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CHEN Zhongmin MA Liang and WEN Rui The bidirectional dynamic influence between Shanghainese
and Mandarin on the variation of Shanghainese E/E1 and the ei in Shanghai Mandarin

By analyzing the variation of the final E/Er in Shanghainese and the final e in Shanghai Mandarin this paper
discusses the bidirectional dynamic influence between Shanghainese and Shanghai Mandarin. Tt proposes that: a) The
variation of the final E/EI in Shanghainese is caused by the influence of Mandarin; b) Iis pronunciation varies in
different age groups with a gradually higher percentage of E1 and a relatively longer 1 in younger generations; c) The
pronunciation of the final ei in Shanghai Mandarin differs as well among different age groups with a longer i in younger
generations. This reflects that the interference of mother tongue is more influential in the acquisition of Mandarin in
older generations. Besides this paper also discusses the matching mechanism of sound change and the phenomenon of
bidirectional dynamic influences induced by language contact.
Keywords: language contact language variation diphthongization formant curve the extreme point of the first

derivative

JIANG Haiyan ZHANG Lin and Guo Xuhong Word stress and the duration pattern of Mandarin
trisyllabic words

This study investigates the duration pattern of Mandarin trisyllabic words in all tree branch structures by
experimental methods. The analysis suggests that trisyllabic words in Mandarin tend to share the same total length of
duration and the same duration pattern. The prevalent pattern of “medium-shortdong” bridges the duration differences
between various types of trisyllabic words. Within a prosodic unit the duration of syllables at the boundary tends to be
longer with wider pitch range whereas those in the middle are often as short as transitional syllables. Such duration
pattern leads to the “tightness” inside and “looseness” outside. Hence Mandarin should be a syllable-timed rather
than stresstimed language. Unlike the word stress in English syllable-timed prosodic pattern is more suitable for
Mandarin as a tonal language.

Keywords: trisyllabic words prosody stress stress-timed syllable-timed

ZHANG Fan and XU Jie Existential presupposition of focus

It is generally believed that negation does not affect presuppositions that is presuppositions can be
projected. However Yuan (2000) proposes that negation can change presuppositions in some cases and such
presuppositions are focus—related. Through formal-semantic analysis the paper suggests that by marking the
focus of a sentence it presupposes the existence of a focus that makes the sentence true. This is referred to as
“existential presupposition of focus” or “EPF” for short. The relation between EPF and negation is closely
related with information structure: Negation in the background inevitably changes the EPF whereas negation in
the focus does not affect the EPF. Although EPF is affected by negation within the background information its
property of projection remains as the negation used in projection test must be the negation outside the
proposition. Hence information structure is of great significance to the study of formal semantics.
Keywords: existential presupposition of focus projection information structure intro-information negation
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focus—sensitive negation

CHEN Yu and CHEN Tiange Counter-mirativity of non-specific expectation: A case study of CAR
constructions

Though widely discussed consequential additional reasoning ( CAR) constructions are mostly analyzed under the
framework of scalar model or de-counter-expectation model which still requires further research. By investigating the
syntactic distribution this paper argues that CAR constructions have archetypal and peripheral tokens. From the
perspectives of semantic and pragmatic performances the use of CAR constructions is motivated by self-evidence
reasoning so as to enhance argumentative strength. To fulfill a reasoning as such counter-mirativity of non-specific
expectation is employed which plays an essential role in the use of CAR constructions.

Keywords: CAR constructions non-specific expectation counter-mirativity self-evidence argumentative strength

CAO Yabei Indirect anaphora of the pronoun zhi ( ) in Archaic Chinese

Combining with related discussions in literature of general linguistics this paper investigates the indirect
anaphora of the pronoun zhi () in Archaic Chinese. It categorizes indirect anaphora into two types: those
with event-type triggers and those with object-type triggers and discusses the various uses and referential
mechanisms in details. The indirect anaphora of zhi was facilitated by various linguistic features of Archaic
Chinese. Firstly the synthesis of word meanings in Archaic Chinese provided appropriate triggers. Secondly
unmarked nouns can be referential which makes it possible for zhi to find its referent from the inner meaning
of certain words. Thirdly the syntactic and semantic features of zhi also provided necessary conditions for
indirect anaphora. Such indirect anaphora of zhi reflects its high degree of grammaticalization during the
development from a demonstrative to a third-person pronoun.

Keywords: zhi () Archaic Chinese indirect anaphora trigger anaphoric island

FENG He On the origin and development of duo (me) ( ( )): A new approach

It is generally believed that the interrogative and exclamative adverb duo () in Modern Chinese was
derived from the interrogative duoshao ( ) which is highly problematic. The paper argues that the
interrogative and exclamative functions of duo+adj. came from those functions of the structure duoshao+adj.
which had previously developed from the interrogative and exclamative uses of the structure duoshao + NP.
Hence the seemingly extension from interrogative to exclamative actually indicates two paralleled paths of
development of two constructions.
Keywords: duoshao ( ) duo(me) ( ( )) exclamative construction interrogative construction

diachronic change

ZONG Shouyun The special usage and characteristics of the intensifier ke ( ) in Zhangjiakou dialect
In Zhangjiakou dialect ke () is the most typical intensifier with a high frequency of use. Intensifiers as
such not only can be used like hen () in Mandarin Chinese but also present some special usages including
the modification of stative adjectives words denoting location predicate-complement structures with de ()
general verbs and verb phrases quantitative structures expressing a high degree and even clauses. The
typological differences between ke and the Mandarin hen indicate that ke expresses gradational reinforcement
with the possibility of floating whereas hen has the nature like a weakened copula and is deeply embedded.

Keywords: degree adverb intensifier accentuation graduation

CHEN Yao and YE Xuan Linguistic infiltration from Mandarin to Hui dialect: On the superposition
and complementary semantic distribution of synonymous functional words

In Hui dialect synonymous functional words may co-occur next to each other with complementary semantic
distribution. This is closely related to the language contact with Mandarin and presents the co-existence of
synonymous or similar functional words from different sources. Moreover  geographic variations on the

employment of these functional words are also inspected. Different usages of synonymous functional words in
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