3
AR T 7 RRAIEEE? 7 Y WREPLE LR, TR R A B At S Y 5 i) 45 4
R A KRR, FTUA AR RO E W R R, BRI S, R 5K
2 By 5 TR B b X B0 Af R I TR BN R Bl AR 5%

KT IOEVGHR B “ 7] negVP” 454, AT RERZ ZIWIRIAI], TLHEE
T DX AR AN R P AR I S B s, BT IR AR s S AT
WEATE ISR b, — BSOS APER TR XIIREE A S HE, B2
RIS W R B X BIVTHE R G X, e G X2 “R] VP ZiM 2 At X, &
SERNEEZE [T A AT REAEAHZ B X 10 5 2 3 — € U, “ &) AN VP75 “T] VP” 458
T LA, FRIEMBE ARARE, FTRERLIL™ A 7 “TWIA VP” “Rli% VP SE45K, M

B PFTAR 2005 AR IEF R AA N AAB R IExEE], (FERE) 55
¥ LR 2007 RO EMEE AW, ARSI E L S AR S
40 BRERME, ABE 2023 KIEEZ)EH FIERABIA, (APEERRSRD 51
RS 5OF P KON AR B Oy, H o DO X AT R L, ZEARARSY, —EON
F—MTEX K. &X0E =24 (1182), MTlEHE TN (HRMD, WIERFE, BRF. X
B8, BILERE; TEAT A THEMNTEXR], G TRFEN, #FEer. CEH; HREOuE
(1368), VAEPEBNTHIMN, EESCSE, MR, AEON, FSEMF, B ERBMIF; B8
RRAAR, CHRRIE: (45) Gos) CRIE—8iE) CRIE—4i&) %) ERAMNESH, SHMAER
HREMRZ, BFWXAAD “WAFEE” M, WiE (EFEEMAE) MtEk “BIR, JERRE iR
B1bgE (REmEFIL), SEME—RE NS, JFRES 19, NE, BL4HE~R.7 N4 dIkmk.
REMR (PFEEY Fids “ i IR TR EE P E, WRAN, 50010, oS L.” HIRKE
JREE M CHr RZAR VL5 I, A R A <Boeimz 30, Iz, S RE N a ),
B A T AR, Bhutyg ~ Y.
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AR BRI R L FRFREE X 2 BN, MR A A -

Bid: ASCRMRIIESA LA (ZRIEZESRY 5 FEIENGE T 5 RE
E) (24VIXGO068) I B A 78 e 5 .

SE 30k

FAAR 1958 (B A5 i A Al A B A) ), (R AR H AR AL

WAL 1985 REEIR A1), CHERESC) 5 2 33

XM 2003 BRARDLE (175 8 £E s FISE Al £ A, (SRR IR /R K228 (B 22 B 22RO 5
2 14

DG 1981 2P S MR R E A, CFE) 5 4 8

D 1992 P 5 E AR, (5F) #2 1

PG 1996 WA NS RMRERG], (FE) %3

DAt FEEEF] 2005 HE AT EE A ISR R L DUE R R, AR FN . i 3 g, (E
MEER RN SLIIETTY, (dba0) AMEHCEE ST H

SN 1985 BEin) « HE ¢ S, (PEE) 4

B0 2017 MDBOE K 5205 5 IE R A ESE R A S B8, (RS R 565

FRUE 2020 5E A 5B R L A——LART5 SRR Ao B, (DUESRD) 5 2
ARHCB K2 2002 “SEANE VP I AJ [ g PR A f SRR S 3G, (AR DUE #F)

53
A BA 2001 PUE S F5E A RSB R HE AR K HLH——# SkRid “R=—7 BIrE

AR s, (R EESC) 555
wiEs 1981 EESE R AT, (JRRZEW) (B 20 #
BiEh 1984 ERESE R AW, NRFER) (B 55 29

JEREFS . AR 2009 SRR Z KRR, FHETECEEAMEERZESR)) 513

TRAS 1999 SEiRuwE 55 R A, GESHITL) 452

RS O 1993 R AP IELPEEETERE:  “mE” “BER” , (PETES) 52
L

HE AR R S AT R E SR RS S N T B KR
B PORRRE IO 2012 (RERESHUESEY B 2 AR), (bR g
RAEEE 1982 (IEVEVE), (LIRS EN1H
RAEEE 1985 PUETE B E N A), (PFERESC) 1
RAEEL 1991 “Veneg-VO” 5 “VO-neg-VO” W & inl 4] £ PUE J7 5 BI04, (R
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U] 1995 DUBLEFER] IER BRI PR RE, GESHITL) 55 2

Lambrecht K. 1994. Information Structure and Sentence Form, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

The Question Structures of the Wenrong Dialect in the Jiao-Liao Mandarin

Jiang Jing
The Institute of Ethnology and Anthropology, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences

[Abstract] There are significant internal differences within the Jiao-Liao Mandarin. The dialects
of Rongcheng City, Wendeng District, Rushan City in Weihai City, which is located at the
easternmost tip of the Shandong Peninsula, are more similar to the dialect of Muping District in
Yantai City (collectively referred to as the Wenrong dialect for short). In the Wenrong dialect,
there exists a positive-negative question structure, "(-2) negVP", which has not been found in
other dialects so far. This paper attempts to sort out the four types of question structures in the
Wenrong dialect, explore the relationships among various types of question structures, especially
the origin of the "(:) negVP" structure, and discuss the commonalities and differences between
yes-no questions and positive-negative questions from aspects such as the types of focus and

semantic tendencies.
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13 4P BIEHEIRIBRER 51

5
SO B2 K

NEHE: EWMEREE—HFUSFALER APV WoTEIES, EET
HEKRARBE2HAERHIAETERRTHEZ L. XFZEAERE
RENEZEMRY, £ EZRWH L, 5 EEHNHLYUREZFITH
ZoetE LN EATHE, DR TEIREEE X SRR R

=z

RN H‘U

il

K2 HORANE s 5 5 A Ron sl 5 H R ook KRG B, R85 ERRZ Ak ARIL
KT M2 PIWE, HAra 2SOk F 25 =m0k (20102,20100), F#30 (2010), #
WA (2015), AR, FHEH (2018), ZF. e (20200, w24, EWRIE (202 M
55 (2024), FEFr. KM (2025), MR (2025) %5, AhAi15BIXEFETE. HKIE. MG,
SEE . ARTUEREEE . MOIE . g PEIE B AS A JEI S A TR I D ARHIE SR N AT T
S A AT o AEIEIIRAETE T, MR IRHESZ G RN, RoRiE A A2 bRl A H I
Hi, BRI a2 R ARSI ARG B . RSOV EEE R M
A4 PO 4 P ELES B AR R A BRI B SR E R SRR, X L B AR AT — — A
B

—. eREER

WX 7 ANKGE HRERL (5 AMEBE . 2 MRUBRRIE) B SH, fE 1200 M)
T T 157 DMEFFRIC 190 DNZFFRD, I AGIITET AR /S Fl 3l SR B E 1 it

AT

2.1 A+ niB3+P+te>+V z
EEEWAREEE S, M e oAz e Jo R AR A A, i 52 A 1 11 B A it
RHEAE ML), Ui v DN it 52 b e 10 H I B A 3 o0 A R e e,

2590, 2025, 4EVE B IBEMEE 2 S50, B, BB (Fdm) GRXAEER: BT E-BRE R
WA, pp. 214-225.

214



WA FIRTT. IR, ZERC A B, S A ic N AR S it S 2 e 24
ARSI, AR FE AR CHEED B, MAZUH L. n*:

(1) a®pi¥tha®® ¥  ni®  pa® e ©iPza®  gud
WER B 3sg AGT 1sg DAT %k )
WERARZ: T IR
(2) nu®  pa® te®  lo®ne® xa®, na®  1a® ni®.
2sg Isg DAT %% IMP 1sg K IRR
AR, TEK.
(3) na*®  da® 7€ ni®.
Isg T it IRR
PR
(4) a®na® ni®  pa® te>d ko>  lo®.
) AGT 1sg DAT & PRT
G A

B (1), e “fl” Flpa® “I” RN REFE R T ZHRIT, By
AR, BT AMERE R e M2 F iR n 2 e L T AR IE M 2 bR D, A
FR bt S VR ) TR B e AR (2) 1, nus “ART AT pa® “3R7 ralfE A L
JCMZFERTC, BT HFEHENIEEE LI, el e ga® “3,” ZJa Il 7 2R,
FER (3D, pa® “I7 ONHFHILIT, dea® W7 AZFRITT, BT da® U7 B4
JEHRART na® “3”7 , FrRVENIZEEARE RS E6] (4) o, aPna® “H” 5]
PRI, na® “IR” NRFERIT, B P na® M7 B EEACT ga® “37
HHTAC T g “R” NRFHERITTZE, o®na® )7 FHERUAZ AP RERER I,
PrUASERt RAE “3”7 2 Ja Il 7 2 FHrid.

2 e R RRIE N 1sg (1stperson singular 55— AFREEL); 2sg(2nd person singular 55 — NFRELEY);
3sg(3rd person singular 55 = AFKHEL); 1pl (1st person plural 25— AFREE); 2pl (1st person plural
T AFREHD; 3pl (3rdpersonplural 5= AFREH; A (actor/agent fiZF# ); ABL (ablative (marker)H
M/ A (BR7ED); AGT (agentive (marker) g% (Fr&)); CAUS (causative (marker) {2l (FrE));
COM (comitative (marker)i [F]#% (457 )); COMP (complementizer #ME ) 5] 547 ); COMPR (comparative
(marker) FLE 2K (B5&)); CONJ (conjunctive (marker) 3 713E 47 £ ); CONT (continuative aspect (marker)
FEGAR (brb)); COP (copula &1); CSM (change of state (marker) JIRZEZ4L (FRE)); DAT (dative
(marker) 5#% (#+:£)); DEF (definite (marker) E¥§ (#5&)); DIR (directional marking 77 [AlFRE);
DUR (durative aspect £§%:/4); EGOPH (egophoricity H$84#1C); GEN (genitive (marker) %@/ (bx
#£)); HRS (hearsay evidential marker /%[ (ZRiE) #57&); IUP (intonation unit partical & #.07); IMP

(imperative (marker) 430 (#7:&)); INST Cinstrumental (marker) T2 #% (#7:&)); IRR (irrealis(marker)
HAR (Fr&E)); NEG (negative 755 ); NMLZ (nominalizer &)t (FrE)); P (patient 2%+ ); PFT

(perfect 5l (A5 )); PFV (perfective aspect (marker) 5E%4A& (F5&)); PROH (prohibitive (marker)
211 (BR&E)); PROG (progressive aspect (marker) #AT4& (Fr&)); PROS (prospective aspect (marker)
FATR (A3:E)); PRT (clause/sentence final particle ) B 1H</BIiA); REA (realis(marker) S8R (hr&));
REP (repetitive EK); SQ (sequential(marker) h{EIELE (ArE)); TOP (topic (marker)ifidl (FrE));
VIS (visual witness 350 ORIEJEBE)).
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22 P+ teS+A+ni*?+V g
FEIEIARGEE S, A BT DOE R 7], FrLAERIR S SN, I8 25 B
it 52 SRR N, R sR sz F A AN A) . i A 2 AL I et S 2 FH e
JBE’JE 2SR PR, AL A A B . G

(5) e® ni*za® e a®wei® i te®  do*.
Ei) DAT %%  AGT 4] PFV
BBEESTT T .
(6) thudlyw’!  thi*? el pw®®  thullywlsoPguliso®® ni? ni?*  da®.
15 2 o— K& W AGT H CSM
RABYEINE T .

EH (5) w1, o®ei® “BFEF” R eniz3za® “ 7 o HIEAA) RS S T 2
Wit, BNA)T o> “BF 87 (g0 MA®ES e ni*za® “H” (ZFHEILID)
FIAEAEAR Y, FrRATE o6i®® “HBF a7 Al ePnitdza® “3H 287 Z a4 A L T i S Anic fl
ZHEAMC. B (6) 1, turlyudsoBguriso® “EIT7 A twltywdt 7 43 HIE A
ISR T Z FR TG, MR B, IE H 2 F R o i AR i B I AR Tt
Wot, W RS T thwdyubsoRguirtso® “EINN 7 2 5 P AR C .

23 A+ (ni®) +5FF+HSSHESER (4V) +gu

Ma)h L= AR ok, A RS T R Y BE qut “4h 7 B s A S
gue! “457 EMER Y. WA SR o S FR oo R R AT, SRR ILZEM
Pric il AR, M S o 2 S M bR i AR EEAR I £ 55 Bk e R B L. R
VLA, FEEIREGGEY, SEMRCHZERCFRE, #8 “e” o .

(7 Z(1552033 ni? midlze33so3? eSS eSSﬁSS gw31 11835 .

3pl AGT K DAT M+ 4% PROG
AT R P T
(8) % za*ni®  te55  kho¥kho®  tea®® guw®'  do®.

3sg %Y  DAT ¥ W 4 PFV
fhA 2% T
TEB (7D 1, za%z0® “AATT” AERA) i S o RIBHE N A £ s GRS B,
mit'ze?so? R NHHE, [P MT7 NEMAK, WEME gut “45” HILER)
A, Bl R C A S AR CERE I fEB (8) L % “Ah” {EAAI TPt
WIL, za*ni® “% 17 NEHH, koBkho® “WMEF” NEM, KYIshia “Pb” X5
W 4R MHIEHRIEAIR, AR REERCNIBEE, TR BB T 59 hRE-e,

2.4 A+ niB+P+teS5+V+si’3

FEHABUERRC “si2” BT, ety EIEEShE Y A shiE . A KYE)

IR BB, Ak (G 56 RABSE, S0 Sk (0 SC U 70 FLZE A AT
216



FEARC RS2 S5 R T, AR S O G oHES TR AT, EEZER G
(52 Fhpic e ML, TS0 0 S i b 1 D) 22 BR AR A2 75 78 24 ) v B AR T H B
-

(9) ¢® pa® 5 gt s nPlfin
3sg 1sg DAT jE CAUS #
AR LR AE -
(10) e®  ni® za®ni® te%  na®shi?? &a® 6i® do® ma®.
3sg AGT #%7T  DAT % iz  CAUS PFV VIS
fib % FHZZ5 1 o
(11) &% ni na*  te> bo®she?!  thi33 tehi3! khgd
3sg  AGT lIsg DAT Kk X —
nu® e i® gw’ i®.

2sg  DAT & 4 CAUS
A EFRIE L VR IZ A AR o
] (9) Hr, e Al MR TT (IR, na® “IR” NZHBIT, “6i®” N
ﬁffﬁa, 133 % ﬂjT &ﬁﬁiﬂﬂ ] #Eﬁi@fnﬁﬂ%"ﬁ%ﬁﬂ\ ﬁﬁuf 1](133 “,

?” ﬁx%tbm, “ 133” t?ﬁzﬁima, dza®t “HZ” ﬁ&%ZJJﬂ /TPE’JMQJE%IEBW?AEE
NT =4 IR AR e 2 FR T JE F L T ARID. 2R (1D o, BhE 15
BT AU guet 457 EM, ABUEFMC I, WITHUHERAN =N T
VO, B A iSRRI A S R AR I

2.5 A+ ni?*+V 5

MfEf R IR TRy, AR S R on, R Ui AR R
Jiti 518 T (BIAE R 3D Bk B BIAE, i LA 18 70 2 5 I it S A i -ni®> e 20t B

(12) mi*'ti**  ni® a® ta®*  do®.

= AGT PFT #4  PFV
=T CRBHD.

(13) pa® ni® dza?! do* la!.

Isg AGT Iz PFV REA

T 7 CGEYD.

e (12) 1, mid'ea® “=” R RS e, 58 B 152 8 oo R A N
AR FESR G HI, HH TR 2 R o E e, B DLA) i 8 TG 2 S AT
SR id-ni® e R (13) H1, ga® “I7 EAAIR R IT, HT AR ER ok
BG, FrLAE “3R7 ZJE I T EFE AR id-ni®.
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2.6 P+teS+V 5
MA)H SR T B R B2 R o, RFE R ITZ RN F - e DA
o e
(14) a®ma® te  na®pi® do*.
Wiy DAT | PFV
o] 7T
(15) o¥de® e  ta®ne” aPkhwtea®*xua’’, na®”  tho>la®

JE TOP & IUP R B H2 T

te  ma® xua®  ma® mi®¥ ¥ ma®  dgua®.
DAT NEG NMLZ #  — A~ H

POM BT, (HRWAERA T T iR .

B (14) 1, a®ma® “U5407 a2 g Te, R TR e s, B
PAE a®ma® “U808” 2 J5 ML T ZFbrid-te. 26 (15) 1, to®la® “HRT” Hh)H
fzfiton, WNEARHET—2ad, BATTRRE A EREEFEIETZ 0Pde™ “IN
M7, HBTE 2R L, FTRE to®la® “HRT7 2R LT ZFHRIC-te.

= EEERNHY

Comrie (1989) AN: w2 4 [ A (R, 1R AN A dr FE BRI S, A1

TEXN—ANEY, KRB H SRR T & NS>k a. 1
LI*#LE@%*TIBE’]A?EHT ] L B B TG A e 0 22 S Bt S AR i H I 5
Mo MR o AR dr B T 2 R ohT, S AR IC AN FAR LI S R i
HuAEmESZER oA MEM NN, N TXoFEL ETE R, NS
PRic A1 sz FARL M IS S A A MR oA e BT 2L, NT
LT FEE N ZF IS0, MR E AR AN 2 F AR LR 2 A B

3.1 A £45>P rap
Yt o A E RS T2 IR oh, AR bR R A A B, SR AR A
BEERZEARTEF (SOV) TH#U%ElEﬁE@%LbE*Dx$Lb7D s

(16) na*® ni*ni*® ne*?° nua®®  a®liPwu®  tehi*?' ma®  na*®  wa®
Isg 4K TOP g KI — % m =

s1°* na®.

CAUS PROS

LA R —EEIN KK,
(17) ¥ twPlyw® niPnifi*® dzo®.
3sg P EH M HRS
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il AHE 15

FE] (16) 1, pa® “3” NEPRBFLIC, gua® “Mm7 HRHRIC, HIEES
T EEWR s TR T, FTUOIFETE C RO B AR LA A B R
(17> o, pa® “IL” NHEFLIC, twdyw® “H7 NRFEIRIC, pa® K7 KAEmEY
BET twdtywt 7, PSR IC A DL

32 A 4p=P nop

M F IR TT A FRICEIR NPT, BN A A, N ZFERITZ RN

WA, WEARCBAH B, ZFARCN A . -

(18) na®*®* e¥ te ?'khw®  di*'dzua’.

Isg  3sg DAT/R G5}
FARAEA
(19) &% ni**  pa®  te% te® la®.
3sg AGT 1sg  DAT{] 3k
T3
(20) @®ywphii*  ni* aywima®  hw?! dzi** da®.
L] AGT  T}x§ g E CSM
NGRS E T .
(21) a®na®  ni*® a*zo® (te%)  kho®  pne¥.
) AGT 4%  DAT I PROG
FILER AR o

FEF) (18) 1, pa® “I” NiEFHRIT (HMEE), ¢ “fih” AR IRIT, na® “FK”
A e “Ab” A A EEAR 2, PTRACE A T ) S22 S ARIC L U B, AR LA B

I A7) H ) it S bR I A2 F AR AR E B s AR (200 Y, oPywpha “AXS”
a>SywPma®® “BEY” S RHE AR REF IS CMZFH IR IT, BT oSywdpha “AXE”
> yw’ma® “BEXS” FONBHY), Bt DAIER R 52 I A i AR e b AU B, 2 F bR
AT EE, EF) (21) F, a¥na® “H07 Fl a®z0® “45FE" 4 WAE A Bt oAl
ZHEITG, FrCAME SR i L I, 2R e AT BT A

33 A 54m<P xon
it e e I AE A BN T 2 R o I AR A FER, ) R R it S AR E AT S SRR C A 2
I, e

QD yw>® ni® na® tes no’l la®.
¥ AGT  Isg DAT  {L k
BHLEIFR T .
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(22) a®npi'  ni®  pa® 2% dzy*do®.
7 AGT 1sg DAT Iji PFV
ATHE T
G QD H, yw™ “E7 HTERY), BIENRTRREFIRIC, 1Mga ‘R ONE
Adr, BRI R T, BN TS 4 I AR LA 2 bRl ZE
(22) 1, a®nit “A47 Mopa® “,” RIVENG PSS T Z FiR T, BT A
AR I RART “ N7, FrUMEEATZ G 7 Al I T i hnid sz ARl .

M. A ALY

FEREIARERIE T, W SZARIC I BLRR T 32 A a2 7 R 2 4, eI Blic &
sacitr ey ARIENSEap i b ESR

4.1 BEEIHEH
PSSR TE T, HUiihE () 25| — Ak s —a) &t E51HESM R
RORFH 7 )5 105 BN R AW RN, R RV 2 5 R
ZHARL. Wl
(23) mi*'ti® ni®®  be?® ne”:“0®  pna® de¥'mi”® mithe® wud' se®,
= AGT # TIUP MK  1sg COMPR Jx KX CONT
mi*'he*® ni*® zua®  se®.”
K AGT  Ji#  CONT
=t Mk, KEEFOR, KGEteRiE.
(24) 0¥pa® ni*®*  ma®la’ ne'ga® za’ba’ ni>® zo® te>  be®
HhE AGT %% CONJ  fb@®E # A DAT #
ne’: “a®ba’ natni>’zo® 'mi>®  &i®  si®  tehy?®  zi® xa?,
101 o N ] 5 % sQ kK XK IMP
na®*®  ke*ne® ku’>-la® ni**” be®  teg?!  be®
Isg  Jaif DIR-%  IRR ¥t  #FE  HRS
HHEAEEAMEEY: S8, RmeEkn, KpEEmRE. >
FER (23) 1, mitti® “ =7 AR RREAUAE, FTPAE miPt® ‘=7 Z eI T i
Hhrids E6 (24) H, o¥pa® “FHEE” AIEFUAE, ma*la* ne’'ga® za’’ba “IEIAME
w7 ONIENTEE, BT RAEEANTZ G I T AR IC N 2 R .

4.2 AREWN
B 73 LG5 R 8 2 G R ORI R ] = 2E A, R B ) 11 4 T R T AR
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AR, FR R EUE AR, AR T BB IR D B) 7 4R . FERE IR B P th
FAEABR ST 245K, 3l H HIUE ) B I A BBV A A BTG, £ R “pa®” Z AT
MENRIT IR, AR T e S AR IC T B
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The Agent-Patient Structure in Tacheng Lisu of Weixi County

Li Xiang
Guizhou University of Finance and Economics

[Abstract] As an analytical language with a verb-final (APV) structure, Tacheng Lisu language
typically employs regular case markers to denote agent-patient relations.This paper primarily

describes the agent-patient structure of Tacheng Lisu from the aspects of its typology, constraints
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of animacy hierarchy, syntactic constraints, and the multifunctionality of agent-patient markers,
aiming to reveal the characteristics of the agent-patient structure in Tacheng Lisu language.
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14 JIBIRIESF LSRR B BAFIE

MRFEZ
W& M & A F S EEF IR

REHE: AXUBEANKXEHREFREHN B A ER Y ER, EohE R
FHEWAT i, RIEF LEM M 77 X BB SRR T B, RAOEEE
MARTEN F SR 2 A 3 M A AMEM KB EH#THENLFET,
FERFETHERKEF LS ERB S XU RMERAE, RSN
MARBERARRESSE

=z

—. Hi

il

NKIEFHARE “WE” MENTB, FHBRILRSAHWTIHFELYL — A
b, HATE A A E R A A R S ATV R RS A M SR L M I L BUR D . [ ANE
LR ROSR AL 2 5L £ 2 Ultan (19720 2387 17 123 FRRRINTE 5 RIS5EEE . 22 ORI EL Y
FEMEFRICAAR bR, AT 1 S M BRIV ANE SURFE, RN IAR LR S5 i 5 1Y
ST AT TP R S, (H 1R SRR $R AL L 4574 199325 . Haspelmath & Buchholz(1998:
277-334) DL 47 FRIE T R FON GAR TS LSS R BRI An R AE L S5 i Rl 3o 3 b
FERM, W TESEH SR R F, Bisang (1998: 707-730) ZH
Haspelmath & Buchholz [ARE SAESEHE S 704 1 AR WAIZRFE W0 5 Bl 5 SR LL 4t S A
U], SCAHRARYE AN [F] B J AR T RO AR B At 4RO 1l S LM o 3 R R4
FJ2RAY, R 7 HAh S L 4589 20, Henkelman (2006) @i #5581 17 25 FiES
FLE RIS AEG N, IWRIARIPTES LS RS AR BE LW, FERTEE X
SERI IR SR LL &5 0 5 PP R B 45 M5 . Haspelmath (2017) LA 119 FiiE 5 K
A, WIRELEMAFR BT, BEEW DR 6 PhEERNSEMRM, J5el 75
PEA T B 3 SRR . 1 PN 45 Ll 5 A R 2R 28 2 R 0 RS 2 33 (2019)
B (EEFIEE LS MR 225 22) , L E S Haspelmath (2017) FIHEZEXS #2515 3 F
LM SR REAT T RSB 2T,

R LRSS B B R AR D, BT R & (2012) (1) CEFREEIERZE LT

FRFEZ. 2025, THIEMBRIESE LSS MBI 2ET B HARAE. . BB (E49%) (EXEI&Ew: Tkt
HRRFFREEDY, pp. 226-238.
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) FIFETF (2013) () (B ARETE ZHUTEREDTFL) , (HOCEHE m i 5 2 sy, ik
AR AT RS 08T, H A 0 R P TR AR EL A IR R R T AR

ARG I IS N A A T RA MR LIS N B CRRIAR A TE AR MR R PRI FEXT 5L, PAHE
SRR S OB RL, S5 A ThRERAL A BRI T 3%, AR 45 EL 45 # i BT 30 2%
W SCRAIERIAN A, BATHE A TEAA BRIE (SR LLSS R R 0D 4 RS ALIE X HHEAT VR ) 730 #r
5, R MR A TE RIS IS LGS A AR SRR 5 IR BN RRAE, D LRSS R SR
TSR SRS B,

. FHEHRNE N RIRESR

PLER G M R N JIE 5 Th B A7 A 1 — A EVESE . SEE T (Lyons 1968:465) JEHLAL
5K NS A FIFRBE R EL, TR A il 250 m] H A DS AN R R FE I Lh sy vl E 22 A
KBTI B CL_E R FRFON R B FRE, R 5 — R B b B SCsEBR B
AN

(a) IEEK (Positive) : A is tall.

(b) %Ll (Equative) : A is as tall as B.

(¢) Z (Comparative) : A is taller than B.

(d) #Et (Superlative) : A is the tallest of the children. (KLEIN 1991:674)

A AL B IXPIANFRFRG SR FE AR [F] B LA #4, Haspelmath (2017) JEIXFF )
FLAR AW PR 2 AL S, 4 A LU A5 LM R R L FE A (comparee) , 2
JEFric (degree-marker) , HLEIS I (parameter) | FE#EFRIC (standard-marker) F1ECER
HYE (stan dard) , Ul:

1 2 3 4 5
comparee degree-marker  parameter standard-marker standard
Kim is [as tall] [as Pat]

Kim 1 Pat —F 5.
ASCK 51 Haspelmath (I ARTE 55 73 B B 15 AR U5 45 L 45 /2 R S8 28 2 RRAE

B OARSCHTERHEIRIE T2 AR SN A HAT T RA A I B e B A A ESE AN BT IR A K B R A A
FATIE Z b N PRI A IS ROV B RABELS,  S R BRI T 5 A 115
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= BIENMHHES LSRR AR R HAFE

ANE)E S M EE LS R ) TFBEANIE] . Haspelmath (2017) MESE S HIMMAHELE T 119
s & S LA R B SRR R T A SR LU 5 6 PP ZER)RAY, IR 1.

F 1 ZHHEMFIZEA (Haspelmath, 2017)

LR %)
only equative standard-marker Kim is tall like +Pat.
HA SRR ID
equative degree and standard-marker Kim is equally +tall as +Pat.
AR EFR G RER L
equative degree-marker unified [ Kim and Pat Jare equally tall.
AREEARIC 2 FEE T AN HL R HE I & 1Y
primary reach equative Kim reaches/equals +Pat in height.
05 i 1]
primary reach equative unified [Kim and Pat] are equal in height.
A0 T 2 U TR 5 LU R I 5 Y
secondary reach equative Kim is tall reaching/equaling +Pat.
S A

M1 ATRAEH, X 6 MR RE SLbr B A] Ly A &6 EbR i A0 45 L1 1]
KF. ANid, Peter Henklemann (2006) J8id %42 25 Fiih & &5 L4514 (N 25/ RFAE, N5E
ELEE M I E5H SR ABR T A S5 bR A — SR RIX RS DAL, A 0 1 1 4514
(possessive construction) « Be-of 4514 F£31 454 (paratactic constructions) , A J5 0T LF
LUy

AT NG IR AR 45 B H S P Bk S A S5 LU S5 A IO AN [F) =B SR SURFAE, AN
BB S LA SRR Ao =28 L A& hrid: 1L ORI, 1L
FHHNGER, RATEZE — R IR =S5 L g5 R E

3.1 KA 1 FE&iRD

TEH A BRE A S bt At a5 i, RERRMIEARE: —F A R dEbrid
FFEEFRCIE LGS, —ME R AR LS .

3.1.1 EHEARE AR E AL

TEH BRI SE L g5t b, BONH LSS L2504 [RI i A B dEAn iId FFE B Fm i, AR
P AERRICAAR ERR L AR, LA = A T R
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R A4 FEN 5 ¢ R ’OoU X
WRIZ I BRI PRI T IX LS
3. LLBZW
FEHTRIARRIE S EL AR b, BB S T FH SR R LA T AR LR v P LA )
FURHIE, — BTk AR S LA M LA S I, e
(24) |hi*®  nag* cise® ag®  nei*.
At R0 —H K
KERH—FE o
ATLAR R AN, e
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(25) pju® ex&® nang* pju*? qo*  a®5®  w* eon®.
BEE o B BT H —H i ER
s ERIE s —FEE -
WA LR TS5,
(26) mphp* g&* nan* mpho* qo* a*s** qhu®?  te te
wE o B | " —F XE Wbd &
B R BB — R N o
TEFE R, EERPGE S IR DR N e e e X, W E AT
Ho WS IMAYM R E LA % 00T, WE X EE, R LR 2 L S
WA SE ¥, WSS RS e — A3kl .

42 42

(27) mp* tap* vu2  nan* ve2? a*5\* tap*, mo* ntsei* nteha®
ZPtebad B Al ROk R B BWisid B A
vu2  qo® ntsei®’.

i/l HEERR S &
JHE At/ b BR R — AR, 93 AT e A/ i B R
FR ST A] DL T3] IRAMELTE AR R, @ T H AR, RS min] L)
UYL S WS BHE — 0] AL, [RIRE TG A T HoAd 2R A .
3.1.2 % I {UE R ERD
IXFP )LL) R AR B bR IT a2 “— 87 MR, BT EEE L BRI E
BURREEARIR], PR, AE BARRESE ] DLRMRIA SR LU S, e
(28) mp* J]o®  mp* eu®  a*2sei’® tan*.
2Yekrid K B /L iy T N = S
K /N —FERE
(29) mphp* tp2 a®25®  eon>.
AR DU . ERR
DURIE IR —FEE
XFREE LS B R DA LR ST, B RS T R E IS, FREAIL a2 > “—
7 R HBE LA S TG A R R s AR B S R & S0 WA LIRS I, a2 935 —FE”
ERR)F L E R ECRA T R f5, W FER R EAa 20 . Wl
(30) w*® men? np¥kwhe*’qp?mp? a®25\P, xo*Mw ¥ a®e.
[T TV R - = S I %
HIURKAT R, AR
(31) w® neha®  pae®ti® cu¥mphei’® nen®?  a*25¥.
[} R JRIL BT X —
X R AR [
HR, WA AL, Rl R AR BN IR I BARTE L b, LB T DLAS H
W, XX KA LA M B R IR,
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(32) a* pha® * nen®?  a®5\**  min>ean®.
- o Kk X — JIE
AR —FEME
Pe Bt mT DA B, H R R E R A B R B v T 20 = 2 R, (H TR = R i
Fric,  DRHEOHE S 1% LU AR A A B o, XA 48 BL G5 4 1) 2R T8 U AE I E Rl o
JUPRN K

(33) pi®li®2 , pi*?w® a5 go®.
T W —F R

BT TR
T B EER R A LR HE S B D — 1k, TR RS Bk #], XA
AN FEER DS A2 B EE A AR BB MR B & SRR B A T U B, B AR AR AT B
F 2R Z AR BARTR RS L FORFIE R RN, IR LA R i B i bnad,
ARG ERRS, .
(34) min®?  a*5* zp*.
fi/tpAl] —FF HEEA
AT —FEHE B .
A It 7T DU s E 3 BCR R RE SR R, -
(35) w”?npha® ¥ nen”  a%5® ta®.
A Kk X —r K
KA —FF)F

3.2 RE I B HEIA
FAY 2 A% OS5 LI A teo™ AT o™ MR, 3 #0E ahinl, o “EfS b
By R MR EARTRIZOIE I, B A R B R ik v 43 il A T 4 B IR R
teo*/mo* FIRTE A F 10 BB UM EIE IR IG, R\ AL )5 LB R 2
. e
(36) a®tw*  pen® nen® tep*/mp*  a* (w*pen® non* zu* zan*.
— K & X ek — & f& W B
KA MAACETE .
(37) [ho*ko* eo*/mp*  ti*te”  con*.
Fatk tefs B RE R
FABkER AR —FREE o
ELETE eo*/mo* AR L WA R BT MRS, FERE RS
AR IR R B 5 SR S R R A, A6 H R A R B F A3 v AN ) 138 ) A,
I, ECACEARRI LU R HEA B AR R B e, ARG AR, HWREMEMA B,
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W BETE NG BRI LA AR EEAN R, LRSI AT AT, (HAEE R EA M
MFRIRFIL: B —ANTHEA RS TR EARMC nan*nan®, F2EFR GBI LR ST,
ML AR . A% 0055 LU R AN L e S e T 28 — AN a)d, e

(38) nan®nan® pe* m=, mon®  tep*/np* ma*? phw*? 02
BAMa WOESE R WAL R ¥ A

KA, RERIRAT A —FEH .

3.3 A 11 3454
XA G G5 A o YN SZ HLES AR 5] B 581 - R R e 38— A1) 8 A A
FAk, B AFA)EA LEIERE, PR AR HE S B E AR 15 R TG
BB WoE AT A%, RN HIERAN IS a)rh, RS AT A) I AL
S AT E WA R 202 D7, FRSRRFEEAMFE. 4.
(39) vu2  zu® te® mphp*, ne” te®? kw*me? zp* zu*zin®.
fi/th BF ANERERIC GHARAEE AKX MRERICERER W 4 R
b/ it KAFIFE, AFKIRIRBIRLFE .
WRE—NTHRMEEEE -ATHMEIERRE, o7 EEaaae, w.
(40) vuz2  fu* tew™ ta* zin®,  fu® ze® zo* (a*
fiih %y W % IR O W
fib/ b PERSAR 5 T, O
FRFEARICRR T z0* “t07 , GEMER S 55— E1A ne® “7 KFoR, -
(39) vu  zu® te®mpho®, ne® te®?  kw*me? nze* z7u* zin®.
fib/ i o ShAR ANF MRFRE BRIk B R
fib/ it KASIFE, AFKIRIRBIRIFE .
(40) vuz  fu* tew® (a®  zin*®, fu* zae® nze* ta®
fiih My W JEE R MmO W
fib/ b PERS AR G T, FlOE A

M. £5iE

25 G S LA M AR PR T B HAE SCRFE B S AT, AT TIA Y B P Bk 3 55 b 25
PG RSB TT A7y =Ffr: (D FHEFEART, X0] A AR AR I TR BE AR LA A
FERERRIC I RPSRAY, Joir, A S UERRICRIRE BERRIC I S LU A, F2 MR MERRIC AN RR FE AR I
PIANEI A DL 3 MO RIS SR AL, A JEdERR 1D nan™ “BR” IR TERE— 2 40), Kk
LA A AR IE I, BB RIS R A A, PR AN L I v ) T R A
P bR ic R, LU AR LU B HE A B S e g i RA R AR, AR
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PEFEEARIC AR AT A AR 2R A, AR AR D a0 “ —FE” B LB AR L 5
HEF TR, A R AR B S 1 D FRLSEE T, 2205
FLiB 1] eo*/mo* “Lufg b, B B K R (D FRFIE5H), BB IF10 TR R e -
BApRtnsk 2:

AN Ny N SR Ry Al it

GhRyRAY il 4]
Anan* B a®5)Ps2*. A IR B —FE .
AR HEAR L AN Anan* B a®5)Ps&*. A M1 B —FE .
PR PRl A nan* B nap“nan® s&*°. A 8 B A .

A me® B nan“nan*sx*. A F B 4.
A, B a®P s&®. K. /MI—FER

RAE R pwra®e se®. TAT—FEE .
B nan“nan**sx*°. B 4 5.
W0 L E ] A tep**/np* B s2*. A & B &,
FR 1) G54 Asx* Bz sxe® A&, BHE.

HIE AT A 2, A PR IE S LS5 AR 5 Henkelmann (20060 (55 HL 451 283
RIEAR T, HRARHEZIEAS Haspelmath (2017) AZH 6 F = ZHA B A
W) Er . HIMETT AT P TE AR PRI A5 LU 2 M R SR U AT 5 5 2R 22 R 3R RFALE

A, BEAA R IE S LA M O AFAE JF AT & Haspelmath (2017) St 1 f = 231y
I RDA5 45 K b AR TR BERR T T B BR HETCAR IS HOE 5 s I R ELE S TiAE LU
FMEZ 5, MAZEST W EEEF N OV: WIR B T LA Z T, 4R D
I HAE LU UE 5, WRIEEA, TS T, SRR IC N H AR BT . BB A BR R
FHLAHIFATTERX =530 (D EFAEUNREARCRSE LA 2R, (2) LRSI
BAREWRBEEEZ 5, HEEAPOERN EEEF £ VO B, AR OV &Y (3) ki
BT LU S T, (EIAETRICAL T EE B HE 2 /T, T ASRAL T HEBRHEZ )5, X2
TERA PR A L2 F i B B PERRAIE

SE30Hk

77,2013, BSAR IS 2 L TERERT IT. St RRHE T 2:210-214.

M. 2019, BN SE LA ISR A5 5. T8 S R 2: 160-175.

Tt 1985, HIBTEE. dbal: RIEH R

ARER. 2012, FRFEEIEIZE LA). PRI AR CE A SRR 2:130-136.
Bisang, Walter. 1998. Adverbialiality: The view from the Far East. Adverbial Constructions inthe

Languages of Europe, ed. by Johan van der Auwera, Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter: 707-730.
237
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Walter de Gruyter: 673—691.
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Press.
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Types and Characteristics of Equative Constructures in Songtao Miao

MA Xiuzhi

Xi’an University of Finance and Economics

[Abstract] In this paper, which is based on colloquial corpora obtaining from immersion
fieldwork, equative constructures in Songtao Miao are described, analyzed from perspective of
functional typology, and structures of equative comparison are classified into 3 types according
to the different strategies and semantic characteristics of equative constructures. We hope what
we are reporting here will help language describers come up with some cross-linguistic
generalizations of equative constructions, and provide valuable points of reference on

comparative constructions.
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15 & MNEFTIE "R FHEINXEFER

Fireg
FRREAFFEIERKES XFFR

NEHE: ERUFNHT, AXFRTE MNEXIE L7 FEMMEE,
AXEENE NEXRES” FEMOR TRD A S REH#THE, H )7
M T FHEMBTERE, #WITETEREN ‘7 M T MR
EF, RERLEM R TAILHE.

XHER: X£iE ‘% FHEM KABF¥ WAWE

“UETT AT R R NERE BN TN, FIREZES hRR “47 Bshin WEAT)
fe_ b #ESEA BRI . 4% (Newman1996) MAIAFITE & 22 A 4041 7 8hid GIVE BiE
N FeM B2 A, FIRGE AT T GIVE BISEAE 5 v Ath (Newman1997)
WX T —A& (487 BFIES W) WX, X 10 Z2FE S MFE 301 Give 15 A
EVERE AT 8. 412 (Newman 1993) 455 IAKNE 5 £ MER 0 T OUER “457
ZJaNEBTES AR T “41 7 Kl is A, oo R RS T 454
FTE AR A5 T (Newman 1996).

WS R A a = aRTt, Bt ItA. 32 #H IR KAWL
JCT, 8 S EP Wi i R (SRR a5 . (BRI . % R462009) Haspelmath

(2015) #5H REAE SO =AM O TC B RO U 3], “45 7 “fE” , WA
FER R “$eft” LAV RshiE, W “RR” “H” S F)iE.
DUB ) 487 Bl N DU as M B R )8 SCo (RIFHE 2001) MESE & FRIALA KR,
“UNTIR7 DAl B R A XU 0Bl 1A] . Newman (1998) Ak EL 4 #h 7Y 5 XK W) 5y 17]
& “an”, ABAEIEVRGE I BRI A ORI 2 R

X TOOET S, HESNREE “47 F-Ait 28 0 5T i T 05 Rk 8 R f A
TG . BEAH . B R4 (2009) 2 TIRESE N 128FE S KT & BB RIBEES AN 4”7
FEEMIW SRR 2ET T, X E B NS T B RE AT 7. MR (2019) FEIX
WAL, B IR TR G 5 XIS 4 g 22 R LR, 48 tH “ XU 4

TR 2025, B NERIE “4B7 FEMMRTEER WA, BB (%) (GG LelgER: D1kt
BRRFFEREED, pp. 239-251.

239



P AR RS & X TR S 7. BT S BN ERNRR, “47 F45Mmdb
FEMPE, HOATRIGS KISEILE T 5 i,

FENR T BEATELE DY N BTGB JE W BV NS By BOE L BB R4
mACIZER AGE . BHT, KAH 6 HEZFEHEMBKE 5 HE2EICHEMHIEE.
B & T-DUBE RANE R IEESC (FhETF 19815 XIDEH 1998; ¥4 Fl. Ji KR 2006).
FEE N AL KIS (PhEFF 19815 XDt 1998). bl & Wiz iU, 24t
B2 (A1 AT DA EARIE G . BT 5 WA ZRIER, il 2 [ — A BRIE T, (H 15 P mT L
WIE GEROE 2007). % MZEFEIEE T IRIEEE T 5 T8 Gafi L. KRR 2006).
LaPolla with Huang (2003). BAi LA (2006). B (2007). 5l (Zheng
2016) FAREE (2017) EEAEX FETEBNIA “45 7 (25K BAR A I8 A A FIFR 8 1%
HHIERAE BIE “4 7 TR I A SCHHE E H 2 —F 1B A MR 5
Tl b, AT E N IEIAE LA " P EEMEAT RGNS I ah, FERE TR B R AE (2009).
Heine & Kénig (2010). AR (2019) [FEAE X635 N FEIETE “45” &5 Mg /s 0
TG BT B M R IVRHE AT R A B4

— B NEXIBATHELRLNY

4 NEFRIERZ AL SV/APV AEEEF. B @ ot EMEERES, SHK
PRIt/ B A — B8 RS IRIE R R, A LATE SONZERE It 3 R 10 -so A ARt 5 A
10-t0> . Jti S H ARiC-so> AR M H bric-to™ {5 5 BREN T K LAPER IR KRR &,
AT ER N T AR 0 i 5 AR DA BRI S o GX PR ICAERS E 15 DL 93
i, AR S R iC-t0> BARGE AR L EE DU ) MRAE s e, % N IEIeilE A sl
W —RIT S —HAVHREARID, WBlE) (1D KAt A Stk s it
HEIR 50", XHE P XIEFMHIF ARG dRic-t0>, Wkl (2).

QD) su'pia® fAa*'-da’’ku>-na®' Aa*'-lui®’.
fk WTFR-EIB) I /S
VEP SV PN

(2) su?'pia®-so’! qa*'-to> fia®-tsa™.
Ak ARG WA
VEPSIESIE S

Bl5) (1 F 1 wutpia® “Aa3k” ZENESNH dake™ “9K” FR—RITS, A&
HIEHE, RAartgdrid. F16) (2) i swipia®® “A3k” Z3E Aa’'-tsa® “Hll” )it

M ORSTHIM BHREFTEF RO R R T X8 N JETEBEHT I T B A, AR [ 2015-2023 4E.
FHAARGE (1941 4D, Foldkd (1956 F4). FLaskd (1972 F4) MO 4t (1998 4F
AD) REAIRE N, BESRNT A FIA), 13 8% b EEIEERHE N
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Wt A, BARBEMBIRE; 1M qa® “3R”7 ZNE Aa’l-tsa™ “HEi” [FIKZH, RHZA)H)%Z
HILJG P: A1 AH R RS bR -

fii P Ak 3 3 7 Bhia] JE A IS AR g -0 FoR . — BT 5, Eshia Jm i inilish s
Z-s = UUTR NI MR Tt. Qi a) (3D It ING Z-so* A KB A B T A K 3
W, FIEE I —AEBEE I BIA) (4 B IINE G -sod K S B R AR Rk T A )
B, R — AN EUEF B .

(3) qa'-so®' uP'pia’’-to> fa*'-da>ku>-so*'-na’’  Aa*-da>-sall.
T kRS [ RS RE S MRSk B
TibAKETFET .

(4)  no*-so® mu'pia®-to®® qa?'-to> fia*!-tsa>>-s9%".

-t Ak-dEbE s R-ARiEE W R A-SeAR 2
PRiEAT KA 2 T

#i6) (3) R ENVESN I daku® “UR” FEASIMBUEARIC-30°1 5 22 UE A 517] da™ku-
o “HER” g0 “H7 AHERAAMEAER, A LA B wpia®S “Hk”
AR IEAEAS BB B, EAI5 A AR R FRid . 14) (4) T shfESh ] tsa™
“CHE” FEISINEUE AR L -s0% f5 AR R AF 1L B 1] tsa®>-so*' “AHA” , qa®t “FR” NER BN
Sefii, WA BRGS0, fEAD T M E A T 03 i B
sudpia® kT AL AR BB, R B 2 HR T qatt “IR7 KRR N
B2 ¥, EN A AR FEAR I -to™

=\ U8 FEMBIL TR SRR
3.1 Zwhg 5
RS NEESETEY, Zhia “48 7 RMBMXUBNE, ‘47 TR - MERR=AS
5# B0 R B855SRI, SRR T (EEE R 1)
It 3 BH =Fh 770 (Malchukov, Haspelmath and Comrie 2010) : O#% /41 A #xid
(case/adpositional marking = flagging) ; @—%{ X & (agreement = indexing) ; @E¥ (word
order) o % NZEIETH MG XM (0 3 B G 7 AIE XA brad i AT X 4y, Hzhial iy AFR—
R RIGA IR F R TCIRIF— 5, AR E AR S 8 N RIEIE “48 7 7450
AR R, FERIEARICE . BUEG J L R IEHE .
3.1.1 #EIMCEH
AMCEE IS NIETEIE “4 7 FENRE . B gmaS T, HARERI v
XA AR F AR id-to® . WfA] (Sa-b) -
(52)  qa*-so*' no*'-to™ phu'  a¥-le Aa*'-zda®.
T R KR S S 1 5
WL — AR
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(5b)  qa*-so® phu’!  tso-le*l-to> no’'-to> fia*'-zda™>.
T Kk X--AEE R-AEEE W4
ACK A ARG R T o

B 7 AERE S bRid-to® b, B NEETEIRE SANRRE S Kot (BhEf 4D
Bt (BIAFMAIED Z KRB ER: -ge¥/je’s s Ml-midea’. “457 FE5HFRIA
WA BT IR “4h T KEAE, O A BRER-geY je Fl-miPea A . BEANITEDIRE |
S EAMME, HXAZE PR, @FEEEH.

Bt B i -ge> et A ARIL, TTRAHILTE H bR oS5 A RARIE AL, i TRk
THB G “F3) “H. mpla) 6 - (D .

(6)  tho*'(-s9*")  qa’'-ge*'/-to™ su> a¥-gu®  tsua®>-na®  Aa?'-zda
fl it S T/ AEmiE mo —A  E=-WRE ] R -25-S98 03
ELIR T — M. (EF: hERXE . )

(7)  tho* qa*'-ge®/-to>’ ¥u> @¥'-gu®  to*-ped’saP-nad!  ha*l-zda>-ji>c.
fl ROtk /AR B ——A I\ EAERE F] R -25-598 03
fi 253 T — AN

A HtE S hrid-to> WA Librid b . #il6) (6) — (7) BixiRst qa “3” Hibrid-
ge’'/jet W m] DL 4 e E i 8 AR id-to ™.

P E A mivea @G/ ZaE bR IL, S0 FHRFRIABUE 2 a8 A SO IA F A4
WRUE & R NFRAGIE B, AW IR AMAGA B EN . £LL TR B HILW “4”7
FEEME, T Wt IEEFE L0, R BICEH I & iA-miSea® 8-ge’ bric.
%] (8a-c) :

55-ji55.

55

(8a)  tho(-se®)  qa*’-mi’’ea® pd'la®  tsua®-na*  so*'-zda’’-ji*’.
it 5 Y - A N i —RiE A A —25-S29R - 3
A TR T .

(8b)  tho®(-se®)  pd'la’'-to®® qa*-mi*ea® tsua®-na*  so*'-zda>>-ji*’.
it 5 AR-AEitisE K EH-%am  W-RIE ] AR =25 —S29R 0 3
ARSI T .

(8¢c)  tho*'(-s®")  pd'la®-to> qa*-ge’ tsua®-na®  so*'-zda’’-ji%’.

it 5 AR-AEti s J-Aig Wi ] AR =25 —S29R 0 3

i HE AR 7 i B PR L

#i4] (8a) HIE/F N RT, T 0 p@la AN ALATARIL, R 87T H P B 17 miPea®

Frid, H— AARIE R EEE R qa®; #15 (8b) MEF N TR, T iksoHl R oA
AR bRIE s Wifla) (8c) FR (8b) AFFE R wytH-ge* bnid, 5 — ARRAHEH—HIE
X qa’'. Filf) (8a) fELEH FEEAGAT T MR a i) & ahia &), Tfilsa) (8c) F1 (8b) K
KRN EER o 5] (8b) BRI (1) 42 FT A BN #%, Tl H) (8¢) FRIA W ZMIAL B M HH .

I ge/je TUREARIR], FTUAEHE, ZHFEANLF AR ge*t, FRANLH A jers
242



XHAMA) R WG EARid il & o hric-t0>,
3.1.2 BfE4H

FEBHIA “457 Ja I INEUE bR -s0 T LA SRR (XS ] A8 A B & s, [
I3 N — AU TG XURIBR] “48 7 (it A N R Bhia) “ 4 i a s
H, [FIRHEUE E B2 TR A iS4, WA (9a-b) -

(9a) qa®(-se®)  phu®  tso®-le¥-to> no’'-to> fia*'-zda™.
K-t Kk xRS R-EE W R4
TACX ARG IR T -
(9b)  tho¥(-se®)  qa’'-to®® phu®!  tsol-le®-to> no’'-to>’ fia*'-zda>-go%.

fth— it B-AMEE AR X-H-ARkEE ARS8

b FRAEIE A A ARG IR o

Bilf) (9a) Hfiqast “3R” W EWENAzda® “47 I ITA, HIE RS S b
1e-s* 2 AR BRI 15 phu! tso?!-1e3! “IXAF AR AR AW T, HE A et F# brid-to™,
no* “YR7 EEZHRILIC, HEMAEEFEE R C-to” B L. Blf) (9b) FIEE#
i35 58 = AFREAthe® “Ah” TER)EMETERE, L5 138 bric-so & Ao il 1 5
S # 5 — AR S qa® “3R” W et S bric-to™, (HIEIE SRR Sl
M52, AR R e -zda™ “457 WIS #; B ARAIAne® “IR” &%
&, P AR S FRIC -0 phud tso¥-le® “IXMFRR” ABARL T, GH HIFEW
|EH R ZFH 00, Ha A AR RS -0,
3.1.3 EFF

B NEEBA) T IREARGW R TEEIERG N, B NEEIE “47 FEMNRELET
9 NP+NP+NP3+VP. —feK i, NPy ARt A, AR o BA W8N, EaE
PEIERR, S5 i S # pric 2 R R b K NP N2 #1070 R, F /G ZEam i 5 AR
Khrics NPsAERARIRTE T, G M # pric g e bl s, il (10a) o H
EIE A (. . BARE) AT DL A T MG A, R L LA
A AR 18 G T ZE SR AR RS AR I BOE AR T, e Tt R i i
Hhrid, wiflf) (10b-c) .

(10a)  tho*'(-s9*")izmy [qa®'-to’ zi3'dzo®  a3'-pai*!(-to™)
it 5 F-EisE B ——AR-FEj
te“—pu“—rLa“ ﬁa3‘—ztda55—ji55.][m].

F]_ -2k ] R 2559803

fhSEZE I — A,

(10b)  qa*'-to>/-mu’ [z [tho*'-s0*' zi*'dzo®! a*!-poi’!
W-AEHti S/ A 1 —=K
to*-puwd'-na®’  Aa®'-zda’-ji*> Jpws).

F]_ -2k ] R -25-5K98 03
2T, eIl T — AT
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(10c)  zi*'dzo* tho®-pai®'-to’® [isw [tho®'-s0*! qa?'-to>>/-je>
4B W-A-FEntig A e IS WA R Y
to*-puwd'-na®’  Aa*'-zda>’-ji* Jpws.
F] b —SE—{R7H ] R -45-598 03
HEA A A S22 T -

%) (10a) HH the® “Aih” ZXLANENIE to*l-pu®t “S2” [t LIT A, HIEME
HEbRO-s? R AEBR BN ; qa® “IR” B2 H RIBTG, WA M HE FH brid-to>; T 2i*'dzo™
a@l-poi “—ARF” 2EMILIC T, HEMIEFEE IR0 HRIEREIR. Ff) (10b)
R WG HIE A EAE TR, HE AR F A brid-to® BUl AR 1d-mu® Zsa ] I,
A WICAET R RO T itz a), HjE RS brid-so Zoafil . #la) (10c) [
T W BER EEES, HERAERHEH brid-to® Zamfl I, A Wikt T R woo
AT Wtz v, HJEMHEE bR id-so W E R HIL, T R W c b Esabl il et
Frid-to” BN AR I -je>

KUK EN ] “ 257 3 TS DN AR 1 -0 T AL BB P Al il Bl 46 4, H AR 7
N NP +NPo+NP3+NPa+VP o XU AR “ 45 It S8 2 A0 2l ia i e At
() ] 43 0158 255 10 et R JER XU S W sl il IRt 2, — FBOR UL, NPy A X S ) 3l ] F 3
%%, FEAPRYEHEIRTC A, B HHARR T A EEE, EAEEES; NP iR
KA R S, B EHANRRBAEH K% HE P, [FRW X ENHE Aa’-
zda™ “457 Wi, HEERGHT AR bR G NP ERRIRoT T, HEMIEtHE
Fricdth 23R I NPy A2 R Bon, A B #Hinid-to”: wfla) (11a).
HEBE At (2. Zmd Bn5) Wl DL IEA) 1 78 4058, A X 2 H )
FEA)E AR 18 70 7% ORI AR N (A AR BE AR, T g R e
&ML, WA (1lb-d).

(11a)  tho*'(-s0*")pinm [qa®!-to™ phu'  tso*l-le3'-to> no3'-to>
il it 5 F-AEMiE Kk X-MdRSE R-dREEE
fia*'-zda’>-5oi* i)

] N2 -8 i SEAR 3
il b FRAIX AR ARG AR o

(11b)  qa*'-to™ ey [the*'-so®'phu®  tso?'-le*'-to™ no’'-to>
W-AEEE - Kk X-f-dEEE R-TEEE
fia*'-zda’>-5oi* |irss).

] N2 -8 i SEAR 3
2T, LRI ARG R

(11c) no*'-to™ (s [tho’'-so*'qa®'-to> phu’'  tso*l-le*'-to’
fr-AEftisE  fh-iEE R-AEEE Kk X-H-AEEE
fia*'-zda’>-5oi* i)

A N2 -8 i SEAR 3
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TR, AL RICX AR R R
(11d) [phu®  tso*-le*-to* s [tho*'-s9*' qa’!-to’ no’'-to>’
KM X--AEEE b R-ARESE R-dRRE
fia*'-zda’>-5oi* i)
] N 25 -2 SEAR 3
XA, Ak FREE IR
i) (11a) MBUEE Ol 5= AFREEEL the® “fth” fEA)EEIER, H 500
HFEbR L -so® ' A AETRMI I BEEUEH 2 — AFRIEEL g0 “ IR 1A A SR FH & Frid-t0™,
{BLEE S E AR R BUEH 2 H, [ 2 X301 Aa®l-zda™ “2457 [WitsE; 26
TNFRARIA nott “AR” Rz, I H AR bRid-to®; phu! tso®!-le®t “IX A AR ”
NEARW T, 00 IR Bl 5 4552 2 2 18], 8 AR bR id-to™ . 7] A (11b)
IR EE# qa® “FR” HIEA) E R UG e F A hrid-to™; BUEFE tho® “Ath” 7 i
FHE bR -s0®s BlA) (11c) A2 no® “AR” AEA) VBTN, A SRt & brid-t0°;
BA]) (11d) FERIBIC 2i¥'dze® o®l-pai® “— A" A EMEGE, Faa JEitdHinid-
to>; BLBTEEE tho®t “Aih” FIBEEEE qa® “IR” HITEIETE SN E, oy A A0 R
IS FRIC o
IXPFEE M AAZLE RT M TR B, b RT B AMRHBEF, M RigJG: 1 TR
BN RIEGRZI AL E S, Ry TH#SE R .. BB C g, B4 (10a) F1 (11a)
VIR F R E e R gE ), AN RT 1B, b2 TRIEF, MFEEfc ] bl
A RS FRICA X A RFE A, R WIoH T wonnl L IE R B Y
1A, FTCASE N ZEIETE XSS K (A8 P AR 20 H R .
Fok, BN ZEIETE B TR — B0 RIS A BRI S0 o IR RE— 8 (HEA A R R
SR, plE) (1D (3 4 (6 (D (8) (100 (11) BhiF LT i AFRbRic &
FRA)F ISR o R — 20, mElA) (20 (5) (9) MIFhaER AR AR .

3.2.9mfi5 KM

Margetts & Austin (2007) R =S 57 FHAE N T HAHEN) gmiL HREg KA. =
B #mg  (Three-place predicate strategy)  [H] 321 hiG S #& (Oblique and adjunct
strategies)  IEZJIEME (Serial verb strategy) + 13 M& (Incorporation strategy) %4 1A
1L3%m% (Adnominal strategy) « J7 [ 5EH§ (Directional strategy) - PRI TR% (Absorption
strategy) o % N FEIEAE FILAELE A AL SRS AL D) SRBE SE AR MY ) “ 45 T
3.2.1 &AL

AR (adnominal strategy) : AT MBI, B =EANSEHEBRE NI
TRV B Ly, S i W O S A N U

2N FEIETE NFRAR A BB A I 70 RS R T RS R A /52 2 T A AR AL
55— NFRELBLIR) JE /2 b A2 28— AR — IR R R A R Dy e TG A, BN
FRELEN G = AR EL ) JBm A%/ 52 2 4 23 0] FH 58 = AR EORT 28 = A PR B3 — X o
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ARTCE oi AN . L RT 97 152 55 #5108 TC R G i 2 A4 18 7t (1 43
A%, wela) (8a) , Xanff] (12) -

(12) tu55ba55 (_5931) qa35 §u55 0‘31_penSS 293‘—pu55—rLa3‘ ﬁ(131-z‘d(155—ji55.
AR R A —A FL-KHRE S ARS8

BEFRGIR T A
Bl (12> 1 R WITT N — AR @/ 2tk B, Wi B&, BErTRLZ T
WIG suPapen™ “—ARH” WAL, WA LURIENE 47 B2 7 E R TG,
3.2.2 EFNHKM
RS NIRIGIBEL, “F YT Ak 4y R ST Sz e UEE ERA N 48
IR Z B2, LAGSH) “ATV-na®'-Re-437 NE, WAHRE T E0)E 7451845
“TAV-na*-Rr-25” , flH) (13a-b):
(13a) tho¥'(-so®")  gin*'a*-fon®' fa®'-tei®!-tha®'-na’! ga’'-to> fia*'-zda>-ji*.
fib it % f&  ——# DIR-HF-WMERE  F-IEMF  DIR-45-CSM:3
7y 7 —EMESA T
(13b)  ein® tso®'-fon?! tho®'-s0®! Aa®'-tei®'-tha’'-na’! qa*'-to> fia*'-zda>-ji>.
& X-F Al-MEFE DIR-F-DUE-IRIE  B-ARHE#E  DIR-43-CSM:3
X BHME R A
BA] (13a) HH the’t “Ath” & 2hTA] Aad'teid'tha® “ZF” Ml zda® “44” HIMEFILIT A,
HG It 3 bRid-so? 2 JE SR 1) qa®t “FR” ez R oo, WA JEi s # brid-t0™;
1M ein®' a¥'-fop® “—HME” BHMAEILITC T. Flf) (13b) K T IRIC ein® tso®'-fop® “iXFf
157 HIEAEEEE, A RJohT 301 Ao teit tha® “BF 7 Z A/, )5 iS4 brid-so®!
Eamt L. RPN A, ARG bR IC-nad E g ] H IR S — N 3hiA] Ao teidtha® “ BT
25, VWIS TT o “&F 7
ez Mt B AR v 2 AR A E e BB FE AN, RIS “ATVna®'-Re-457 28N
45K “ATRrV-na®-23”7 , Wfle) (13c); BB E A ER, BIHEH “ATV-na®'-Re-
U7 ARNEER] “RrATV-nad-45 7, ifilf) (13d):
(13c)  tho gin*' a*-fon® qa*'-to> fia*!-tei*-tha* -na®! fia*'-zda>-ji>.
fi 5 —-#  -JEMEE  DIR-F-VUERTE DIR-4-CSM:3
fnZFen R 7 —EHME .
(13d) qa*'-to™ tho®! gin®' a*'-fop®  fAa’!-tei*'-tha'-na’! fia*'-zda>-ji>.
K-AEmid  fh 5 —F  DIR-FVUERIE  DIR-4A-CSM:3
Wk, SR T —EE.
BTIRTC T ) AU AR L 3hia 25K 8, nfls) (13a-b); TEE
2 FE R AR R A AR S, U2 2 i Z5 4 Re AL T A)E AR s A A S
LA T AR, 2 EIAL5H “ATV-na* -Re-45 7 (B 132) > “RrATV-na*'-4;”
(i 13d) >EFHEEH “ReATV-447  (F 142) HIZEEL 7K.
(14a) qa*'-to™ tho’! gin®' @¥'-fon®' Aa®!-tei’!-tha’' fAa*'-zda>-ji>.
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F-AEiEsE b F —3F  DIR-F-IUfE DIR-Z5-CSM:3
B, AR T —HE.

“ATRrV-na*-45”  (ffl 13c) >&EZNEEH “ATRrV-457  (ffl 14b) HIEEY 5K
(14b)  tho® gin*' a*'-fon® qa*'-to> fia*'-tei*'-tha® Aa*-zda>-ji*°.
fir fF ——F  WAFMES  DIR-F-BUH DIR-4-CSM:3
fnZFen I —EHE .
R NEEIEIRE, %S 47 FEMIEF AR B H, wEa) (13c-d):

(14c)  tho’' ga’'-to™ cin®' a*'-fon?! fid*-tei*'-tha* fa’'-zda®-ji*>.
fib H-AERFE  fF DIR-ZF -V f& DIR-45-CSM:3
fibzr a3 —FHE

(14d)  cin® tso*'-fon tho*'-s0°! qa®'-to’ fia*-tei*'-tha* Aa’'-zda®-ji*°.
f& RX-H fl-MEFE RARRSE DIR-F-IUF DIR-43-CSM:3
XEMERMAFSK T .

M, “48” FEtRIECE KR

P Hh (LaPolla 1992, 2004) H4jek4fiiF: 1 BEbric & ahinl =25, NAR i 31
P2 A WX AR C O R A bR, AT OB SO AR ], HAEHE R T HE
FriE A2t F iR e, 1EA)F iR & = Arhrid Mg e BRI S o fE X 43, AT VH B
B ERE . ERE MEERIEE, R E bR id-to° 7] ARSI S s Bl s, anfl
) (3) MIREEUEE wud'pia®™ “Hk7s BN “487 A, WElh) (Sa) [ no*
“AR” BT AR 2 s USRI AR T, Wiila) (5b) 1R T phu!
tso*'-le?! “IXMEANR” 5 WEYISAM Bhsitot, wEla) (6) f1 (7)) ) qa® “&” &Y
PALE RS H bR 60T Dbric 2 23, Wil (2) B qa® “3R”7 H-to” frid,
AT AR BN B e -tsa® “HE” (1952 F. mubnl L, 35 N ZEIETE KEiE 52 % .
AR TG 8 152 il 0l S0 2 AR sl A i 42 3 . AR oo & B AR e #fH A —
AFRid-to® . £ b FETIE LR T, B O IoA i Rer= ARl U, ZHA T
BRI, R B SZ F A A R

4.1 SZEIRC-t0™ M HBLE M

Silverstein (1976) i i F4LE SHbric S5AEME SR A IRRNPIKR . HTiEMAda
BEERR: FB— ARG = AFRARIED & 41> N 4400 > 95 NRA Ay i
I 44 1) > oA fiy I 44 1] . (Silverstein 1976038 N 38 IE1E 52 A pnic-to™ [ HH B2 H 414,
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FEQN IX S5 DL A 2 s ] B

411 RENEGERTRETHER L6
A T EEE T A G, B NIRRT 2 R INbRid-t0™

PAC At AN 32 3. BilA) (15) %23 qa® “37 A dn L LUt kho®' “ o7 A= i B2 v

Blf) (16) ZF no* “fR” WA EEAIEH qa> “I,” WM AR Z2 552000

2 FriC-t0s

(15)  khu*'-so® qa®'-to™ ze*'-dze¥' ja*.
Fo-jisE R-AEMIE  mE-R ESR
Hmg 1 e
(16)  qa® (-s*') no*-to> me>lia® 103 ma*'-eou’>-sau’'.
® g R-AEEE R K BE-BL-SAR LR
BAHCRLAR

422 REZH

E8 NIETEE, JEMEEEE bR IC-t0% BR T AT X it S S A g DA BRI
fE, EHEATIEH FRxS e B shEe, wfa) (17) 1 (18) 2 H wu® “Bi” AT
A S, HR AR S brid-to® AR EI 5 B2 H T

(17)  sa®-so®' u>-to> so*'-khze’'  no’'?
WM Bi-AREE AT AR
WEEHIATRE 2

(18)  tho*-so*" ku>-to> $9°'-dzai*.
fi-jtis wi-AEMHE AT
(LEARTNE T

4.2 ERM

MEETE S MBERE, — i8S A AL — R XU AR, ANFIE 5 XU s H 78
R A L H IR KK Z R, Malchukov, Haspelmath & Comrie (2010) #5iH, tHFiEF X
KaE R E =M ERR . (T-P) -R . (R-P) -T XA T-P-R K. EA[F A E A
W, SHRMBARMIE T & ILERIEARIE T 18R e WS . (BN @
KA 2009; Heine & Konig 2010)

B NEIEBRBEET TSP (ARE. HEA 2018) —F, ZFHi&tric-to%
FOAE AT 46 1E 10, St S e A (R 20 (R e zhinl a) vk, 23 P MAEGEE T
ST A A B R i AR R, ZEH 2 FARAR L DUX B TS, 42 H P 1
A A BE AR T 2 1 A o P A g e U R ARE, RS B R N

I AR R, E BRI TG R S bR C FnT. fERbRCai R, “48” 7

SRV R-T IRBIERF, #%%2% R BIcH-t07 drie, K TR Lhrid: 2“4 74

PLT-R HUBUR, #2523 R WICMER T s bric-to™. RUbE bR i &%

Prr) iR oT P HURS RO RT 55 20 28 DUR AL A28, (1) #EBL R-T RIEFH “457 7
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gitydr, O P oAARE MG ARRS, HAgDFEXCE A HE T, B (T-P) -R 3, J&TXEY
FAF R REARE: @2 P LG IR H-to% trid, HgwIEFEX LA T R,
B (R-P) -T 3, B FREIEHEA, (2) fELL T-R NIEFMH “457 45k, OH P
AR dr ARy, Hgmia BT X AR R M T, B (R-T) -P R @ P oA dr i
Fl-to® kRic, HOmAdEXU A R A1 T, B T-P-R R, J& T XA b 1y vh F
B, MIED) R “47 FEMPREGAR, AMREiEFHA R-T & T-R, E3)5HIE
“ob T AR R WL EARNC-t0%, FAE T e AL . HOESIFE “4h
FEEMMECE R R-T REFW “47 FEME, RIEHREYAZEIRIC P IR A5
FH (T-P) -RAM (R-P) -T R

ETRE

Machukov etal. (2007) WG iTEE R ER, EARREES XN YR F, TR
HIGT EZE 2 A A PR G B AL e . 3 N JEIETE & — /UL SV/APV NEEAE
BRES, HXEER (SR TARC R, &2 EIERICE~D LR-T N
BT, KRR PRE (2009) FIHIE (2019) 5T R IE S XIBMALHET
Mg R —8, 3R REMES L R-T AMRHIET .

E5E NEFRIET, MhrcEmE “9B7 FEMREENHmEER. X545 Greenberg
(1966: 96) [ U41, B SOV IEF WA T ARG, & MNELEMEARCRE R -
fIbric, HIhReFRER N T HENHE ERNE SRR R LAY, ZEF R IC-t07 5
Kbric A AEmRIZERIC, —RAPICTAEMNZERIC. FOERCETE, 35 %
“CORT AR R AT MIE AN RIG. E 47 FEEMT, LLR-T NIRHIE IS FR I
SERIZH -0 AR R J6, T WIokbsic. KILEs b ZERIERE R A ZFHIRIC P
HRE R RN FR AL . 2 P O EA A fRiT, HmbD R A ey T, BI (T-P) -R K,
JE& T XU 2R b ) Al B AR AR, 24 P O AE AR F-to®,  HLgmfin R A M) R
R, B (R-P) -T R, BFREEIBARA., £ “4” F&0F, T o LIHBE R
TG, BEIF DL T-R 95 7 IS ARG 4544 ) T 8 7oA R 18 Te 38007 2 & Frid-to™.
FEFRICEE R LA R R IRJGH) hR-TV NARA LM, 1M R, T ¥ B hT-hRV 450Kk
SRENII AL E .

UK ER ] 45 3R N B bR -s0 T FA U Sl i U g5 4, g TR
J¥ 9 NP1+NP+NP3+NP4+VP, Hoit NPy AW & W ahial (i, fEA) 7 iEdin
JG A, Al A ARG NPy NS s ia g sl #, 75 S AR 2 8 # 1)
ZHP, [FI R X B) 1A Ga’l-zda® “457 WS, H 5 E R AR bR i -to®®;
NP; BRI IL T, HGEHAEM &b ic & B bl 1) NPy o2 # R won, HJE%
sl A AR A bR id-toY . B NEIEE X BNIE “4f7 O R R ES) LY,
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HiAEFU T-R AE, R Byo)s bl AEEEZbric-to, 1 T too/a MR F & brid
Fe AR 5

SE30Hk

FAEE,. BB RIBETEN Y LM =Rt dil), (BEEBIET) , 2019 4F
553 1.

R, HETE: (BIETT & ZFRIRICREAREFRMILED, (EFREA), 2018 45
2 .

BTN R CEERTEY, DUNIANR AL, 20065

R GHRFBIEDIA) , RIRERGAE, 20074,

B (FEBRIAEREF LA RL), GEFEIRAN) 5 41 4, R EIHBIE, 2010
Fo

B (BB S LEARE) . GBEEBIES %), 20105524,

XPHE: (DUES TRV 2 5) ,  (PEE) 5 2001 455 5 .

XeH: (FRE JETET ), PUNRBEH AL, 1998 4.

MR . CRBEEE 5 XX S5 B R ), (AMEIED, 2019 455 4 3.

BEP . &R (HESENIE S R ETY, (DUBIEZR) 55 3 1, %
58, 2009 4F.

IETF: (FEiEfE), RkHmE, 1981 4.

EOREE: (F MEBIETREDII), hRRERAE 2R, 2017 4F.
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A typological investigation of the "give" character structure in
Luobozhai variety of the Qiang Language

Wang Baofeng
School of Chinese Ethnic Minority Languages and Literatures,
MinZu University of China

[Abstract] From the perspective of typology, this article focuses on the types of the “give”
character structure in Luobozhai variety of the Qiang Language. This article first describes the
argument encoding method and strategy of the “give” character structure in Luobozhai variety
of the Qiang Language, and summarizes the configuration types of the “give” character structure.
Then, it discusses the word order of different types of “give” structures T and R, as well as their
interaction with nominal argument markers.

[Keywords] Qiang language “give” character, structural typology, morphological syntax
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16 FARBITIE A IALAFFIERYELEL

= 48

BRAKF X EHEEEFIR

NERE: AXEREHEURTEHRLEE AT E RLWANKE. £5F
TERLET S B AEANT B RE, EdTTERUEREK,
FETATEREBLFHONAGNER, WuX M ve. TH LI FH
LR BE-BERE, ANEFRERNXZFEUBRARA, w, AXEH
o T MR K7, AEENERPEIE ‘&7 ARER “E7. ¥
BB 4 — Wy AARKERT, —#Ho AKX EERRET, AH—
ELER®. HELHENKETREAMER, LAEFEFEXRIA AL
FRETEMN, L FHARKEANKE. $A5 RN RANH 2K
whhEE, 2R T ERAEFEFL, RERAD “E—" “F27WET
FECEHRKA, MEABRRHXENREFR., FRUEANKEFE-LERF,
HEb e AWz REIE “2h” o “EH” RBPVRA L,

X mEEE LA R

1990 £EAX LISk, DA {-#h (Randy J. LaPolla). #MEJF. XD, # . Jonathan
Evans. &A1 ARBEEEENNRE, WNRIEHT TIRANM SR, OfF 7 FmiE
AREHR . FhEIF (1981: 177-178) HEIEIEH N E T S AALE TS . T 5 4 N hA
T KRB i R LE. it hiE, BRI A N B A RE IS TE R
L, XPANU ZAE A PY )15 S #4732 . Randy J. LaPolla & Huang Chenglong (2003: 5) f§
He e N SRR A E B POER R, HE S EE R EIEONIE TS, B
T8 R FHBARDUE T . T 5818 5 0OE K BBk, X8 S8 M iE
TIRZAEHDOEMI G . ARSCIERT N SR ISR b, 32 B0 g 35 98 15 44 ] i 4 R0 RRAAE 3
ITHEE AL, I TT F RONBTIUMN SO N B3 Mg, BB PIT . 43)%%0. fEm i Ie1E
A SUGEFTGRR “i77 52X “i77. B (2007: 46) JEIHTR IETE I &
SUN “CHA B — AN N E R, B, B 7R R S A 0 N A R

FHE 2025, FESFEIE L FARMEM . EEE. MR (EgD (BAER: BT E LR
££), pp. 252-268.

6 ARSCERRBEON I A, HEs| RS AL,
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MNEATARPE 7

FNETF (1981: 59) e “IETH MR RS 3o B8 1) A b 58 1) 2EL R I 5 ], 22
B B Al PR D 7 R RIS TE R A AT DR — AN, WK 50 e o SUP s Sue?!
s TN meRls g mei® g me s WA LURBEANETT, W “KFH” mudnit's s
muP'ni* s me®'se™ g, “HEE” bed'suy 1 x suatya® s be? 59> sk o

Kbz 4h, FEBISIEIRAE — L5 RBiA Cenclitics), ‘EAI R EMEELFMEIEG. 1
Fo: MAsid. MERRIE . HREARD . RIS EATARE M I, 215 4R R R BN
—RCH I, B te¥-ko? Bl 5 i -tehyou -put Bl s 1°1-qa s “ BEFE 7 pia®-mia’
w b pie’>-mia® pmpn pia®-mia® ax. A TS LRI Z 1A H FEG LR LS £,
) 5 1A DL T ], R T A S R

—. &iF
2.1 EiE 1A
M 42 1] A 44 T R R LN IRSE . TERTA AR 1051 N, B N 2R RS
ZAIE 126 4N, & 11.99%, JEE P C ST AR B3 1154y, & 10.94%, 405
P AR 120 4N, & 11.41%. LA, MBI E]—obE b s . angk 2-1 A
TN
£ 2-1 FHIEE =N B A 42 1A

1] BN | REWNEE | 4R
) khu3! khy3! kbtue®!
K su’! su’! tsue!
L) y v i
B phu’! pu® pho®!

MR 2-1 T, X A2 1 B AR e 0 — 2otk RO 44 el i TR ARNE, A
WIEEREE, Ao RAEZK.

AR, BMERIEACR, kAR, TR O R mutto™ iS5 b FEA
IRAFAEZE R o BRI 5 WARIIAZ AL, — O TT DR . i “/K” X —ir], 724 b
FEFRIRE P 50N su, HIEARRIECN sue®, HIGE KA TG EN, 1M i aedkEl
B2 u—ue KAERMLKIGIE, BRI LT
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* 2-2 FEBFENE u—ue ZLIHN

18] B S e 1% ] 4R
7K tsu’! tsu’! tsue?!

7] k3! khu?! khue?!
MW Fre | mu>kbu® mu*>khy mu'kbue®
B eid'gu’! 47 ce*lgue®!
BN ku?'ku®! — kue?'kue®!

Hom KU — Kue®!

BILE RN ICE ML R o B 2. Wﬁ%%ﬂ“ewmmwﬁﬁ AT 2
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The Comparison of Noun Phrase Characteristics in Southern Qiang Language

Gao Tao
College of literature and journalism of Chengdu University

[Abstract] The article primarily describes and compares the characteristics of noun phrases in
three dialects of Southern Qiang language. The proportion of monosyllabic common nouns
shows a high degree of internal consistency; however, due to factors such as vowel raising, there
are differences in the forms of common nouns across the three dialects, such as the
correspondence between 'u' and 'ue'. The expression of place names in proper nouns is relatively
consistent, while the representation of surnames in personal names has distinct features, for
example, using the Qiang word for the animal 'muntjac' to correspond to the surname 'Zhang',
and using the Qiang adjective for 'tall' to correspond to the surname 'Gao'. Kinship terms are
partly expressed in the native language and partly through Chinese loanwords, with a high degree
of internal consistency. The expression of time nouns is largely the same, with differences mainly
appearing in some pronunciation changes, indicating a common origin. The expression of
numerals and measure words also shows a high degree of internal consistency, with differences
primarily found in ordinal numbers; the expressions for 'first' and 'second' in Longxi Lianghekou
have disappeared, adopting instead the Chinese way of expression. There are some differences
in the expression of directional terms, most notably in the forms used for 'left' and 'right'.

[Keywords] Southern Qiang language noun phrase comparison
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